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ABSTRACT 

This study examines shared governance in pubhc, unionized community colleges 

and creates an inventory of faculty participation in governance as prescribed by collective 

bargaining agreements. Two hundred thirty-eight contracts representing faculty across 22 

states were reviewed in order to identify in what areas faculty participate in institutional 

governance as well as for regional differences in patterns of governance across the United 

States. The results are intended to increase the understanding of shared governance in the 

community college. 

Grounded in organizational theory, the research adopts a theoretical framework 

that conceptualizes the internal governance of community colleges as a political 

processes working within the framework of a professional bureaucracy. The findings 

suggest that community college faculty participate in shared governance. That faculty 

(both full-time and adjunct) are contractually obligated to participate in governance in a 

number of areas, and that there are regional differences between the amount of faculty 

participation as outlined by the language of the bargaining agreements. The study 

suggests the need for further research into the process and outcomes of collective 

bargaining in community colleges. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

"Shared governance is both an ideal and an operational reality that pertains to 

ways in which policy decisions are made in colleges and universities" (Hines, 2000, p. 

142). Corson (1960) is credited for applying the term "governance" to higher education 

when dividing decision-making between faculty, who had authority over curricula, 

instruction, research and classroom issues, and administration, who had authority over 

other institutional operations such as finance, student affairs, physical plant, and public 

relations (Hines, 2000). Shared governance in the current study is defined as the 

organizational work in public community colleges which is shared between faculty and 

administration, with the role of faculty going above and beyond their traditional teaching 

roles. 

The current research focuses on internal governance, from a perspective of how 

faculty and administration share in the governance of the institution. "The legal 

relationship between a college and its faculty is defined by an increasingly complex web 

of principles and authorities" (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 150). Untangling this web requires 

constant attention to the changing face of shared governance in higher education. 

Colleges and viniversities are becoming increasingly adjudicated, decreasingly 

autonomous, and controlled by external constituents who have little or no understanding 

of the unique nature of faculty's role in institutional governance (Lee, 1980-81). The 

purpose of this research is to provide an inventory, grounded in organizational theory, 

that describes what the collective bargaining contracts of American community colleges 
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cover — in discrete areas where opportunities for shared governance may exist. The study 

was designed in part in response to a void in the literature on "basic descriptive data 

about the present state of governance" (Birnbaum, 1991, p. 4) which continues to exist 

throughout higher education, but is particularly evident within literature on the 

community college. 

The research will provide a national perspective on the legal frameworks that 

exist to support or inhibit shared governance in unionized community colleges, and as 

well examine the legal rights faculty have in several areas of employment conditions as 

covered in collective agreements. These faculty rights may be as strong as those at non-

unionized and elite institutions that are viewed as collegially governed institutions where 

rights are embedded in organizational rules, regulations, and policies (Toma, 2001), as 

well as in tradition. In addition to providing a perspective on legal frameworks and 

examining legal rights, this research will be open to the possibility of generating new 

concepts for understanding governance in community colleges. 

Problem 

Despite the fact that 39% of the students enrolled in postsecondary education 

attend two-year colleges, and the number of two-year colleges exceeds the number of 

"Doctoral/Research Universities, Master's Colleges and Universities, and Baccalaureate 

Colleges combined..." (Phipps, Shedd, Merisotis, Carroll, 2001, p. iii), community 

colleges are underrepresented in the scholarly literature of higher education (Levin, 

2000b). Furthermore, not only are community colleges understudied, but also research 

specific to the governance of two-year institutions is limited. 
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The study of community colleges is a continually evolving literature, mirroring 

the metamorphic nature of the institutions as they adapt and respond to meet the changing 

needs of the market. Their market-driven nature has resulted in periodic enhancement of 

the mission and purposes of the institution. Community colleges in the 2000s are once 

again at the threshold of another period of mission expansion (Levin, 2002b). With 

modest beginnings as extensions of secondary schools, community colleges have 

continuously defied boundary definitions and adapted to changing environmental 

conditions - adding transfer, occupational, community service functions as they 

expanded rapidly in the early years - to economic development and workforce training in 

the mid-1980s and 1990s (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Levin, 2001a). These transformative 

institutions are currently poised to transcend yet another boundary, the baccalaureate 

degree. A number of states have enacted enabling legislation allowing two-year colleges 

to confer baccalaureate degrees in limited number of programs. 

The 1990s brought the effects of globalization, with resulting economizing 

behaviors to the community college (Levin, 2001a). Contemporary conditions such as 

globalization, academic capitalism, increasing governmental interaction, and turbulence 

(Riley & Baldridge, 1977; Kaplin & Lee, 1995; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Morphew, 

1999; Levin, 2001a) have affected internal and external governance patterns. 

Globalization affects labor relations by precipitating a "managerial transformation.. .in 

which economic values predominate" (Levin, 2001c, p. 12). Community colleges, 

consistent with other institutions of higher education, are increasingly examined in terms 

of their relation to the larger lattice of political, economic, social, and global influences 
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(Levin, 2001a; Tierney, 1993; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). It is projected that current 

boundaries will continue to wane and "the misleading distinction between inside and 

outside the organization will blur" (Gergen, 1993, p. 534). 

Generalizations of scholars (Birnbaum, 1988; Cohen & Drawer, 1996) of 

community college governance (as the institutions are often described collectively as 

though a homogenous group) as bureaucratic or political appear incomplete. 

Significantly, these models may fail to account for the contractual stipulations of 

participation of faculty in institutional governance in many institutions and for the 

organizational, demographic, and functional differences between institutions. 

Purpose 

"Governance is a widely debated topic in higher education" (Levin, 2000b, p. 89). 

The term imparts a tacit level of understanding, which becomes increasingly complex 

upon further reflection. Is governance decision-making, policy-making, regulation 

enforcement, legal authority, or some combination of each? The imprecise nature of the 

term makes it difficult to understand from both a conceptual and an analytical level. It 

remains a term where "agreement on definitions, preferences, and understanding is 

unlikely" (Levin, 2000b, p. 89). For the purposes of this study, governance is defined as 

the process of academic decision-making (Hardy, 1990). 

The purposes of this research are: 

1. To review unionized institutions' collective bargaining agreements which 
both frame and suggest institutional rules and regulations for decision
making. 
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2. To examine the legal rights faculty have in several areas of employment 
conditions as covered in collective agreements utilizing the traditional 
notion of shared governance as an analytical framework. 

3. To improve understanding of faculty participation in internal governance 
in the public community college as prescribed by collective bargaining 
agreements. 

Generalizations of community college governance models as bureaucratic or 

political are incomplete. These models may fail to account for the contractual stipulations 

of participation of faculty in institutional governance in many institutions and for the 

organizational, demographic, and functional differences between institutions. The soaring 

higher education participation rates of students and concurrent growth of institutions 

beginning in the 1960s have slowed in recent years but not subsided. Such phenomenal 

yet recent growth has resulted in a disparate array of institutions which are uniquely 

distinct yet closely related - "by the shared goals of access and service" (Phillippe & 

Patton, 2000, p. 6). It is this environment of shared goals and institutional diversity which 

suggests the need for conceptualization of governance beyond the traditional "community 

college" label. 

Governance, even in the community college, is a complex dynamic, involving 

formal and informal behaviors, multiple parties, and shifting structures as well as a 

myriad of rules. In the mid-1970s, March compared the management of educational 

organizations to a crazy, untraditional soccer match. 

Imagine that you're either the referee, coach, player or spectator at an 
unconventional soccer match: the field for the game is round; there are 
several goals scattered haphazardly around the circular field; people can 
throw the balls in whenever they want to; they can say 'that's my goal' 
whenever they want to, as many times as they want to, and for as many 
goals as they want to; the entire game takes place on a sloped field; and 
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the game is played as if it makes sense (quoted by Weick, 1976, p. 70, in 
Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker & Riley, 1978). 

Community college literature on governance suggests that not much has changed. The 

rules continue to vary, the players continually change, and the field evolves. Governance 

requires persistent observation and theorizing in light of these continually changing 

conditions. 

Significance of the Study 

The investigator could find no current research utilizing collective bargaining 

agreements as the framework for understanding shared governance in the community 

college. The study will provide basic descriptive data outlining the present state of shared 

governance in public, unionized community colleges by analyzing prescriptions for 

faculty participation in institutional decisions. The study will also update the current 

governance literature specific to the community college, which is limited (Levin, 2002b). 

Increased scholarly interest in governance (Hines, 2000) throughout higher education by 

default should lead to a growing body of knowledge describing community college 

governance, but the research to-date is nonetheless sparse. The void in current 

community college governance literature combined with the emerging unique identity of 

the community college (Levin, 2002b) suggests the need for creation of models 

describing community college governance which have been developed from, and 

informed by, research on the community college. 

There is a need for community colleges to discontinue attempts to shed the 

vestiges of K-12 governance structures and begin writing their own legacies. This 
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contemporary understanding of the community college can emerge from scholars whose 

research interests focus on community colleges (Townsend & Twombly, 2001), and from 

researchers who conceptualize the institution organizationally not only as a nexus 

between secondary schools and four-year institutions, but also as an "expansive 

institution, reconstructing traditional boundaries that separate postsecondary institutions" 

(Levin, 2002b, p. 15). 

The study shifts the focus of shared governance from the chasm between faculty 

and administration regarding decision-making, to where they co-govern, sharing 

responsibility for academic decisions. This perspective indicates how both sides have 

learned to wear the two hats of cooperation and conflict, a necessary trait for 

organizations who intend to compete in the global economy (Woodworth & Meek, 1995). 

Review of Literature 

The review of the literature focuses on internal governance processes. 

Governance is a complex topic, with horizontal and vertical layers, fluid processes 

influenced by "multiple claimants to authority" (Hines, 2000, p. 105). Hines, in an 

inclusive overview of the governance of higher education, noted five themes consistent in 

the literature on higher education governance. First, he suggests the presence of a variety 

of stakeholders representing multiple interests, and a mixture of internal and external 

players. While observers and scholars often consider faculty, management, and boards as 

the prime players, students, part-time faculty, legislators, state accountability agencies. 
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alumni and local groups have places at the table as specific topics or environmental 

conditions warrant. 

The second theme identified by Hines (2000) is "that among these multiple 

claimants to authority, there seems to be a continuum from participatory governance to a 

corporate style of governance" (p. 105). The style of governance has also altered 

according to changing fiscal, social and political climates. The third theme Hines 

identifies is one of an emergence of external political actors with significant influence in 

campus governance. Policy makers, often with statewide perspectives which may 

overlook individual institutions, are appointed by governors, and able to exert authority 

not only through policies, but also through resource allocations. The fourth theme 

consistent in the literature is diffusion of authority. There are increasingly more 

individuals and groups who have some form of authority over institutional governance. 

The final theme, suggested as the most critical, is that "higher education governance has 

taken a position closer to center stage than it had been at an earlier time simply because 

higher education has become a major instrument of state policy" (Hines, 2000, p. 106). 

Each of these themes in the governance literature is applicable to the governance 

of community colleges. Indeed, community colleges, due to their market orientation, may 

be more closely aligned with some aspects of these emerging trends in governance than 

four-year institutions as community colleges have historically been more susceptible to 

external influence (Baldridge, 1971). The overview of governance literature provided by 

Hines (2000) serves to reinforce the complexity of empirical research on the topic. For 

this reason, the focus of the current study has been narrowed to a set of research 
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questions which addresses in part one of the themes, the continuum of participatory to 

corporate governance, in an examination of the rights, roles and responsibilities of 

community college faculty in institutional decision-making. 

The review of the literature begins with a brief overview of the governance 

history in American higher education. Colleges and universities evolved as unique, self-

regulating, autonomous enterprises led by academicians who governed by consensus born 

of academic values and tradition (Kaplin & Lee, 1995). However, the authority of faculty 

has "been truly slow in developing, its forms forged largely in the late nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries, not within the context of a formal governmental system, as in 

Europe, but within the setting of the established powers of local trustees and 

administrators" (Clark, 1987, p. 15). Following the historical framework, the three 

governance models most widely and consistently quoted in the literature to describe 

institutional governance are examined. These models may or may not appropriately 

portray community college governance because they were developed to describe 

imiversity governance systems (Baldridge et al., 1977). Subsequent work by 

organizational theorists such as Hardy (1991) has broadened the perspectives of 

utilization of these models. 

After taking a broad view of governance in higher education, the literature review 

turns to community colleges, citing historical literature specific to community college 

governance, the position of two-year colleges within the higher education hierarchy, and 

the unique organizational features of community colleges with which to extend the 
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possibility of refraining shared governance to keep pace with the evolving identity of the 

community college. 

Following a broad view of governance, the review moves to the practice of shared 

governance, an internal focus of governance, citing the legal frameworks which exist at 

the federal and state levels to support or detract from shared governance practices. "The 

[United States] Constitution does not grant to members of the public, generally, a right to 

be heard by public bodies making decisions of policy" states Supreme Court Justice 

Sandra Day O'Connor in the majority opinion in Minnesota State Board for Community 

Colleges V. Knight et al. (465 U.S. 271). The findings of the current study suggest that 

while there is limited language at the state level which supports faculty participation in 

governance in a number of states, there is no language which requires faculty to have a 

broad or equal role in governance. 

After reviewing literature on the legal framework for shared governance at the 

federal and state levels, collective bargaining in the public sector, and within higher 

education, is examined. The unit of analysis for this examination is particular clauses of 

collective bargaining agreements. Community college faculty are the "most heavily 

unionized sector in higher education" (Rhoades, 1998, p. 12) The fundamental question 

analyzed in the course of the current research is how faculty and administration share in 

governance as outlined in the collective bargaining agreements. The results suggest that 

there are a number of areas in which faculty participate in governance. 

Finally, the review of the literature closes with implications for the future. 

Community colleges are once again entering a period of mission expansion as a number 
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of states have given statutory authority to community colleges to confer baccalaureate 

degrees (Levin, 2002b). This has significant structural and operational issues for two-year 

colleges and may create a defining moment in the institution's history. Recent fiscal and 

political climates have resulted in organizational behaviors within community colleges 

which have been identified as "economizing", where "institutional decisions are 

grounded on economic values and justified as efficient or productive, or both" (Levin, 

2001c, p. 6). 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Organizational theories provide the grounding for the inquiry, with Mintzberg's 

(1979) conceptualization of colleges and universities as professional bureaucracies 

providing a foundation pillar for the research. Mintzberg (1979) expanded Weber's 

(Morgan, 1997) interpretation of the organization of social groups for efficiency, 

governed by principles of legal rationality, as bureaucracies - to include the nature of 

professional work. Community colleges are recognized in the literature as bureaucratic 

institutions (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). As institutions of higher education with a large 

number of independent professionals, two-year institutions fit the conceptualization of 

the professional bureaucracy. 

Due to the multifaceted nature of governance, other theoretical constructs are used 

to frame the research. A political model of governance employed in collaboration with an 

exchange perspective describes the negotiations between faculty and administration in the 

collective bargaining process. The political model of governance integrates the concepts 
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of power, conflict, and politics to describe the process of academic decision-making. And 

finally, in order to move the research agenda on shared governance out of historical 

frameworks and into a more forward-centered view, globalization theory, connected to 

the study of community colleges in recent works by Levin (2000; 2001; 2002) and 

described as "a technological and managerial transformation of production and labor 

relationships in which economic values predominated and in which societies were 

equated with or reduced to economies" (Levin, 2001c, p. 12). Globalization, as both a 

concept and a process, has affected the way community colleges do business. 

Economizing behaviors embodied by two-year colleges and restructuring of labor 

relations and academic work with an eye toward efficiency and effectiveness have 

implications for shared governance and the way we conceptualize shared governance. 

Research Questions 

There are three primary research questions the current study addresses: 

1. Based on the language of collective bargaining agreements, is the 
traditional concept of shared governance practiced in public, unionized 
community colleges? 

2. In what areas do faculty participate in institutional governance as reflected 
in collective bargaining agreements? 

3. Are there regional or state differences between faculty participation in 
governance areas based on collective bargaining agreements? 

The research provides a theoretically based inventory of some of the areas in which 

faculty and administration in American community colleges share in academic-decision 

making. 
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Methods 

The study utiUzes both quaUtative and quantitative methods to describe shared 

governance in the community college. Qualitative research through document analysis of 

collective bargaining agreements is the primary method, with documents coded as 

indicating "faculty participation", "joint action", "management", or "silent" in a number 

of governance areas based on Levin's (2000b) analytical framework describing the legal 

framework for shared governance in the commvmity college. Two hundred thirty-eight 

contracts representing full-time and part-time faculty at 301 institutions in twenty-two 

states were analyzed. 

The data were also quantified in an attempt to identify significant differences in 

faculty participation in numerous governance areas by region of the country in an effort 

to test the efficacies of union participation empirically. "Faculty participation", "joint 

action", "management", and "silent" artifacts were converted to dummy variables 

indicating participation in decision making was present (1), or there was no evidence of 

faculty participation in decision-making (0). "Faculty participation" and "joint action" 

codes were assigned a "1", "management" and "silent" were assigned a "0". Pearson chi-

square and analysis of variance statistical methods were used to determine significance. 

The primary data source for the study is the National Education Association's 

(NEA) Higher Education Contract Analysis System (1995-96, 1998-99), which is a 

searchable database of NEA and non-NEA collective bargaining agreements. Collective 

agreements were queried for governance areas using the HECAS search engine, and each 

contract was printed and hard copies were analyzed. 
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Findings 

The findings indicate that community college faculty, and adjunct faculty (at least 

conceptually), participate in governance in not only the traditional academic areas of 

curriculum and instruction which have historically fallen under their domain, but also in a 

number of operational areas of the institutions which have traditionally been known to 

reside in management's terrain. These areas include budget, evaluation, grievance, and 

retrenchment, among others. While there are limited legal frameworks at the state and 

federal levels to support shared governance, the academic tradition of dual (parallel) 

paths of decision-making continues to exist; however, the boundaries are begirming to 

blend. The implications of the research suggest that participation in governance, as an 

economizing behavior in community colleges, may lead to the reconceptualization of 

shared governance as a commodity. Faculty participation in governance is an article of 

value, to be offered in trade for faculty productivity. The implications of the study 

suggest the commodification of cooperation between faculty and administration. 

While acknowledging the strength of an inventory of over 200 collective 

bargaining agreements, there are a number of limitations to the study. The focus on areas 

where faculty and administration share in decision-making biases the evaluation of the 

findings in that direction - on areas where faculty and administration co-participate in 

institutional decision-making, rather than on the broad areas in the documents that 

specified management's prerogative to make unilateral decisions. 

The study also was limited primarily to contracts available in two Higher 

Education Contract Analysis System (NBA, 1995-96, 1998-99) databases and no 
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significant effort was made to collect contracts from outside the database, although 

several additional contracts were included as they became available. Another limitation 

was the lack of ancillary documents such as policy manuals, organizational charts and 

committee structures from individual institutions which could be utilized to validate the 

processes outlined in the collective bargaining agreements. It is recognized, moreover, 

that in utilizing document analysis as the primary method of analysis, the validity of 

equating by implication the legal language to actual practice is questionable. Practice and 

policy no doubt differ. 

The study also provides opportunities for further research. Data on each 

institution representing a snapshot - for example headcount, average cost, year 

established - were collected but not analyzed in the current study. Regression techniques 

could be used to create models which may help predict variables which are positively 

correlated with participatory governance. Given the changing demographics of higher 

education and concurrent environmental changes, emerging issues which appear in the 

collective bargaining agreements could be reviewed. These include issues such as the 

nature of part-time work, compensation and policies related to distance education, and 

intellectual property rights (Rhoades, 1997). 

The purpose of this research is to provide basic documentation, grounded in 

organizational and globalization theory, that describes the face of shared governance in 

American community colleges on the basis of the legal contracts between faculty and 

administration. The study was designed in part to respond to a void in the literature 

addressing governance of the community college. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this chapter is to review and synthesize extant literature on shared 

governance in the community college. Because the models utilized to describe 

community college governance were developed from research on, and primarily utilized 

to describe governance at four-year colleges and universities, the chapter will begin with 

an overview of governance and review of the governance models and move to a review 

and analysis of the literature on community college governance. The historical view of 

governance is followed by discussion of institutional types, with a focus on how 

governance structures in public four-year institutions are both similar to and different 

from governance structures in public two-year institutions. 

Governance at community colleges is changing because community colleges are 

reactive institutions, adapting to local needs and influenced by regional, national, and 

international forces. Community colleges are particularly subject to state governmental 

policy and funding behaviors. In turn, the responses of state governments to global 

economic pressures have considerable impact upon community college operations 

(Levin, 1998; 2001a). Community colleges are engaged in economizing behaviors as a 

result of global forces affecting the institution (Levin, 2001a) and these economizing 

behaviors are affecting governance structures and labor relations. 

Following close to a century of growth and development of the community 

college, scholarly research is beginning to produce theoretical constructs describing the 

institutions' unique identity (Levin, 2001a) and shedding the vestiges of organizational 



26 

development as a hybrid of secondary education. The American community college has 

grown in breadth and depth, with an ever-expanding mission occupying a unique niche 

within the higher education landscape. This perspective underlies this investigation of 

shared governance. 

Because the study utilizes collective bargaining contracts as its unit of analysis, 

the chapter will close with a discussion of the legal framework which exists to support 

shared governance. The legal framework for shared governance at the federal level, and 

for sample state and local levels, is reviewed in concert with discussion of labor relations 

and collective bargaining as they impact the management of public two-year institutions 

of higher education. 

Many issues confound governance in higher education, while at the same time 

unique governance structures continue to be a defining characteristic of American higher 

education (Birnbaum, 1988). Baldridge et al. (1978) suggests a major factor is the "subtle 

mix of bureaucratic factors, collegial and professional influences, and political dynamics" 

(p. 70) constantly in flux within academic organizations. "Governance systems evolve as 

unique reflections of institutional history, values, and accidental interactions" (Birnbaum, 

1992, p. 178). Governance structures adapt to changing environmental conditions. 

Processes and players are fluid. The model of organizational life as anarchic (Cohen & 

March, 1974) parallels Weick's (1976) argument for describing educational organizations 

as loosely coupled systems, in which coupled events are responsive yet independent, 

"building blocks that can be grafted onto an organization or severed with relatively little 

disturbance to either the blocks or the organization" (Weick, 1976, p. 105). 
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The study of community college governance, as a subset of higher education 

governance studies, has perhaps been hampered by the imposition of governance models 

that were developed more than a quarter of a century ago to describe university 

governance (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 1977; Cohen & Drawer, 1996). Unique 

models for the governance of community colleges have yet to be identified. Nonetheless, 

an historical framework is needed to understand present governance models in higher 

education generally. 

Governance Historv 

Historically, there have been "multiple claimants to authority" (Hines, 2000, p. 

105) for decision-making in the governance of colleges and universities. The label 

"shared governance" has been broadly applied to the manner in which governing boards, 

faculty, and administrators have claimed authority over different areas of their 

institutions. Imported from early English models, shared governance in American public 

institutions has seen a number of stakeholders gain and relinquish power [faculty, 

students, external agents] in the enduring struggle over who should run the organizations 

(Corson, 1960; Rhoades, 1992; Morphew, 1999; Hines, 2000). "Most American colleges 

and universities distribute the work of 'deciding' and 'doing' according to conventional 

scalar arrangements" (Corson, 1960, p. 43). 

This academic dualism of governance has been portrayed as an 

intraorganizational conflict of interest between faculty and administration (Gumport, 

1993). Historically, faculty have been afforded the opportunity to make academic 
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decisions regarding instruction due to the nature of their expertise, intellectual prowess, 

and standing as professionals, while administrators have retained primary responsibility 

for fiscal policy and regulations (Corson, 1960; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978; Rhoades, 

1992; Morphew, 1999). This dichotomous view of governance has validity but neglects 

the multiplicity of factors and players involved. Colleges and universities, expanding 

between the 1930s to the late 1950s, managed to preserve the concept of a faculty-

centered form of organizing which was the foundation of the American higher education 

system from its inception (Corson, 1960; Benjamin & Carroll, 1998). Faculty 

participation in governance rests historically in the principles of democracy in that 

individuals affected by governance have a right to be heard, and that organizationally 

individuals will be more involved if they have a voice in determining policies and 

procedures (Gumport, 1993). As institutions grew in size and complexity, the struggle for 

who should run the organization began to emerge (Gumport, 1993). Along with 

institutional and organizational growth came competition. 

"The distinctive strength of the whole American enterprise in higher education 

may well be that its competitive hierarchy.. .introduces both incentives and spaces for 

spontaneity that encourage irmovation and the pursuit of quality" (Clark, 1987, p. 61). 

Clark's (1987) "long view" (1636 to 1980) of the evolution of American higher suggests 

that faculty have made significant gains in power and position. Faculty authority has 

ebbed and flowed from relatively weak stature within the early higher education systems, 

which were made up of small colleges with limited curricula, to increasingly complex 

systems offering specialized curricula necessitating professional management skills. "The 
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era of 1880-1930 is now recognized as a period of strong presidents" (Clark, 1987, p. 15). 

But even with the advancement of administrative authority, faculty were increasingly 

developing professional power, and this professionalization resulted in more individual 

bargaining ability for faculty (Clark, 1987). 

The civil and social upheavals of the 1960s provided breeding grounds for major 

changes in institutional governance that began to emanate in the latter part of the decade. 

Students left behind their revolutionary tactics and turned instead to socializing, sports, 

and scholarship. An economic depression redirected students' focus to academics and 

career opportunities and their influence in academic governance waned (Riley & 

Baldridge, 1977). "The distribution of authority and responsibility among the various 

members of the university is now in question as it has not been for generations" (Corson, 

1960, p. 236). 

The early 1970s became a turning point in institutional decision-making (Riley & 

Baldridge, 1977). The movement toward faculty unions had just begun, but would grow 

at a rapid rate. Faculty had little interest in sharing their hard-fought influence in 

governance with students; increased intervention by the states removed many decisions 

from the local level; and student apathy was the norm. Unionism, particularly for 

community college faculty, was a "response to their sense of weak self-government vis-a-

vis administrators, trustees, trustees, politicians, and the laity" (Clark, 1987, p. 16). 

The term "shared governance" began to emerge in the literature following the 

American Association of University Professor's pivotal "Statement on Government of 

Colleges and Universities" adopted in 1966 (AAUP, 1966). The statement was jointly 
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made by the AAUP, the American Council on Education (ACE), and the Association of 

Governing Boards (AGB), and it implicated governing boards, administrators, faculty, 

students, and others "in the belief that the colleges and universities of the United States 

have reached a stage calling for appropriately shared responsibility and cooperative 

action among the components of the academic institution" (AAUP, 1966, p. 1). Three 

significant features emerged from the AAUP/ACE/AGB joint statement on governance: 

variation of distribution of authority and influence by issue, variation of distribution of 

authority by type of institution as well as between institutions of the same type, and the 

importance of timing in the decision-making process (Mortimer & McConnell, 1978). 

By the late 1960s, the stance of the AAUP for increasing consultation and 

communication between institutional constituencies "had the strength of general 

tradition" (Duryea, 1973, p. 12). The ideal of shared governance was established and the 

faculty senates became the core of the academic governance process (Baldridge & 

Kemerer, 1976). [While it is beyond the scope of this study to examine the role of the 

faculty senate in community colleges, the questions of the number of senates which exist 

in community colleges and scope of influence should be examined in further research]. 

Scholarly works on governance continued through the 1960s and 1970s. Scholars 

analyzed the changing nature of higher education in the context of changing 

demographics, faculty unionization, the changing roles of administrators, faculty, 

students, and external agencies (Corson, 1960; AAUP, 1966; Baldridge, 1971; Duryea 

1973; Baldridge et al, 1977; Mortimer & McCoimell, 1978). This trend diminished in the 

beginning of the 1980s. 
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The 1980s, a neoconservative period of growth and relative prosperity for higher 

education, was not as prolific a period in terms of theoretical perspectives on governance 

as the 60s and 70s. Instead, the focus turned to cultural aspects of organizations and 

organizational theory (Dill, 1982; Tierney, 1988). Governance was depicted in less of a 

hostile light and more as collaboration and consensus through participation. Due to the 

situation where the impending fiscal crises had not yet become evident (public support 

was not keeping pace with demand, yet fiscal crises were more episodic than endemic 

during this time period), enrollments were increasing at a steady rate, and the business 

practices of teambuilding and empowerment gained favor among management (Benjamin 

& Carroll, 1998). The 1980s for the most part was a period of qualified peace with the 

higher education community. 

The issue of shared governance with a focus on community colleges emerged in 

the literature in the late 1980s on the heels of California's Assembly Bill 1725, which 

codified the legal authority for higher education in the state between a State Board and 

local governing boards, while increasing the governance activities and responsibilities of 

faculty through academic senates. State legislation in effect requires management to 

allow faculty to participate in governance (Piland & Bublitz, 1998; Levin, 2000b). 

Significant as the first judicious requirement for shared governance, the term "shared 

governance" is not mentioned in the legal language of the California Education Code 

(Alfred, 1998; Piland & Bublitz, 1998; Levin, 2000b). 

The decade of the 1990s, with rising costs of higher education, declining 

resources and resultant resource dependency, continued increasing enrollments. 
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governmental intervention, globalization, public distrust and increased calls for 

accountability in an ever-changing environment, has seen a resurgence of inquiry into the 

nature of academic decision-making (Gilmour, 1991; Hardy, 1991; Deas, 1994; Rhoades, 

1997; Alfred, 1998; Piland & Bublitz, 1998; Miller, Vacik & Benton, 1998; Thaxter & 

Graham, 1999; Morphew, 1999; Levin, 2000b). There were criticisms of shared 

governance as a system of decision-making portrayed as "too sluggish, too obstructive, 

and too predisposed to preserving the existing apportionment of jobs and resources.. .of 

not being equal to the hard, unpleasant tasks of realigning campus priorities in light of 

emerging demographics, economic and political realities" (Schuster, Smith, Corak & 

Yamada, 1994, p. 9). In a recent study of shared governance in fiscal decisions, Kissler 

(1997) discovered 

Faculty at institutions with Shared Authority or Academic Community 
forms of government were no more satisfied than their colleagues at 
institutions dominated by strong governing boards and campus presidents. 
Faculty at campuses with Shared Authority and Academic Community 
forms of government were no more satisfied with governance than their 
colleagues at institutions that are externally constrained and centrally 
administered, (p. 444) 

Kissler (1997) foimd that faculty satisfaction with governance is not necessarily 

related to the amount of authority and influence faculty have, but rather that 

faculty satisfaction with governance is related to institutional financial issues. 

"Faculty at campuses with an improving financial context are more satisfied with 

governance than their counterparts at institutions in a financial downturn" 

(Kissler, 1997, p. 451). The study also found an inverse relationship between size 
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of the campus and faculty satisfaction with governance. Additionally, faculty on 

small campuses were more satisfied with governance. 

Historically then, shared governance is viewed as a tradition and a defining 

characteristic of American higher education. Yet, current conditions suggest a need to 

discontinue debates over the operationalization of the practice of shared governance and 

instead reconceptualize the meaning of shared governance for the current social, political, 

managerial and fiscal economies in the new century (Hines, 2001). In light of decreasing 

autonomy of institutions, it has also been suggested that the shared governance "turf 

must be redefined (Berdahl, 1989, p. 223), refocusing the issue toward the creation of a 

new professionalism, with faculty repositioning themselves in monitoring and alliance-

building roles with state and national agencies. To do this would require reversal of the 

trend of faculty to be "professions within professions" (Clark in Riley, 1977, p. 5) who 

identify more closely with their disciplines than with the "academic" profession. Shared 

governance is once again at a threshold not seen in close to forty years. 

Governance Models 

Governance in higher education can be viewed as a unique and fluid blend of 

processes, players, positioning, and politics. Governance structures may be formal or 

informal, reflective of institutional characteristics and cultural perspectives and are 

grovinded in concepts of authority and legitimacy (Hardy, 1990; Rhoades, 1992; Levin, 

2000b). Models of governance in higher education must account for the distinctive 

characteristics of colleges and universities, namely goal ambiguity, clientele, problematic 
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technology, professionalism, and environmental vulnerability (Riley & Baldridge, 1977). 

The unique organizational characteristics have shaped an image of institutions as 

"organized anarchies" noted by Cohen and March (in Riley & Baldridge, 1977). 

Although the participants and structure of governance ebb and flow, the basic 

models of institutional governance referenced in the higher education literature have 

remained consistent for decades. To provide a framework for describing organizational 

governance within these organized anarchies, Baldridge et al. (1977) synthesize the 

literature into "three models.. .more or less dominating the thinking of people who study 

academic governance" (p. 9) - the academic bureaucracy, the university collegium, and 

the university as political system. While the models continue to be prominent in the 

literature, more recent writings suggest the need for reconstruction of the models, taking 

"the constructs beyond the confines of the assumptions and theoretical frameworks in 

which they are embedded" by applying relevant research from disciplines outside of 

higher education to more accurately describe governance (Rhoades, 1992, p. 1376). 

Factors such as environmental relations, professional task, and institutional size and 

complexity influence each categorization. Theoretically, centralization of decision

making is directly related to an institution's reaction to external environmental pressure 

and can be viewed on a continuum of autonomous and prestigious to resource-dependent 

and market-driven (Baldridge, 1977). The influence of the external environment is also 

related to faculty authority. "The more prestigious the organization, the more 

predominant the authority of professionals" (Rhoades, 1992, p. 1377). 
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Academic Bureaucracy 

Primarily influencing our understandings of bureaucracies, the works of Max 

Weber (Morgan, 1997) have characterized bureaucracies as networks of social groups 

organized for efficiency and governed by the principle of legal rationality. Mintzberg (in 

Morgan, 1997) expands the bureaucratic concept to encompass the professional nature of 

faculty as experts in the organization creating a "professional bureaucracy" and identifies 

organizations, such as academic organizations and hospitals, that have as an employee 

base a number of independent professionals. 

Hardy (1990) advanced the concept by suggesting that the professional 

bureaucracy is in fact "the basic building block of universities" (p. 408) but viewed the 

term as more of a structural definition than an operational definition. As a description of 

governance in higher education, the professional bureaucracy can be "overlaid with one 

or more of a number of different decision-making processes" (p. 410), such as political or 

collegial suggesting a "mixed model" of governance. The work of Hardy (1990) 

capitalizes on some of the weaknesses of the academic bureaucracy model in that she 

integrates issues of power and influence and other dynamic processes into the 

bureaucratic decision making structure, and this allows for changes in the organization 

over time (Baldridge et al., 1977). 

Academic institutions which operate under a state charter, with a formal hierarchy 

and channels of communication, formal policies and rules that govern much of the work, 

have many "people-processing" aspects such as monitoring graduation requirements, 

record keeping, and other routine processing tasks, and utilize bureaucratic decision 
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making processes are often described as academic bureaucracies. Individuals are assigned 

responsibility for decision-making by the formal administrative structure (Baldridge et 

al., 1977). 

Community colleges, tied to the external environment in a resource-dependant 

relationship, are at the market-driven end of the Baldridge's (1977) classification of 

institutions as autonomous/prestigious to resource-dependent/market-driven. Two-year 

colleges are commonly referred to as bureaucratic institutions, relying on rules, 

regulations and legal authority for governance. Shared governance in community college 

has been strengthened by unionization and the manifest functions of academic senates 

(Birnbaum, 1989; Cohen & Brawer, 1996). 

Community college governance can be depicted as having a foundation of 

professional bureaucracy superimposed with a political model of decision-making. 

Governance processes within community colleges, descendants of secondary education 

with rational, authoritative decision making processes, have slowly given way to more 

participatory processes with a majority of institutions utilizing collective bargaining as a 

way to manage the political aspects of governance (Fryer & Lovas, 1990; Levin, 2000b). 

Universitv Colloquium 

Collegial models, depicting a community of scholars, are inspired by structures 

with full participation in decision-making by faculty. Bureaucratic officials are viewed 

as having little influence over faculty affairs. The professional authority of faculty 

emphasizes their ability to make decisions unfettered by organizational restraints. With 
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mass education and the impersonalization it has wrought, there have been calls for a 

return to the idyllic vision of a community of scholars managing the institution's affairs 

and offering more personal attention and "humane education" to students (Corson, 1960, 

p. 12). 

Shared governance is one foundation of the collegial model, with decision

making by consensus and faculty completely integrated within governance activities and 

decisions. Institutions at the top of the academic hierarchy having the most prestige and 

autonomy would be expected to have the most collegial systems of governance 

(Baldridge, 1977). 

The weaknesses of the collegial model include the unrealistic expectation that 

higher education organizations can return to the days of a community of scholars 

functioning in an isolated environment providing "humane education" to manageable 

numbers of students. "The collegial image of round-table decision making is not an 

accurate description of the processes in most institutions" (Baldridge et al., 1977, p. 13). 

The depiction of consensual decision-making does not adequately account for the conflict 

between stakeholders, which often precedes resolution. The collegial and bureaucratic 

models project the extremes of governance, with actual practice found somewhere in 

between. 

Universitv as Political Svstem 

The last of the three models, the political model, incorporates power, conflict and 

politics to conceptualize academic decision-making. Focusing on policy-making, the 

political model deconstructs complex organizations for analysis as small political 
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systems. Individuals are involved in interest group activities designed to further their 

interests and values. There are a number of assumptions surrounding the political model 

which include widespread apathy and inactivity because policy-making is perceived as 

uninteresting and unrewarding; decision-making is a fluid process with constituents 

moving in and out of the center of activity on an ongoing basis, interest groups fragment 

the coherence of the whole; and conflict between groups is viewed as normal. Interest 

groups may also put limitations on formal authority, and external interest groups have 

significant influence in shaping policy. 

The focus of the political model of shared governance in a university system is on 

the balance of powers between constituents, and the negotiations required to develop 

consensus (Baldridge, 1971). Institutions with strong academic senates or faculty unions 

operating in a political model of governance have structures that support ongoing faculty 

participation in institutional decision-making. Baldridge et al. (1977) suggest that the 

political model is a useful tool for understanding academic governance, particularly when 

contrasted with the bureaucratic and collegial models. 

Shared governance may be conceptualized using different governance models in 

higher education: this framework is based on a continuum of institutions with prestige 

and autonomy at one end engaging in more pervasive forms of shared governance to 

"open door" market-driven institutions engaged in more bureaucratic decision-making. 

How we see governance depends on the analytical lens used: an institution may look 

political, in some ways collegial, and in other ways bureaucratic. "These intersecting 
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forces - collegial, bureaucratic, and political - make academic governance a complicated 

and often hectic process" (Baldridge & Kemerer, 1977, p. 255). 

Often overlooked in discussion of governance models are national distributions of 

authority (Rhoades, 1992) which exert pressures on institutional governance (Rhoades, 

1992). 

Clark (1983) subsumes and moves beyond these three campus-based 
governance models. Specifying the manifestation of different forms of 
authority across six different levels of authority, from the most basic 
academic unit to the national goverrmient, he draws attention to structures 
outside the individual enterprise that shape campus governance, (p. 1377) 

The six levels of authority are the academic imit, colleges or faculty; the 

individual enterprise; multi-campus systems, and state or local government; and 

the national government (Rhoades, 1992). The current study is concerned with 

governance at the individual enterprise level, examining managerial influence as 

outlined in collective bargaining agreements in institutional decision-making. 

Communitv College Governance 

Community college governance is viewed as increasingly participatory (Baker & 

Associates, 1992; Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Legally, the collective bargaining process has 

allowed for the development of many areas of shared or participatory decision-making 

and institutional action (Levin, 2000b). Sanctioned and required participatory behaviors 

of faculty in organizational decision-making and actions have become part of the 

economizing behaviors of community colleges and are consistent with the institution's 

integration into the global economy. A postmodern perspective suggests that accepted 

political differences such as seen in the interests of faculty versus administration in 
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essence create a "community of difference" (Tiemey, 1993, p. 547), or a community of 

diverse interests. Collective bargaining serves as one way to integrate these interests. 

Drawing on Hardy's model (1990), one may view community college governance 

as having as a foundation the professional bureaucracy superimposed with a political 

model of decision-making. Along the continuum of centralization of decision-making due 

to hierarchy and environmental influence, community colleges have been described as 

having the most autocratic governance systems (Baldridge, 1971; Birnbaum, 1988). 

However, in recent years, authoritative decision-making processes have given way to 

more participatory processes with a majority of institutions utilizing collective bargaining 

as a way to manage the political aspects of governance (Fryer & Lovas, 1990; Levin, 

2001a). Thus, collective bargaining may undermine autocratic governance if faculty 

participation is an authentic component of institutional decision-making. 

Literature describing the practice of governance in community colleges is 

expanding and for the most part addresses shared governance beginning in the 1980s and 

continuing into the 1990s with a number of qualitative studies, including case studies and 

survey data intent on understanding faculty and administrative aspirations for optimal 

governance (Alfred, 1998; Miller, Vacik & Benton, 1998; Piland & Bublitz, 1998; 

Rhoades, 1998; Alfred & Carter, 1999; Grubb & Associates 1999; Morphew, 1999; 

Miller, 2002). The literature suggests both differences between concept and practice 

among four-year and two-year institutions in shared governance as well as dissimilarities 

between the two sectors in their understanding of shared governance (Levin, 2000a). 
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Conceptual differences in shared governance between tw^o-year and four-year institutions 

follow from perceived prestige of the two sectors. 

Institutional Hierarchv 

"From the beginning, the American system of higher education was destined to 

generate a competitive struggle that often would be brutally harsh" (Clark, 1987, p. 46) 

and community colleges have historically been situated at the lower end of the higher 

education hierarchy. Despite their "insistence that the classification systems is not a 

ranking of institutions" (McCormick, 2000 p. 6), the Carnegie Classification of 

Institutions of Higher Education has become the de facto standard of measurement of 

institutional prestige from a broad organizational perspective. Carnegie classifications 

have quantified the ladder of succession, and community colleges rank near the bottom 

(above only tribal colleges and universities and specialized institutions) based on mission 

and function, and unofficially on levels of autonomy and prestige. 

But, Carnegie classification alone does not differentiate community colleges from 

four-year colleges and universities. "It only takes the perceived value of graduation to 

turn the hierarchy of sequence into a powerful hierarchy of prestige" (Clark, 1987, p. 59). 

When graduates of institutions differentiated by prestige choose occupations with 

corresponding occupational stature "secretary in one case, engineer in another, doctor in 

a third - prestige is virtually transferred automatically from the occupational world to the 

preparatory institutions" (Clark, 1987, p. 59). Table 1 below outlines some of the basic 

differences between two-year and four-year institutions. Community colleges continue to 
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occupy the lower echelon of the higher education hierarchy, but as the market continues 

to influence student and academic decisions, the ranking may become less punitive as 

two-year institutions continue to adapt to changing environmental conditions to meet the 

needs of students and the community. 
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Table 1 

Institutional Differences 

Characteristic Two Year Colleges 
Four Year Colleges & 

Universities 
Carnegie 

Classification 
Occupy the eighth level, above 
only Specialized Institutions and 
Tribal colleges and universities 

Make up the top seven 
categories (with the exception 
of Specialized Institutions and 
Tribal Colleges and 
Universities) 

Faculty 
Professionalization 

Master's degree typical or 
occupational certification, focus on 
teaching, tend not to be members 
of academic disciplinary 
associations 
(Cohen & Drawer, 1996) 

Doctoral degrees typical, 
increased autonomy, focus on 
teaching/ research/serv ice 

Students 5,339,449 (public), 33.3% 
minority 
253,250 (private), 34.8% minority 
Open-access 
Lower academic skill 

(Cohen & Drawer, 1996; Chronicle 
of Higher Education. Almanac, 
August 31, 2001) 

5,969,950 (public), 25.1% 
minority 
3,228,575 (private), 24.2% 
minority 
May be selective 
Higher academic achievement 

Mission and Focus Transfer preparation, remedial 
education, occupational training, 
leisure programs, economic 
development, community focus. 

Research, teaching, graduate 
preparation, civic and social 
training 

Number 1,069 (public) 
644 (private) 
(Chronicle of Higher Education, 
Almanac. August 31. 200 D 

612 (public) 
1,723 (private) 

Independence Market-driven Autonomous 

Governance Political 
Dureaucratic 

Political 
Collegial 

Control Local Varied 
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Community colleges are functionally different from four-year colleges and 

universities on a number of dimensions, including the professional status of faculty, 

student demographics, and mission, among others (see Table 1). It follows then, that 

govemance models should be conceptualized from research specific to two-year 

institutions in order to describe the issues and processes significant to academic decision

making within the community college setting. 

Shared Governance 

Despite differences in spheres of influence in the governance of their institutions, 

the role of faculty is steeped in tradition and accepted within the higher education 

community (Lee, 1980-81; Benjamin & Carroll, 1998). However, contemporary 

conditions such as globalization, academic capitalism, increasing governmental 

interaction, and turbulence (Riley & Baldridge, 1977; Kaplin & Lee, 1995; Slaughter & 

Leslie, 1997; Morphew, 1999; Levin, 2001a) continue to affect the balance of power and 

players in institutional decision-making. Shared governance in higher education is both 

concept and practice. Literature on four-year colleges and universities addresses the 

concept with regularity from the work of Corson in the 1960s to the work of Schuster et 

al. and Hardy in the 1990s (Levin, 2000a). The practice of university shared governance 

was pushed to the foreground within the literature of higher education largely on the 

heels of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) statement on 

governance (AAUP, 1966) and scholarly consideration of the subject continued through 

the United States Supreme Court's 1980 ruling regarding academic governance in 
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N.L.R.B. [National Labor Relations Board] v. Yeshiva University (Lee, 1980-81). 

Discussions on governance continue today as external claimants to authority have grown 

in influence and number while higher education increasingly serves as a "major 

instrument of state policy" (Hines, 2000, p. 106). 

Faculty participation in institutional governance is ingrained in theory and 

practice within the higher education community. Historically, faculty in four-year 

colleges and universities have been afforded the opportunity to make academic decisions 

due to the nature of their expertise, intellectual prowess, and standing as professionals 

(Corson, 1960). Faculty may have legal authority, bureaucratic authority, by nature of 

their hierarchical position, or professional authority by nature of their expertise and 

training (Hines, 2000). 

Debates over faculty participation in governance and the academic dualism of 

power and authority often pit current questions of the distribution of power against a 

mythical vision of a collegial institution where faculty were "engaged in self-governance 

in a republic of scholars free from interference from administrators and trustees" (Hines, 

2000, p. 123). As atypical as idealized collegiality might have been within academia, 

rarely has it been normative in community colleges, institutions whose organizational 

systems are viewed as following a bureaucratic model with hierarchical decision-making 

processes placing them at the corporate end of the participatory-corporate governance 

continuum (Alfred & Carter, 1999; Hines, 2000). 

When it is addressed, the sparse literature on community college governance as a 

concept (Richardson, 1975; Alfred, 1998) adopts the models of university governance 
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and describe community college governance as bureaucratic, rational, or political 

(Birnbaum, 1988; Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Alfred and Carter (1999) extend the 

representation by suggesting that both bureaucratic and collegial forms of decision

making may exist in community colleges, a concept which is noteworthy because 

community colleges are rarely described in the literature as collegial. However, Alfred 

and Carter (1999) add the caveat that "these models are not entirely suitable for most 

institutions, however..." (p. 244). More recently. Levin (2001a) advanced the conceptual 

framework for shared governance in the community college in an analysis of the affects 

of the process of globalization on institutional labor relations as an institutional response 

to economic imperatives. 

Legal Framework 

"Relatively unregulated, the American system of higher education is the extreme 

case among advanced systems of weak guidance by government" (Clark, 1987, p. 62). 

The goverrmiental structures of higher education have followed patterns generally 

consistent with those of the larger American society, constituting a relatively compatible 

subsystem within the larger social system. For example, as the power of the church has 

declined, the national government has come to exert more influence (Carnegie 

Commission, 1973). 

Higher education evolved as a unique, self-regulating, autonomous enterprise led 

by academicians who governed by consensus born of academic values and tradition. 

However, the rapid growth of post-secondary education in terms of institutional type. 
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diversity and numbers of students has brought significant changes to governance 

processes affecting the autonomous nature of higher education and academic 

professionals (Kaplin «fe Lee, 1995). The influx of a broader cross-section of students 

from various socioeconomic backgrounds has paralleled changes that have tied colleges 

and universities more closely to the outside world. 

It has been argued that faculty are increasingly becoming "managed 

professionals" (Rhoades, 1998), as federal and state agencies have increasingly 

influenced budgets; courts have intervened in personnel and policy issues; boards have 

increased local control (Zusman, 1986; Rhoades, 1992; Kaplin & Lee, 1995) and a 

declining job market for academicians in many disciplines has weakened faculty 

bargaining power while administrative strength has increased in significant areas such as 

retrenchment. "The courts have made it clear that as long as administrators act in good 

faith... [they] may act nearly vmilaterally in deciding in which academic areas faculty 

reductions must be made and which individual faculty members will be dismissed" (Lee, 

1980-81, p. 256). One of the outcomes of these emerging relationships is increased 

adjudication affecting higher education (Kaplin & Lee, 1995). 

At the federal level, as the government increasingly financed students' educations 

through grants, loans and scholarships, and social movements such as civil rights 

enveloped campuses, higher education organizations became increasingly influenced and 

regulated by political entities as a result of increasing government subsidation (Rhoades, 

1992; Kaplin & Lee, 1995). At the state level, public criticism of and demands for 

accountability have increased. Fiscally, higher education is often the one of the easiest 
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and most frequently part of a state's budget to cut. Along with social movements, 

political pressures, and budget constraints have come laws and regulations governing 

academia. "Both the state and federal goverrmients have increased the scope and 

pervasiveness of regulation of postsecondary educations" (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 8) in 

recent years. As well, the external influences on institutional governance are related to 

institutional type. The community college is one institutional type that is especially 

vulnerable to external influences, particularly goverrmient legislation and policy (Levin, 

2000a). To those outside the academy, however, goverrmient officials, judges, legislators 

- constituents who are increasingly affecting the college work environment - the role of 

faculty in governance is not as clear (Lee, 1980-81; Benjamin & Carroll, 1998). 

Federal Legislation 

"The [United States] Constitution does not grant to members of the public 

generally a right to be heard by public bodies making decisions of policy.. .It is inherent 

in a republican form of government that direct public participation in government 

policymaking is limited" states Justice Sandra Day O'Cormor in delivering the majority 

opinion in the Supreme Court Case Minnesota State Board for Community Colleges v. 

Knight et al. (465 LF.S. 271). The case, in which the Court upheld a Minnesota law 

requiring public employers to meet and confer with the exclusive bargaining 

representatives of professional employees, provided a majority opinion which supported 

the history of faculty participation in governance, but confirmed the lack of legal 

precedent. Quotes Justice O'Connor speaks for the majority: 
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To be sure, there is a strong, if not universal or uniform, tradition of 
faculty participation in school governance.. .But this Court has never 
recognized a constitutional right of faculty to participate in policymaking 
in academic institutions...Faculty involvement in academic governance 
has much to recommend it as a matter of academic policy, but it finds no 
basis in the Constitution. (465 U.S. 271). 

The Constitution does, however, guarantee the right of individuals to 

communicate with their goverrmient as outlined in the First Amendment. "The First 

Amendment was intended to secure something more than an exercise in futility - it 

guarantees a meaningful opportunity to express one's views," Justice Stevens argued, 

however unsuccessfully, in a dissenting opinion in 465 U.S. 271. Stevens' opinion 

supports Mortimer and McConnell's (1978) qualifications for sharing of formal authority 

which is predicated on "full and open consultation with an emphasis on joint endeavor" 

(p. 275). Other cases have supported faculty academic freedom and authority. In Sweezy 

V. New Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234 (1957), Justice Frankfurter, extolled the principle of 

academic freedom by reversing a judgment against a professor who refused to answer 

questions about a lecture delivered at a state university (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 301). 

Frankfurter states "in the political realm, as in the academic, thought and action are 

presumptively immune from inquisition by political authority." The concurring opinion 

goes on to cite the four essential freedoms of a university "to determine for itself on 

academic grounds who may teach, what may be taught, how it shall be taught, and who 

may be admitted to study" (Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 354 U.S. 234). 

Judicial reviews suggest that faculty have considerable latitude in their work and 

authority in academic decision-making, even though constitutionally this is not 

guaranteed. Because the U.S. Constitution provides no guarantee for faculty involvement 
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in governance, states are free presumably to determine the authority for governance of 

institutions of higher education within their jurisdictions. 

State Legislation 

Most public universities and community colleges in the United States were 

created by statute and therefore are subject to legislative controls (Zusman, 1986). State 

law not only provides for administrative authority for public institutions, but also state 

labor laws govern the bargaining relationship of faculty unions in public institutions, as 

public employees are exempt from coverage by the National Labor Relations Act (Bodah, 

2000). These state labor laws are subject to continued influence by social, political and 

economic climates. The current climate of increasing public criticism of higher education 

combined with fiscal restraints have influenced labor relations and labor law in recent 

years (Bodah, 2000). This influence has the potential to impede faculty in their attempts 

at strengthening their role in governance. 

Legislative language of constitutions and codes in thirteen randomly selected 

states (California, Hawaii, Illinois, Oregon and Washington, - analyzed recently by Levin 

(2000b) and Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, and New 

York) reveals that only New Jersey has language which could be interpreted as requiring 

shared governance. An amendment, in March 1999 to New Jersey's Higher Education 

Restructuring Act created the New Jersey Commission on Higher Education and added a 

faculty seat to the council, which has the power to amend, repeal, or continue all 

regulations pertaining to institutional licensure, persormel policies, tenure, calendar year, 
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and other administrative functions. The caveat in labeling this "shared" governance is 

that although the faculty member has full voting rights, that member is one of eleven on 

the Commission. 

In California, legislation requires each community college governing board to 

ensure that faculty, staff, and students be given the opportunity to participate in college 

governance, and to ensure that academic senates have primary responsibility for 

recommendations regarding curriculum and academic standards (Levin, 2000b). 

However, the language (California Education Code 70902) names the governing boards 

as the final authority in the establishment, operation, and governance of California's 

public community colleges. Therefore, although the state has a well-publicized history of 

legislating shared governance, the language goes only far enough as to encourage 

participation in governance activities. 

Two other states, Florida and Iowa, have language which promotes faculty 

participation in governance. Florida's statutes require faculty participation in the 

selection of community college presidents. Chapter 240 of the 2000 Florida Statutes, 

Title XVI, Number 240.311, requires the State Board of Community Colleges to adopt 

rules and procedures "to be followed by district boards of trustees for the recruitment, 

consideration, and selection process for presidents of the community colleges. The rules 

or procedures shall address, at a minimum.. .the composition of a search committee that 

provides for membership representing...faculty". This suggests an advisory role for 

faculty, not sharing of formal authority, yet it is notable for its legislative backing. The 

1999 Supplement to Iowa's Code stipulates in Act 256.7 "the state board shall establish 
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an advisory committee to make recommendations for rules required under this subsection 

on the use of telecommunications as an instructional tool" and faculty are to be included 

in the committee which makes the recommendations. 

None of the states forbids shared governance and four states, Kansas, Michigan, 

Nebraska and New York are silent on the issue of faculty involvement in decision

making language, which requires faculty to have a broad or equal role in governance. 

Combining these findings with the results of Levin's (2000b) review of state legislation, 

the groundwork for a national review of legislative language reveals that of twelve states 

one state requires minimal shared governance while one forbids it, four states have 

language supporting a faculty participative role in governance, and six are silent on the 

issue. The profile suggests that although there is legal language at the state level which 

supports faculty participation in governance in a number of states, there is no legal 

language which requires shared governance. 

Analysis of state-level legislative language is complicated by the fact that state 

laws exist in a constant state of fluctuation. Examination of current state statutes may not 

reflect the reality of the law during the time of the collective bargaining agreements in the 

study were in effect. Correlation of state legislative action to contract timeframe of each 

of the 301 contracts is beyond the scope of this research but provides an area for further 

research. 

Although there is limited legal language requiring the practice of shared 

governance in the community college setting, there are formalized processes for faculty 

to participate in institutional decision-making (Gilmour, 1991). However, management 
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and the boards they represent typically have the final legal authority in institutional 

decisions. 

Collective Bargaining 

Collective bargaining in the public sector is a relatively new but rapidly 

expanding area of union growth. Currently, 37 percent of all federal, state, and local 

government employees have union representation (Katz & Kochan, 2000). The early 

movement of faculty toward unionization in higher education began in community 

colleges (Henkel & Wood, 1982), but as pubhc (government) employees, the 

unionization of faculty was not without controversy. 

A "right-privilege dichotomy" has been frequently cited as rationale for denying 

constitutional rights to governmental employees - based on the argument that public 

employment is a privilege for which an employee can be expected to waive certain rights. 

However, the rights of public employees to associate with a union and petition for 

changes in employment conditions "are of constitutional dimensions" (Alley & Facciolo, 

1973, p. 402). Although there is no federal legislation governing bargaining in the public 

sector, many states have created enabling legislation. 

Bargaining in the public sector is highly decentralized, in part because local 

governments want to retain decision-making authority (Katz & Kochan, 2000). By 1997, 

approximately half of the states in the United States, including the District of Columbia, 

had enacted legislation establishing the duty of employers to bargain with unions 

representing public colleges and universities (Saltzman, 1998). 
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Faculty unions within the academy, particularly at the university level, have been 

controversial since their inception, aiming "at the heart of the academic enterprise, 

questioning assumptions about the role of a faculty and about the distribution of 

resources and power within institutions of higher education" (Arnold, 2000, p. 2). The 

professional nature of faculty work with emphasis on independent thought and action is 

contradictory to the notion of consolidation through union activity, as centralization of 

decision-making through collective bargaining theoretically limits faculty in terms of 

participation in governance (Toma, 2001). "When faculty in higher education turned to 

unionism, they invoked a conceptual model that had little in common with the conception 

of a faculty as a rarified and privileged group" (Arnold, 2000, p. 20). Thus, we have two 

concepts, the privilege of the academy and faculty, and the independence of the academy 

and faculty, both of which could more easily be ascribed to university faculty as the more 

professionalized, but to a lesser degree to two-year faculty, when compared to other 

groups within higher education. 

Faculty collective bargaining grew in response to increased bureaucratization in 

higher education and the increasing gulf between faculty who have responsibility for the 

integral functions of teaching and research and administrative authorities who have 

formal authority (Arnold, 2000). Increasing tensions between faculty and administration 

fueled the flames of unionization as both sides struggled over areas of influence. "The 

unionization process is played as if it were a zero sum game: for one group to get power, 

another must lose if (Arnold, 2000, p. 137). Baldridge (in Williams & Zirkel, 1988, p. 
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90) states "the contract is a vehicle for retaining faculty power where it exists, regaining 

power where it has been lost, and seizing power where it was never before theirs". 

In addition to the rapid growth of higher education enrollments and institutions as 

well as expansion of layers within institutions, economic and legal conditions also 

combined to create a positive growth environment for unionism within higher education 

in the mid-1960s. Arnold (2000) broadly divides the historical growth of faculty 

unionism into three periods. The early period - encompassing the 1960s through the 

1970s grew out of enactment of enabling legislation, which allowed for public sector 

bargaining combined with some degree of legitimation of collective bargaining within 

academe. Recessional economic conditions during this period also helped ignite the 

faculty union movement. The early period saw rapid growth in public sector bargaining 

facilitated by recruitment efforts by national organizations such as the American 

Federation of Teachers (AFT), National Education Association (NEA), and the American 

Association of University Professors (AAUP). 

The second phase of the growth of faculty unionism began in 1980s following the 

U.S. Supreme Court's Yeshiva decision, and brought a death knoll to private sector 

bargaining within academe. The Court's ruling extended exemption from the bargaining 

units to all faculty in private institutions rather than a limited number of department or 

division chairs which had historically been the case (Arnold, 2000). However, Lee (1980-

81) argues that neither the Court nor the National Labor Relations Board completely 

considered the complex nature of faculty in governance. 
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Studies of the faculty governance role within a college or university tend 
to contradict some of the findings and assumptions made by the Court. 
While the Court assumed that all full time faculty at Yeshiva were equally 
active in governance, and thus could all be classified as managerial 
employees, researchers have found that at most institutions, less than one 
fifth of the faculty participate actively in institutional governance (Lee, 
1980-81, p. 253). 

Nevertheless, the damage was done and political actions against unions by then-President 

Ronald Reagan continued what Yeshiva had started, a reduction in union activity within 

higher education (Arnold, 2000). 

The late 1990s marked a resurgence and transformation of collective bargaining, 

which may result in an increasing trend toward labor-management partnerships and 

collaborative processes as parallel systems to collective bargaining (Woodworth & Meek, 

1995; Arnold, 2000). Although one of the major assumptions of labor-management 

behavior is that conflict is inherent and should be managed through an adversarial 

system, a historical look at United States labor relations indicates that there have been 

times where "waves of labor-management cooperation spread across the national 

economy" (Woodworth & Meek, 1995, p. 2). One preceptor of increased cooperative 

labor-management relations has been the rise of international competition and the 

dominance of foreign firms in U.S. markets overseas and at home. Labor relations 

officials in the 1980s began to take note of the collaborative policies and participatory 

management styles utilized by foreign competitors (Woodworth & Meek, 1995). 

Hierarchically, the faculty union movement spread from public school teachers to 

two-year colleges and eventually to four-year colleges and universities. "Collective 

bargaining in higher education first appeared in the two-year college setting, at 
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institutions such as Milwaukee Technical Institute, where collective bargaining was 

adopted in 1963" (Arnold, 2000, p. 137). Community college faculty, employed at 

institutions which occupy the lowest levels in the stratification of higher education in the 

United States, were the most likely to support collective bargaining as a way to improve 

their working conditions. 

Unionized community colleges - which comprise the majority of all public 

community colleges - are bound not only by government legislation but also by collective 

agreements. In 1998, 116,018 faculty at public two-year colleges were represented by 

certified bargaining agents (Hurd, Bloom & Johnson, 1998). "This represents 47.5 

percent of all unionized professors at public institutions" (Hurd, Bloom & Johnson, 1998, 

p. xii). In the same year, 1998, there were a total of 336 faculty collective bargaining 

agreements in public community colleges in the United States (Hurd, Bloom & Johnson, 

1998). Thus, collective bargaining plays a significant role in the governance of public 

community colleges. 

Over the past thirty years, there have been changes in bargaining issues within 

faculty contracts, with movement from priorities of monetary compensation (which 

ebbed with declining enrollments in the face of budget cuts) to personnel matters such as 

formalizing tenure policies and strengthening the role of faculty in institutional 

governance. "Faculty members desired a greater degree of participation in decision

making and sought entry into formal decision-making structures when collegial 

governance mechanisms were unable to satisfy their needs" (Williams & Zirkel, 1988, p. 

77). While collective bargaining has strengthened faculty's position in governance. Levin 
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(2000b) has argued that they do not share governing authority with either managers or 

governing boards; that in general and in most specific instances of institutional decision

making, boards and managers possess sole authority for governance decisions. For the 

most part the faculty role is advisory when it is formally articulated. 

Economizing Behaviors 

"Economic survival is the real mission" of the college notes a community college 

counselor (Levin, 2001a, p. 60). Levin's (2001a) current research shifts the focus to areas 

within unionized community college where faculty and management share in decision

making as part of "economizing behaviors," particularly actions assigned to increase 

productivity and efficiency. Community colleges, consistent with other institutions of 

higher education (Marginson, 1997; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Marginson & Considine, 

2000), are increasingly examined in their relation to the larger lattice of political, 

economic, social, and global influences (Levin, 2001a). Behaviors in community 

colleges reflect the impact of global economic forces (Schugurensky & Higgins, 1996; 

Levin 2001a; Twombly & Townsend, 2001) and suggest that community colleges are 

moving toward an efficiency model akin to McDonald's (Ritzer, 1998) where education 

is a commodity, available to all, locally and globally. Globalization affects labor 

relations by precipitating a "managerial transformation.. .in which economic values 

predominate" (Levin, 2001a, p. 12). 

Globalization influences actions within economic, cultural, technological, and 

political domains of organizational behaviors (Teeple, 1995; Waters, 1995; Held, 
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McGrew, Goldblatt, & Perraton, 1999). One of the organizational outcomes of the 

globalization process can be seen in managerial behaviors in community colleges, which 

emphasize economic efficiency, and these are manifest in practices that distribute 

managerial work throughout the institution. Part of this distribution of labor is applicable 

to shared governance, or, more accurately, sharing in the workload of managers. Levin 

(2001a) suggests that globalization has resulted in 'economizing' organizational 

behaviors in community colleges where decision-making and resultant actions are 

increasingly based on economic values rationalized through efficiency and productivity. 

Globalization also entails the role of government in mediating and interpreting 

globalizing forces, particularly through its enabling legislation and policy setting for 

organizations (Levin, 2001a). For community colleges, the role of government legal 

authority in collective bargaining and in legislating changes to institutional governance 

has the potential to shape community colleges as globalized institutions (Levin 2001a). 

Worker productivity and labor-management stability are two conditions that promote 

international investment and bring global capital to local sites (Levin, 2001b). 

Community college governance structures, with vestiges of secondary education 

consisting of rational, authoritative decision-making processes, have slowly given way to 

more participatory processes (Baker & Associates, 1992; Cohen & Drawer, 1996). 

Legally, the collective bargaining process has allowed for the development of many areas 

of shared or participatory decision-making and institutional action (Levin, 2000b). Over 

the past thirty years, there have been changes in bargaining issues within faculty 

contracts, with movement from priorities of monetary compensation (in the face of 
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declining enrollments resulting in budget cuts) to persoimel matters such as formalizing 

tenure policies and strengthening the role of faculty in institutional governance. The 

current study suggests that the strengthening of the faculty role in governance is a sign 

that participation is becoming commodified. Sanctioned and required participatory 

behaviors of faculty in organizational decision-making and actions have become part of 

the economizing behaviors of community colleges and are consistent with the 

institution's integration into the global economy. Organizations prepared for success in 

the new economy will be those able to develop organizational structures that incorporate 

differences such as the negotiated outcomes of collective bargaining. 

Community colleges are among the lower rungs in the hierarchy of postsecondary 

education. However, "hierarchy hooks interests to the chariots of ambition" (Clark, 1987, 

p. 61) and the community college is again expanding its mission with the addition of 

baccalaureate degree programs in a number of states. 

The community college possesses a future identity that is no longer simply 
a sub-baccalaureate institution, no longer a postsecondary institution that 
serves marginalized and underserved groups... and no longer of lesser 
status than universities or state colleges because of its less credentialed 
faculty or its transfer function. Baccalaureate degree granting status for 
community colleges signifies an end to an identity as a two-year 
institution (Levin, 2002b, p. 16). 

Community colleges are adaptive institutions (Levin, 2002b). The literature 

specific to the governance of two-year institutions is limited and should keep pace with 

alterations in institutional mission and function. While the topic of governance has 

received renewed attention in the literature in recent years (Hines, 2000), the focus 

continues to be on four-year institutions from which the governance models originated 
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(Levin, 2000b). The current study proposes to update the literature on community college 

governance by addressing the following research questions in order to better understand 

governance structures and labor relations in public community colleges. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of the research is to improve the understanding of internal shared 

governance in the public community college and to provide a national perspective on the 

areas in which faculty and management share in institutional decision-making. In order to 

frame the research to analyze shared governance in the community college, the following 

research questions were developed. 

1. Based on the language of collective bargaining agreements, is the 
traditional concept of shared governance practiced in public, unionized 
community colleges? 

2. In what areas do faculty participate in institutional governance as reflected 
in collective bargaining agreements? 

3. Are there regional or state differences between faculty participation in 
governance areas based on collective bargaining agreements? 

Theoretical Frameworks 

The study utilizes multiple theoretical frameworks to guide the research as 

suggested by Burgess (1984, p. 159): "bringing various theories to bear on a particular 

problem... [is] a central part of research design and the research process". The use of 

multiple theories to frame the research is suggested by the complex nature of governance. 

Hines (2000) suggests that the key issues of governance within the higher education 



62 

literature are those of power, authority, and influence, contextualized within political and 

distributive domains. This study focuses on internal governance, or the shared authority 

for academic decision-making between faculty and administration. 

The characterization of shared governance emerged primarily as a result of a joint 

report made in 1966 by the American Association of University Professors, the American 

Council on Education, and the Association of Governing Boards (AAUP, ACE, AGB). 

Their "Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities" has become the standard 

for preferred policy in governance (Mortimer & McConnell, 1978) and had defined the 

notion of shared governance for a number of decades. 

The traditional representation of shared governance in the literature outlines the 

authority of faculty over academic and peer issues such as curriculum, instruction, faculty 

status, research, and academic performance of students, while administration has primary 

authority over fiscal and operational issues such as budget, physical facilities, student 

services, and marketing (Baldridge & Kemerer, 1976; Mortimer & McConnell, 1978; 

Hines, 2000). Baldridge and Kemerer (1976) further refine the concept by adding a 

horizontal perspective by suggesting that critical issues are handled at the departmental 

levels by faculty - for example curriculum, student issues, faculty hiring and tenure -

while broader issues such as budgets, staffing, long-range planning and physical 

operations are handled at a higher level by administration. 

Three defining features of shared governance emerged from the 

AAUP/ACE/AGB joint statement on governance. The first was the emphasis that the 

distribution of authority and influence by faculty and administration would vary by issue. 
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Second, that the distribution of authority will vary by type of institution as well as 

between institutions of the same type. Community colleges are expected to be "more 

administratively dominated than large, research-oriented universities" (Mortimer & 

McConnell, 1978, p. 9). The third feature of shared governance described by the joint 

statement was the importance of timing in the decision-making process. Constituents 

must be given ample time to be involved throughout the decision-making process as to 

have time to weigh, develop, and present arguments and alternatives well in advance of 

final action. 

The theoretical grounding of shared governance is now over thirty years old. 

Institutions, student demographics, and external and internal environments have changed. 

A new market segment in higher education developed and flourished during the past 

thirty years - the community college. Is the shared governance model effective and 

appropriate for all segments of higher education? Is the shared governance model 

effective in the current social, political, economic climate? This dual model of decision

making may be unrealistic to achieve in practice given the current fiscal environment 

"when a scarcity of resources requires decisions that squarely impact academic 

programs" (Schuster, et al, 1994, p. 17). In an effort to explore the current context of 

shared governance, this study questions the traditional view of shared governance as 

limited when describing community college governance. 

The study also draws from scholarly works in organizational theory. Mintzberg 

(1984) suggests that as a result of the increase in the size of organizations and a 

concomitant ability to wield external power while experiencing increased conflict and 
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politicization from within, that organizational theorists in the late 1970s through early 

1980s began to consider "issues of power - the capacity of individuals or groups to 

effect, or affect organizational outcomes" (p. 126). This study suggests that competition 

for resources is managed in part through the collective bargaining process in public 

community colleges. 

The study utilizes constructs developed by Weber (in Morgan, 1997) and 

furthered by Mintzberg (1979) to describe community colleges as bureaucratic 

organizational structures. Weber (in Morgan, 1997) conceptualized bureaucracies as 

networks of social groups organized for efficiency and governed by the principle of 

"legal rationality". Academic institutions which operate under a state charter, with formal 

hierarchies and channels of communication, and policies and rules that govern much of 

the work, are often described as bureaucratic institutions. Individuals within bureaucratic 

organizations are assigned responsibility for decision-making by the formal 

administrative structure and inherent chains of command (Baldridge, et al., 1977). 

Community colleges are often described as bureaucratic institutions (Cohen & 

Brawer, 1996), relying on rules, regulations, and legal authority for governance. 

Mintzberg (in Morgan, 1997) expands the bureaucratic concept to encompass the 

professional nature of faculty as experts within the organization creating "professional 

bureaucracies" wherein independent professionals within an organization define the 

bureaucratic nature of the organizational structure. Organizations such as hospitals and 

academic institutions can be characterized as professional bureaucracies because of the 

influence and unique impact of large number of professional employees. 
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Hardy (1990) utilizes the concept of the professional bureaucracy to describe 

governance in higher education by suggesting that the professional bureaucracy is "the 

basic building block of universities" (p. 408) but affirms that it is only one part of the 

organizational governance structure ~ a foundational element ~ which can be "overlaid 

with one or more of a number of different decision-making processes" (p. 410) such as 

the garbage can, political, or collegial models depending upon circumstances. Institutions 

may adopt different decision-making frameworks depending upon the issues, 

constituents, and environmental and social conditions. 

The political model is well suited to describe community college governance. The 

political model incorporates issues of power, conflict and politics to conceptualize 

academic decision-making. The political model captures the essence of organizations as 

"loose networks of people with divergent interests who gather together for the sake of 

expediency... organizations are coalitions made up of coalitions" (Morgan, 1997, p. 166). 

Organizational politics allows for both collaboration and competition as individuals 

and/or groups work together in pursuit of common goals while concurrently in 

competition for resources or position. Collective bargaining in higher education is one 

way groups have found to manage the political process of competition for resources and 

manage the inherent conflict of interest between employees and employer (Katz & 

Kochan, 2000). Collective bargaining is a tool which allows competing interest groups to 

resolve issues while pursuing mutual goals. 

The focus of shared governance in conceptualizing an institution as a political 

system is on the balance of powers between numerous constituencies and the negotiations 
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required to develop consensus (Baldridge, 1971). Institutions with strong academic 

senates or faculty unions operating in a political model of governance can be seen to have 

structures that support ongoing faculty participation in institutional decision-making. 

Community colleges utilize collective bargaining as a way to manage the political aspects 

of governance (Fryer & Lovas, 1990; Levin, 2000b). 

While governance has received increasing attention in the literature in recent 

years (Hines, 2000), the focus continues to be on university structures from which 

governance models originated (Levin, 2000a). Community college governance as 

described in the literature is varied, perhaps because of the diversity of institutions, and 

perhaps because the governance models we attempt to overlay on the institutions were 

developed to describe university governance and do not constitute a good fit for 

community colleges. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS & DATA COLLECTION 

The study is a comparative, multiple case study which focused on public, 

unionized community colleges in twenty-two states in the United States in an attempt to 

answer the research questions: 

1. Based on the language of collective bargaining agreements, is the traditional 
concept of shared governance practiced in public, unionized community 
colleges? 

2. In what areas do faculty participate in institutional governance as reflected in 
collective bargaining agreements? 

3. Are there regional or state differences between faculty participation in 
governance areas based on collective bargaining agreements? 

The depth and breadth of the data suggested that both qualitative and quantitative 

methods could be utilized to address the research questions. Mason (1996) suggests that 

the differentiation between qualitative and quantitative methods is not always clear, and 

that researchers should consider ways to combine qualitative and quantitative methods in 

the process of research design. Qualitative research is an appropriate method for studying 

shared governance as qualitative methods allow for social interpretation in a "complex -

possibly multi-layered - social world" (Mason, 1996, p. 4). The complex nature of 

governance in higher education (Hines, 2000) makes qualitative research an appropriate 

tool for describing academic decision-making. 

Consistent with an earlier study of shared governance by Levin (2000b), the 

methodology of utilizing document analysis in a comparative case study differs from the 

traditional case study methodology suggested by other scholars, but was appropriate for 
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addressing the research questions posed in this study. Through document analysis of 

collective bargaining agreements, the study utilizes cross-sectional data indexing across 

the data set to evaluate faculty participation in governance. Cross-sectional data indexing 

allows the researcher to use the same lens across the data in an effort to describe patterns 

and themes (Mason, 1996). 

In total, 238 contracts representing faculty at 301 public community colleges have 

been reviewed. The primary data sources for the documents were the 1995-96 and 1998-

99 Higher Education Contract Analysis System (HECAS) CD-ROMs made available by 

the National Education Association. The difference between number of contracts and 

number of institutions is due to the fact that some contracts have district-wide 

representation and cover multiple institutions. For example, the Mirmesota Community 

Colleges Faculty Association contract represents faculty at twenty separate campuses. 

When reporting data representative of sub-cases, the decision must be made to aggregate 

(or not) individual cases depending upon the analytical framework. The author made the 

decision to disaggregate the Higher Education Contract Analysis System (HECAS) 

contracts by college where contracts were representative of districts in order to help 

prevent bias of the results in the quantitative analysis (NEA, 1995-96, 1998-99). 

Disaggregation may result in some redundancy as noted by Johnstone (1981) in his 

analysis of collective bargaining agreements at four-year institutions. Of the 

approximately 980 public community colleges' (A.A.C.C., 2001), contracts representing 

301 institutions were included in the study. When described from this point forward 

' This count excludes private and tribal colleges, which when combined brings the total community 
colleges in the United States in 1998 to 1,163. 
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(unless specifically referenced otherwise) all percentages will be relative to the 301 

individual institutions. 

In general, the contracts were in effect from the mid-1990s through the early 

2000s. The study only considered contracts which covered at a minimum full-time 

faculty, contracts specific only to part-time faculty were excluded from the database. Of 

the 301 contracts, almost half, 134 (45%) covered both full-time and part-time faculty at 

their respective institutions. The remaining 167 contracts (55%) covered only full-time 

faculty. 

The large number of contracts representative of adjunct faculty members is 

significant because part-time faculty are often considered a silent minority who bear an 

increasing load of teaching contact hours in community colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 

1996). While many of the contracts specifically define differences in salaries and benefits 

between full-time and part-time faculty, for the most part the general stipulations do not -

according to the language in the documents - limit committees to full-time faculty (only) 

participation, although financial aspects and scheduling conflicts may create de facto 

biases toward the use of full-time faculty in governance decisions. 

Documents which were in effect from the mid-1990s through early 2000s were 

analyzed and coded utilizing Levin's (2000b) shared governance analytical framework 

which categorizes authority for decision-making in contractual language as "joint action," 

indicating shared decision-making by faculty and management in decisions; "faculty 

participation," utilized in clauses where faculty have an advisory role; "management," is 

indicated when management and/or board representatives appear in the language as the 
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sole decision-makers, and "silent," utilized to code issues where the issue is not 

addressed in the contract or the responsibility for the decision-making process is not 

clearly delineated. It should be noted that only the contractual language of the collective 

bargaining agreements was analyzed; in cases where policy information for colleges lies 

outside of the collective bargaining agreements, in Policy and Procedures manuals for 

example, the information was not included in this study. 

Sixteen governance areas were identified for coding which include budget, 

calendar, curriculum, discipline, evaluation, faculty hiring, general problems, grievance, 

harassment, management hiring, new positions, professional development, program 

changes, retrenchment, sabbatical and tenure. Coding was open to the emergence of other 

governance areas during document analysis: issues such as facilities planning and long-

term planning are examples. 

The study utilized two primary data sources: the 1995-96 and 1998-99 Higher 

Education Contract Analysis System (HECAS) CD-ROMs created by the NEA (1995-96, 

1998-99). The entire accessible population of full-time faculty contracts for community 

colleges in California, Hawaii, Illinois, Oregon and Washington were analyzed from the 

1995-96 HECAS CD-ROM (NEA, 1995-96) utilizing Levin's (2000b) analytical 

framework for shared governance, and the entire accessible population of full-time 

faculty contracts for community colleges in Florida, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, New 

York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island were analyzed from the 1998-99 

HECAS CD-ROM (NEA, 1998-99) and coded, completing the database available for the 



71 

identified states between the 1995-96 and 1998-99 HECAS CD ROMs. Three additional 

contracts from colleges in the study states were reviewed as they were obtained in the 

course of the research, contracts representing Miami-Dade Community College, Foothill-

De Anza Community College District, and Des Moines Area Community College 

District. The additional contracts were not purposefully sampled. They represented 

institutions in states which were already included in the study population. 

Different HECAS databases were utilized (NEA, 1995-96, 1998-99) due to the 

time frame in which the contract analysis took place. The states analyzed from the 1995-

96 database are part of Levin's (2000b) study of shared governance in the United States 

and Canada. The research continued as additional HECAS databases became available. 

The Higher Education Contract Analysis System contains a number of search parameters 

and functions which allow for ease of access and retrieval of the data. These tools 

supported the reliability of the information coding, but did not take the place of detailed 

reading of the contracts. Each contract was printed and reviewed. Validity checking of 

samples of contract coding took place throughout the process, by both the researcher and 

an expert consultant. Coding was entered into a spreadsheet with "JA" representing joint 

action, "FP" representing faculty participation, "M" representing management and "S" 

representing silence in the decision-making areas. The following section describes in 

greater detail the coding process. 

Joint action (JA) coding decisions required that faculty and administration shared 

in the decision-making. Public community colleges in the United States are governmental 

agencies, are created through states' constitutions and statutes, and subject to local 
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jurisdiction. The ultimate legal authority for institutional governance is granted to the 

local governing boards, or trustees, which historically have not included current 

employees of the institutions they govern. Contrast this with examples of shared legal 

authority, such as seen in British Columbia, where collective agreements as well as 

provincial legislation define a role for faculty in institutional governance (Levin, 2000b). 

Faculty members as voting members of governing boards or boards of trustees provide 

for what could more accurately be defined as "shared" governance in contrast to the 

"participatory" governance practiced in community colleges in the United States. 

Therefore, "joint action" coding refers to areas where the contractual language implicitly 

defines faculty and management as jointly responsible for the decision-making process, 

but the caveat remains that almost exclusively there is a local lay entity which retains the 

legal authority. 

Grievance was the most common category coded as "joint action". Where the 

contract language called for both sides to commit to binding arbitration as the final step 

of the grievance process, both sides argue with equal representation and surrender 

authority to an impartial arbitrator. Binding arbitration in agreements was consistently 

coded as "joint action". Although the great majority of "joint action" coding pertained to 

binding arbitration in grievance, there were a few other areas which were coded as "joint 

action" due to the specific nature of the agreement. Brevard County Community 

College's contract which was in effect through June, 1999 states: 
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A joint committee of six (6) BBC Administrators/Professionals chaired by 
the faculty and administration will meet at least once a year to review the 
Performance Enhancement Plan and its forms. Any changes in the 
Performance Enhancement Plan must be agreed to by more than two-
thirds (2/3) of the entire twelve (12) person committee (NEA, 1998-99, 
Article XIII, Section 3)? 

The contract in effect in the 1996/97 academic year in Hutchinson County 

Community College in Kansas states ""the calendar will be developed 

cooperatively'" and thus was coded as "joint action" (NEA, 1998-99, Article V. 

h.). Kellogg Community College and St. Clair Community College in Michigan 

both had calendar language which led to coding as "joint action". Kellogg's 

contract which took effect in 1997 stated ''the calendar will be developed 

cooperatively..." and St. Clair's 1997-00 contract reads that the calendar will be 

''mutually agreed upon" by the faculty and administration (NEA, 1998-99, 

Articles III, 24, and Article VI, 4). Articles coded as "joint action" were limited to 

binding arbitration and examples such as the ones above. 

"Faculty Participation" (FP) coding had a more liberal interpretation. If the 

contract stated that faculty had a voice (in any number) at any point in the decision

making process, if faculty were included on recommending body committees, if 

management was instructed to consult with faculty at any stage in the process, if peer 

review was cited as part of the evaluation process for faculty, if representatives of faculty 

^ All collective agreement language is presented in italic typeface for the purpose of clarity. Article 
references are presented as found in original documents. 
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were allowed at discipline hearings, these issues were coded as "faculty participation". It 

was not required in the coding rules that management had any obligation to listen or 

respond to faculty recommendations, or to be timely in requesting input. Wherever the 

language called for faculty input, artifacts were coded as "faculty participation". This led 

to a wide variety of "faculty participation" within the database as within some articles 

faculty had almost equal representation and input into decisions, and in others faculty 

simply had the opportunity for input. Chapter 6, "Findings", elaborates in more detail 

some of the shades of faculty participation and parses out some of the operational 

differences among decision-making areas which were coded as "faculty participation." 

Some examples of coding decisions which were categorized as "faculty 

participation" include ''the Association will use resources to correct breaches of 

professional behavior" regarding discipline in the case of Hutchinson County 

Community College's 1996/97 contract (NBA, 1998-99, Article VIII); ''When 

consideration is being given to hiring new faculty members, the Employer may solicit 

input from faculty. Such input will be advisory only..." states Brevard County 

Community College's contract (NBA, 1998-99, Article XVIII). The 1995-98 contract 

representing another Florida institution, Broward County Community College, states 

"wherever possible, Campus decisions shall be the result of dialogues between the 

relevant Administrators, departments, and affected Faculty and staff in discussion of 

major campus decisions" (NBA, 1998-99, Article 2.92). The previous example indicates 

relatively strong language promoting faculty input in the decision-making at this 

institution. Retrenchment clauses provide the opportunity for a wide range of faculty 
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participation, from North Iowa Community College's ''the Association may make its 

views and recommendations known.(NEA, 1998-99, Article III, F. 2. b.) to 

Massachusetts Community College's 1990/93 contract which states ''the President of the 

Association or his/her designee may respond in writing to the president of the College..." 

regarding impending retrenchment plans (NEA, 1998-99, Article 19.01 C.) and Monroe 

Community College's language indicating "the Association will discuss ways of avoiding 

a layoff..'' (NEA, 1998-99, Article VIII). Each of these examples were coded as "faculty 

participation" because the language clearly states a role for faculty in the decision

making process: not necessarily equal roles, but certainly a role. 

The third coding decision was the label "management". These coding decisions 

were more challenging due to the fact that, as alluded to earlier, the board in public 

community colleges in the United States, for the most part, retains the legal authority for 

institutional operations. Thus, management has de facto authority in all areas. However, 

there were indications throughout the contracts where management had clearly delineated 

decision-making authority with no mention of faculty input into the process, at least 

within the confines of the collective agreement. These artifacts were coded as 

"management". Often the "Management Rights" clauses covered a narrow or broad 

range of college operations and where contracts were narrow in scope and devoid of 

much specific language, the "Management Rights" clause tended to be the common 

denominator response to who retains the specific authority in governance areas. 

Examples of coding decisions entered as "management" include faculty 

evaluations where there is no indication of peer review, or the language specifically states 
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'^departmental deans or immediate supervisors shall conduct the Faculty Performance 

Appraisal" (Des Moines Area Community College, Article XII, B.); retrenchment 

proceedings which are undertaken as a board prerogative with no mention of consultation 

with the faculty association; and any area which specifically states the decision is ''at the 

sole discretion of the Board", which in this instance refers to Western Wisconsin 

Technical College's sabbatical decisions (NEA, 1998-99, Article 8.10). 

The final coding decision in the study pertained to articles which were "silent". If 

the area was not mentioned within the collective bargaining agreement, or if there was no 

clear indication of the decision-making process and who may be involved, those articles 

were coded as "silent," which in effect defaults the decision-making to management. 

Once the contracts were coded, the qualitative representation of the outcomes were 

translated to quantitative values for the quantitative analysis of the data. 

An initial area of inquiry in the study, as follow-up to earlier research by Levin 

(2000b) which argued that governing boards possess sole authority for governance 

decisions, and that that faculty role is advisory when it is articulated, attempted to 

describe the legal framework which existed to support shared governance at the state and 

federal levels. While Levin's earlier study (2000b) encompassed a more narrow time 

frame - contracts represented by only the 1995-96 HECAS database, the current research 

expands the field to include also contracts included in the 1998-99 HECAS database 

(NEA, 1995-96, 1998-99). However, state statutes and educational codes are fluid. 

Examining legal language at the state level which was in effect during the varied time 

periods of the collective bargaining agreements was beyond the scope of this research. 
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Because the analysis of the collective bargaining agreements covered different time 

periods throughout the sample, matching the code to the contract time period for different 

institutions within states was not an outcome of the study, and is a limitation to the 

provision of describing the legal framework for shared governance at the state level. In 

short, if state statute in Wisconsin, for example, calls for faculty involvement in advisory 

councils in the state's 1999 code, it is not entirely accurate to correlate 1999 code with 

faculty collective bargaining agreements which were in effect in the mid-1990s. The 

issue of directly relating state legislation to institutional agreements is not only a 

limitation, but also an issue requiring further research. Given these challenges, the dates 

of the state code were provided in the analysis along with the contractual dates of the 

bargaining agreements. 

Qualitative analysis of the documents through evaluation of specific language 

according to Levin's (2000b) analytical framework which codified language of decision

making areas as "faculty participation," "joint action," "management," or "silent" was 

utilized to determine if and where faculty are required to play a role in institutional 

decision-making. The result of the qualitative analysis is the creation of a descriptive 

explanation (Mason, 1996) with the construction of an inventory of shared governance 

within 301 public community colleges. Quantitative analysis of the data was undertaken 

to provide descriptive analysis of the contract language and to determine if there were 

regional differences in faculty participation in institutional governance. 
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Data Collection 

This study attempts to quantify and qualify faculty roles and responsibilities in 

institutional decision-making utilizing collective bargaining agreements as the unit of 

analysis. The study relied upon two primary data sources; the 1995-96 and 1998-99 

Higher Education Contract Analysis System (HECAS) CD-ROMs created by the 

National Education Association (1995-96; 1998-99) as a collection of bargaining 

agreements from both National Education Association and non-National Education 

Association bargaining units. The entire accessible population of full-time faculty 

contracts representing two-year colleges was reviewed. Contracts which represented only 

adjunct faculty were omitted from the study, primarily due to their small number and the 

intent of the research to focus primarily on full-time faculty contracts. One hundred sixty-

seven contracts - slightly over half (55%) - were representative of only full-time faculty, 

the remaining 134 contracts covered both full-time and adjunct faculty. 

In addition to coding specific governance areas, information on Fall 1998 

headcount, year established, yearly tuition, and Federal Interagency Commission on 

Education (FICE) number, city, and telephone number for each institution in the study is 

contained in the data set (see APPENDIX P). With the exception of the governance 

coding, data was obtained from the Higher Education Directory (Rodenhouse & 

Torregrosa, 1998). 
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

Data Analysis 

Data for the qualitative analysis of faculty participation in governance consisted 

of document coding of collective bargaining agreements in selected governance areas as 

"faculty participation", "joint action", "silent" or "management" (see APPENDIX P for 

complete data set). Chart 1 provides a visual summary of coding by governance area. The 

inventory of contracts coded according to the analytical framework, disaggregated by 

district, is outlined in Tables 2 and 3 below. 

Table 2 

Governance Areas as Coded 

Coding 

1 iic. Part. 

Budget Calendar Curriculum Di.scipline K.valuatiun 
Fa( 
Hi 

•ulty 
ring Grievance 

Management 
Hiring Coding 

1 iic. Part. 78 26% 122 41% 165 55% 1 1 3  38% 148 49% 110 37% 33 11% 47 16% 

Mcinjjt. 31 10% 15 5% 11 4% 42 14% 61 20% 63 21% 19 6% 62 21% 

Silent 1 ''2 64% 161 53% 122 41% 145 48% 84 28% 127 42% 2 1% 192 64% 

.loint Art. 0 0% 3 1% 3 1% 1 0% 8 3% 1 0% 247 82% 0 0% 

Total 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 

Table 3 

Governance Areas as Coded 

Coding 
New 

Positions 
Prore.s.sional 
Dcvilopinvnt 

Program 
Changes Retrenchment Sabbatical Tenure 

l'"ac. Part. 26 9% 88 29% 35 12% 140 47% 144 48% 98 33% 

MeiDKt. 15 5% 35 12% 19 6% 97 32% 72 24% 13 4% 

Silent 260 86% 175 58% 247 82% 64 21% 85 28% 190 63% 

.loint Art. 0 0% 3 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

I'otnl 301 301 301 301 301 301 
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Table 4 sorts the data in descending order by both faculty participation in 

governance and by management control or silence in each governance area. 

Table 4 

Issues Sorted by Faculty Participation/Joint Action & Management/Silent 

FP JA 
'/o of Total 
Contracts M S 

% of Total 
Contracts 

N N N N 

Grievance 33 247 93% New Positions 15 260 91% 

Curriculum 165 3 56% Program Changes 19 247 88% 

Evaluation 148 8 52% Management Hiring 62 192 84% 

Sabbatical 144 0 48% Budget 31 192 74% 

Retrenchment 140 0 47% Professional Development 35 175 70% 

Calendar 122 3 42% Tenure 13 190 67% 

Faculty Hiring 110 1 37% Faculty Hiring 63 127 63% 

Discipline 113 1 38% Discipline 42 145 62% 

Tenure 98 0 33% Calendar 15 161 58% 

Professional Development 88 3 30% Retrenchment 97 64 53% 

Budget 78 0 26% Sabbatical 72 85 52% 

Management Hiring 47 0 16% Evaluation 61 84 48% 

Program Changes 35 0 12% Curriculum 11 122 44% 

New Positions 26 0 9% Grievance 19 2 7% 

In order to test for regional differences among states based on faculty 

participation, dummy variables were created. "Faculty participation", "joint action", 

"management", and "silent" coding decisions were converted to dummy variables, 1 = 

yes and 2 = no. Artifacts coded as "faculty participation" or "joint action" were converted 

to "1", artifacts coded as "management" or "silent" were converted to "0". An additional 

variable which defines states by region of the country according to United States 

Department of Education definitions was included to address the research question 

related to differences in participation in governance by area of the country (NEA, 1998). 

The United States Department of Education categorized states into one of eight regions; 
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New England, Mid-East, Great Lakes, Plains, Southeast, Southwest, Rocky Mountains, 

and Far West (NEA, 1998-99). Documents were dummy coded for this variable as "1" 

for "yes", indicating the contract was representative of an institution within a state in a 

particular region, or "0" for "no" indicating the contract covered an institution within a 

state not within the particular region. The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) single factor 

test statistic was utilized to determine whether or not there were significant differences 

between means of faculty participation/joint action among regions. The results in Table 5 

indicate the presence of significant differences in mean faculty participation between 

regions. 

Table 5 

Mean Faculty Participation 

States hv Region Count Sum 1 Average Variance 
Column 1 (New Kn^land) 22 181 8.227273 7.422078 
Column 2 (Mid-East) 58 289 4.982759 5.350575 
Column 3 ((ireat Lakes) 82 395 4.817073 5.558717 
Column 4 (Plain.s) 54 261 4.833333 15.38679 
Column 5 (Southeast) 6 30 5 1.6 
Column 6 (Southwest) 3 14 4.666667 6.333333 
Column 7 (Far West) 76 478 6.289474 6.928421 

Anova 
Source of Variation SS df MS F F crit 
Between Groups 292.1624 6 48.69373 6.315211 2.129475263 
Within Groups 2266.901 294 7.710547 

Single factor analysis of variance statistical analysis was also performed on a 

sample of governance areas to determine if there were regional differences between 

faculty participation in governance. Decision-making in the areas of budget, calendar. 
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curriculum, evaluation, discipline, faculty hiring, grievance, management hiring, new 

positions, professional development, retrenchment, sabbatical, and tenure decisions was 

analyzed for regional differences and the results are included in Appendix 2. 

Chart 1 

Governance Summary 

350 , 

Pearson chi-square analysis of independence was determined using the SPSS 

program to establish significance based on the selected variables, an alpha level of .05 

was set to determine significance. Pearson chi-square indicated the type of faculty 

participation in governance to be independent of governance area across variables, with 

an asymptotic significance of 0.00 for each variable. Appropriate for large data sets, the 

significance level based on the asymptotic distribution of the test statistic is considered 

significant if the value is less than 0.05 (SPSS, 1999). Results are shown in Table 6. 
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Table 6 

Pearson Chi-Square Test Statistics 
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Chi Square 178.09 248.94 236.6 165.22 153.42 128.4 358.99 546.38 293.05 

df 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 1 

Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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Chi Square 135.59 395.91 240.59 327.12 20.578 32.618 156.21 

df 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 

Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 100.3. 
0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 75.3. 
0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell 
frequency is 150.5. 
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Findings 

This section provides the findings in response to the following research questions: 

1. Based on the language of collective bargaining agreements, is the 
traditional concept of shared governance practiced in public, unionized 
community colleges? 

2. In what areas do faculty participate in institutional governance as reflected 
in collective bargaining agreements? 

3. Are there regional or state differences between faculty participation in 
governance areas based on collective bargaining agreements? 

The results will be presented in the following order: 

• National profile of governance language in traditional areas of shared 
governance, non-traditional areas of shared governance, ancillary areas of 
shared governance 

• Regional analysis of contractual language 

• State-by-state analysis of contract language summarized within key decision
making areas 

Overview 

The heart of the legal relationship between an institution and its faculty typically 

is a contractual agreement, governed by contract law, which varies considerably by state. 

Contracts vary widely and the legal relationship of faculty and a college is not necessarily 

limited to a formal contract and may be outlined in a handbook or policy manual. The 

written document may also not include all the terms of the contract as "employee 

handbooks and oral promises have been ruled to create binding contracts in some states" 

(Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 151). Or, in the absence of specific language, the courts may rely 
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on "academic custom and usage" (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 153) for faculty employment 

terms (customary practices and tradition) within higher education generally. 

While acknowledging the range of legal agreements between faculty and 

institutions, this study examined specifically the collective bargaining agreements 

between institutions and faculty. Although the focus of the research was on full-time 

faculty contracts, a number of bargaining agreements covered adjunct faculty as well. Of 

the 301 institutions in the study, collective bargaining agreements representing 167 

institutions (55%) covered only full-time faculty, while the remaining 134 contracts 

covered both full-time and adjunct faculty. 

Document analysis indicates that faculty participate in governance in a number of 

areas (See APPENDIX P). There is legal language in the contracts that compels faculty to 

participate in institutional decision-making, a managerial benefit in improving 

institutional productivity (Levin 2001a). But is this participation consistent with the 

traditional notions of shared governance? Are academic issues such as curriculum and 

faculty evaluation and tenure decisions primarily under the auspices of the faculty while 

budgetary, physical plant, and long-term planning issues are deferred to administration in 

public community colleges? Based on collective bargaining agreement language, is 

shared governance practiced in public, unionized community colleges? 
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Shared Governance 

The term "shared governance" does not appear to be a commonly used term in the 

contracts reviewed for this study. "Shared governance" was found in only 9 contracts, the 

majority of which were from institutions in California. For example, Santa Barbara 

Community College's 1993 contract states: 

Faculty members of the Academic Senate shall be compensated according 
to a TU [teaching unit] schedule mutually agreed upon by the Academic 
Senate and the Superintendent/President. The total TLUs in the schedule 
allocated for faculty involvement in shared governance shall be 38 TLUs 
per semester (Article 2.14.2). 

In Triton College's 1993-97 agreement the term "shared governance" is used in defining 

the institutional governance structure. Based on the terms of the agreement, the Senate is 

not permitted to deal with any matter covered under the terms of the collective 

agreement, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act, or the Community College 

Tenure Act. Issues such as wages, tenure, terms of employment covered under the scope 

of the collective bargaining agreement or tenure law are the ''exclusive purview of the 

Triton College Faculty Association" (Appendix I). The Triton contract clearly delineates 

the responsibility of the Senate from the Faculty Association. 

The Triton College Academic Senate is a collegial body established by the 
Faculty Association, the administration, and the Board as the academic 
committee system of the Faculty Association which encompasses other 
elements of the college in order to promote widespread input into 
academic (Appendix I). 

The purpose of the Senate is "to establish openness in the shared governance 

process" (Appendix II. F.). 
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Henry Ford Community College's contract describes a Probationary Teacher Mentor 

Committee charged with providing probationary faculty with information on policies and 

procedures ''with particular emphasis upon the shared governance structure of the 

College'' (Article V, NEA, 1998-99). 

Although the term "shared governance" is rarely used, many contracts refer to 

faculty participation in governance processes and provide formal structures to implement 

governance processes. Lower Columbia College's 1994-97 contract states "the 

Governance Council shall advise the Board of Trustees and the College administration 

on all matters which may significantly affect faculty-board, faculty-administration, 

faculty-faculty, or faculty-student interaction" (NEA, 1995-96, Article CVII, 107 B. f). 

Less formally, Bellevue Community College's 1991-93 contract states "it is agreed that 

administrative structures shall provide for faculty involvement and participation in 

institutional affairs" (NEA, 1995-96, Article VI, Section II) but does not specifically 

define the governance structures. The faculty senate provides the formal structure for 

faculty participation in governance at many institutions. The United Technical College 

Educators 1995-97 contract in Minnesota for example states "the Senate [will] provide a 

forum for campus faculty to act in full partnership with campus administration " in 

operations and planning issues'" (NEA, 1998-99, Article 9). 

National Context 

On a national level, the most common areas of faculty participation are in matters 

consistent with the traditional concept of shared governance - curriculum, faculty 
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evaluation, and sabbatical recommendations. The most commonly cited areas of faculty 

participation (artifacts coded as "faculty participation" and "joint action" combined) 

expressed as a percentage of contracts reviewed, were grievance (93%), curriculum 

(56%), faculty evaluation processes (52%), and sabbatical recommendations (48%). 

Traditional Areas of Shared Governance 

The literature suggests that there are traditional areas in which faculty are 

expected to share in the governance of their institution. Faculty in the university model 

have authority over academic and peer issues such as curriculum, instruction, faculty 

status, research, and the academic performance of students. This study was designed to 

question whether the same is true for faculty at community colleges. Do they participate 

in institutional governance in traditional academic areas? The findings indicate that the 

highest incidents of participation in governance by community college faculty are in 

traditional academic areas. One caimot begin a discussion of faculty governance without 

touching on the subject of academic freedom. 

Academic freedom was not included as an artifact to be examined in the 

analytical framework because it is not an area of shared decision-making. However, 

academic freedom is a concept integral to the professionalization of faculty. While we 

may frequently think of the individual rights of faculty to pursue their research inquiries 

or instruct classes free from administrative intervention, the term denotes "both the 

freedom of the academy to pursue its ends without interference from the 

government.. .and the freedom of the individual teacher.. .to pursue his ends without 

interference from the academy" (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 299). The U.S. Supreme Court 
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has confirmed (in Regents of the University of Michigan v. Ewing) that "academic 

freedom thrives not only on the independent and uninhibited exchange of ideas among 

teachers and students.. .but also, and somewhat inconsistently, on autonomous decision 

making by the academy itself (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 300). However, while it is the 

constitutional rights of faculty members that are usually considered in cases involving 

questions of academic freedom, it is contract law that defines the legal boundaries of 

academic freedom, and as such it should be specified within collective bargaining 

agreements. 

Because academic freedom is not an area of shared decision-making, it was not 

included in the analytical framework. However, 153 institutional contracts referenced the 

academic freedom of faculty as a traditional right. Skagit Valley Community College's 

1995-96 contractual statement on academic freedom is representative of many of the 

clauses. It states '^academic freedom is fundamental for the advancement of truth in all 

institutions of higher education conducted for the common good. The common good is 

best achieved when faculty are free to pursue scholarly inquiry without undue restriction, 

and to voice and publish conclusions that the faculty member considers relevant (NBA, 

1995-96, Section 13). Cloud County Community College in Kansas reflects on both the 

tradition of academic freedom and the current environment with its statement "/>? a world 

of rapid change and recurrent crises, a college best serves its community not as a 

stronghold of rigid tradition but as an open intellectual forum where varying shades of 

opinion may be freely expressed and fairly debated' (NBA, 1995-96, Article 9.1) and 

goes on to endorse the principle of academic freedom. 
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While the term "shared governance" is not found often in the contracts, faculty 

have a right to participate in governance through clauses such as those found in Wayne 

County Community College's 1995-99 contract: 

Employer shall involve faculty in the development of policies having a 
direct relationship to their interests or professional mission... If the 
Employer does not accept the recommendation of a standing committee, it 
shall forward the reasons for such action in writing to the 
chairperson ...provision shall be made for minority opinion (NEA, 1998-
99, Article XXII). 

Clark College in Washington's 1994-97 contract more simply states ''the College 

subscribes to practices of collegiality" (NEA, 1995-96, Article I, Section 5). 

Curricular responsibilities for faculty are a traditional right, and faculty are 

expected to engage in curricular decisions including development and delivery of 

discipline programs. Over half (56%) of the contracts contain a clause giving faculty a 

role in curriculum development and oversight. Management, however, through board or 

management rights clauses typically retains legal authority for curriculum. The contract 

for Illinois Central College (NEA, 1995-96) is a common example of contractual 

language giving their board the authority "to establish courses of instruction... to delegate 

responsibility through recognized administrative channels for the development and 

organization of the means and methods of instruction'' (Article I, Section 5). 

Faculty are often active participants either in the evaluation process via peer 

review or in design and implementation of the evaluation instruments. For example, the 

Maine Technical College System contract stipulates that the "evaluation process shall be 

developed by Administrative Faculty Development Committee with the approval of the 

college faculty president" (Article 5B, NEA, 1998-99). Flathead Valley Community 
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College's contract states ''the College and Association agree to implement an instructor 

evaluation process for pro and post-tenured faculty that is developed jointly and mutually 

agreed upon"" (Article 11.000 B, NEA,1998-99). Brevard Community College's contract 

states: 

A joint committee of six (6) faculty appointed by UFF-BCC [United 
Faculty of Florida - Brevard Community College] and six (6) BCC 
Administrators/Professionals chaired by the faculty and administration 
will meet at least once a year to review the Performance Enhancement 
Plan and its forms. Any changes in the Performance Enhancement Plan 
must be agreed to by more than two-thirds (%) of the entire twelve (12) 
person committee (Article 13, section 3, NEA, 1998-99). 

The participatory nature of these clauses can be contrasted with the stronger management 

position found in other contracts, such as ''teaching faculty members shall be evaluated 

whenever deemed necessary by the administration'' (Finger Lakes Community College, 

Article VII, NEA, 1998-99). 

In the tradition of shared governance, faculty, due to their status as professionals, 

have at least operationally been given the right to determine the delivery and content of 

curricular offerings within institutions - the caveat of "operationally" because 

management has legal authority for curricular matters. Within the fifty-six percent of the 

contracts which provided for faculty involvement in curriculum development, 

recommendation, or policies related to academic standards, the language tends to be 

stronger than in other governance areas in which faculty are involved. Often delineated 

under "Faculty Rights" articles, phrases such as "faculty are expected to participate'" 

(NEA, 1998-99, Gogebic Community College), the "District shall consult" "curriculum 

development is a shared responsibility" (NEA, 1995-96, McHenry Community College), 
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and ''faculty have the right to determine curriculum /7o//c>'"(NEA, 1998-99, Sullivan 

Community College) are frequently descriptions of the role of faculty in curricular 

matters. 

Numerous contracts contain language which specifies a role for faculty in general 

institutional decision-making as demonstrated by Broward County Community College's 

1995-98 contract which states ''wherever possible, campus decisions shall he the result of 

dialogues between relevant administrative, departmental, and affected faculty and staff 

(Article 2.92, NEA, 1998-99). Massachusetts Community College Council's contract, in 

effect between 1990 and 1993, stipulates the creation of a "Joint Study Committee to 

resolve matters of concern, contract issues, identify root causes ofproblems " (Article 

IIA.Ol) and outlines a governance structure that "shall provide for an open forum for 

discussion and information sharing for the purpose ofproviding the President of the 

college with advisory input prior to the promulgation of college policy" (Article IVA.Ol, 

NEA, 1998-99). The next highest overall area for faculty participation throughout the 

contracts was in sabbatical recommendations. Forty-eight percent (48%) of the artifacts 

were coded as "faculty participation" in the area of sabbatical recommendations. Another 

area of faculty rights includes the right of individuals to representation in discipline 

proceedings in over one-third of the contracts. More than half (52%) of the contracts 

address discipline. The primary purpose of the inclusion of discipline in collective 

bargaining documents appears to be the assurance of some form of due-process during 

corrective action and disciplinary proceedings. 
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The hiring of new faculty is another traditional area of shared governance. Over 

one-third (37%) of the contracts allow for, at a minimum, an advisory role for faculty in 

the hiring of new faculty either through recommendations and advice to administration or 

through more active participation via participation on selection committees (although the 

contracts often do not stipulate the breakdown of committee members in terms of 

numbers or percentage of faculty/administration). Camden County Community College 

provides an example of strong faculty participation in the selection of faculty. 

Faculty status and related matters are shared responsibility. The faculty in 
each academic department shall annually elect three of its tenured 
members to serve as a committee which shall share equal responsibility 
with departmental chairpersons who shall be a member of it, and with the 
President or his designee, in the interviewing and selection of new faculty 
in that academic department (Article XXVI, NEA, 1998-99). 

One hundred percent of the contracts in the study from the states of Rhode Island, 

Maryland, and Massachusetts involve faculty in the hiring of other faculty. Minnesota, 

Florida and Washington, with 95%, 80%, and 71% respectively, also involve faculty in 

hiring of their peers. 

Consistent with a faculty role in the hiring of personnel, faculty in a number of 

institutions contractually participate in the selection of management employees. Faculty 

may be required to serve on selection committees for varying levels of administrators and 

also may be involved in the development of criteria for selection of management 

employees as evidenced by Whatcom Community College's 1991-93 contract (NEA, 

1995-96). Overall, in management hiring decisions, sixteen percent of the contracts called 

for faculty involvement. 
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Finally, in traditional areas of shared governance, language requiring 

promotion and tenure recommendations by faculty appeared contractually in 

slightly over one-third (33%) of the artifacts. Most commonly, the contracts 

described tenure review or promotion and tenure committee functions, providing 

an avenue for faculty to make formal recommendations to administration for 

promotion and retention of peers. 

Non-traditional Areas of Shared Governance 

The data suggest that faculty are involved not only in the traditional areas of 

academic governance such as curriculum and faculty evaluations, sabbatical 

recommendations, but in other areas traditionally reserved for administration, such as 

retrenchment, budget, and long-term planning. Lower Columbia Community College's 

contract provides an example of contractual language which gives faculty advisory 

responsibility for areas outside of the traditional academic decisions. Lower Columbia's 

Governance Council consists of member of the Lower Columbia College Faculty 

Association of Higher Education's Executive Council and equal numbers of 

administrators appointed by the President, and the charge of the Council is to: 

Advise the Board of Trustees and the College administration on all 
matters which may significantly affect faculty-board, faculty-
administration, faculty-faculty or faculty-student interaction. Such matters 
will include but not be limited to changed in educational policies and 
or/procedures ...remodeling or construction of physical facilities, new or 
modified fiscal, budgetary, long-range planning, etc. (NEA, 1995-96, 
Article 107 C.) 
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The language of Lower Columbia College's contract is representative of findings 

which indicate that faculty have a participatory role in governance in areas outside 

of the traditional academic decisions. 

Budget decisions at the institutional and/or departmental levels were 

another variable queried in the study. Slightly over one-quarter of the contracts 

(26%) mentioned faculty involvement in budget processes. Consistent with other 

governance issues, the state of faculty input varies from relatively weak language 

such as 'faculty shall be allowed to participate" in budgetary decisions 

(Southwestern Community College, NEA, 1995-96), and ''the role of such 

Faculty at these [budget] meetings shall normally be limited to observing, 

clarifying, advising, and providing a Faculty perspective'^ (NEA, 1998-99, 

Broward County Community College, Article 2.91 D) - to the stronger role as 

seen in colleges where faculty are involved in developing institutional budgets 

(such as is the case at Bay de Noc Community College). Camden County 

Community College's contract states more formally ''the allocation of resources 

among competing demands is central in the formal responsibility of the governing 

board, in the administrative authority of the President, and in the educational 

function of the Faculty. These three components should therefore have a voice in 

the determination of short and long-range priorities" (NEA, 1998-99). Both 

Portland Community College and Rogue Community College's' contracts state 

that faculty will have input into the institutional budget. 
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Another forty-seven percent (47%) of the contracts stipulate involvement of the 

faculty association or senate in retrenchment proceedings. The 1995-98 faculty contract 

for Edison State Community College states that as a result of financial exigency or 

discontinuation or curtailment of an academic program, a preliminary report shall be 

submitted to the affected unit(s) and to the President of the Association. If the 

Association objects to the report, a Joint Review Committee will be convened by the 

President consisting of two individuals selected by the College President and two selected 

by the Association. The Joint Committee will be chaired by the Chief Academic Officer, 

and the committee is to make recommendations to the College President (Article XVIIl, 

a., b., NEA 1998-99). Central Ohio Technical College's 1993-95 contract, consistent with 

many other institutions with faculty participation in retrenchment, states that faculty 

recommendations regarding proposed retrenchment '^shall be considered by the College 

administration before implementing a reduction in staff (Article XII, B. 3, NEA, 1998-

99). Faculty working under the 1993-97 contract at Monroe Community College have the 

ability to take the offensive rather than defensive position during financial crises: their 

contract states that when a layoff is anticipated due to financial exigency, the Faculty 

Association and the College will ''discuss possible ways of avoiding such a layoff 

(Article VIII, C., NEA, 1998-99). 

Planning is another non-traditional area where faculty are involved with 

management in institutional decision-making. ''Long-range institutional planning shall 

be conducted cooperatively by the Administration and the Faculty'^ (Jackson Community 

College, Article XIII, NEA, 1998-99). Mid-Michigan's 1996-99 contract states that the 
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Faculty Senate will be ^'involved in all long-range planning" (NEA, 1998-99, Article 

XIII). Another area is policy making, for which the Minnesota State Colleges and 

Universities agreement with United Technical College Educators (1995-97) outlines the 

governance role of the Senate: "'the purpose of the Senate is to provide a forum for 

campus faculty to act in full partnership with campus administration in determination of 

campus operations, policy and planning prior to decision making"' (Article 9, NEA, 

1998-99). 

Ancillarv Areas of Shared Governance 

Outside of the traditional and non-traditional areas for shared governance, faculty 

in the contracts examined in the study participated in governance in other areas such as 

calendar decisions, disciplinary actions, and grievance. One-hundred twenty-five of the 

contracts stipulated that faculty had at a minimum advisory input into scheduling of the 

annual academic calendar with some (for example, the Community College of Spokane) 

stating that the academic calendar must be developed by mutual agreement of the faculty 

association and the board of trustees (NEA, 1995-96). 

Disciplinary action and grievance processes were additional areas for faculty 

involvement in governance. Thirty-seven percent of the contracts outlined steps for 

faculty representation in disciplinary hearings or processes, and thus were coded as 

"faculty participation". Along the same line contracts containing a binding arbitration 

clause (82% of the contracts) were coded "joint action" as both sides contribute jointly to 

the final decision that is left to an outside arbitrator. 



98 

While faculty participate in governance in traditional, non-traditional and 

ancillary areas of governance, management typically retains a broad spectrum of rights 

specifically stated in "management rights" clauses and by state statute. Management 

rights clauses in contracts range from the broad "zY is the responsibility of the Board to 

administer the schools within the district in accordance with Wisconsin Statutes, Chapter 

38, and in conformance with the Constitution and Laws of the State of Wisconsin and the 

Constitution and Laws of the United States of America" of Madison Area Technical 

College's 1992-2000 contract (Article II, NEA, 1998-99), to the very specific. Brevard 

Community College's management rights "and prerogatives" clause begins: 

The Employer expressly reserves and retains, to the maximum extent 
permitted by law, each and every right and prerogative that it has ever 
had and enjoyed at any time in the absence of any collective bargaining 
relationship whatsoever, whether exercised or not, and as if the collective 
bargaining relationship did not in fact exist... 

The clause goes on to say: 

The reservation or retention of management rights or prerogatives ...refers 
to the right to implement any decision coming within that reservation or 
retention, without prior bargaining over the impact of effects of such 
decision upon unit employees (Sections 1 and 3, NEA, 1998-99). 

Pennsylvania's Education (Title 24) Public School Code of 1949, § 11112-A provides an 

overview of representative matters of inherent managerial policy: 

Employers shall not be required to bargain over matters of inherent 
managerial policy. Those matters shall include, but shall not be limited to, 
such areas of discretion or policy as the functions and programs of the 
employer, standards of services, its overall budget, utilization of 
technology, the organizational structure and selection and direction of 
personnel. Employers, however, shall be required to meet and discuss on 
policy matters affecting wages, hours and terms and conditions of 
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employment as well as the impact thereon upon request by employee 
representatives. 
(Peimsylvania Code: http://members.aol.eom/DKMl/24.Cp.l lA.html) 

The national perspective suggests that community college faculty participate in 

shared governance in both traditional and non-traditional areas of academic decision

making. However, although the focus of this analysis is on areas where faculty do 

participate in institutional decision-making, this emphasis should not detract from the fact 

that of the 4,214 artifacts coded across the documents, the issues are silent or left to 

management's discretion in 62% of the cases. While retaining the ultimate legal authority 

for institutional operations, management has also retained the right to create new 

positions, effective in 91% of the contracts (categories of "silent" and "management" 

combined), to make program changes (88%), to hire management employees (85%), to 

manage fiscal policies (74%) and to make tenure decisions (67%). Overall, in fifty-five 

percent (55%) of the contracts the variables for governance areas were not addressed or 

there was no indication of the process for decision-making. 

The silence in many governance areas found in collective agreements gives 

management broad rights. The large percentage of silent areas not only gives the 

impression of broad rights for management, but also raises the question whether there are 

processes for policies and procedures outside of the collective agreements that provide 

for a more complete picture of governance within institutions. 

The issue of silence also raises the question of appropriateness of the variables in 

the research. Harassment, for example, was a variable selected for inclusion in the study 

based on an earlier international governance study by Levin (2000b), but it was addressed 
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in less than 1% of the contracts in the current study, which were limited to only colleges 

in the United States. After the initial screening of the documents, harassment was deleted 

as a study variable as an area not addressed through collective bargaining, but rather 

protected through federal mandates. There are other governance areas that were not 

selected for inclusion, such as intellectual property rights, significant for faculty in four-

year institutions (Rhoades, 1998) and increasingly important for faculty in two-year 

institutions working in distance learning environments, which should be included in 

further analyses of the data. 

Regional Context 

Not surprisingly, there are both regional and state differences in faculty 

participation in governance as prescribed in the contracts. Regional differences in faculty 

participation in governance according to the United States Department of Education's 

Bureau of Economic Analysis coding were analyzed. The Bureau of Economic Analysis 

code, part of the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) reporting 

process, identifies states by region in the following categories: 
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Table 7 
Bureau of Economic Analysis Codes 

Rc^^ion Code Description States 
0 US Service schools 
1 New England CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT 
2 Mid East DE, DC, MD, NJ, NY, PA 
3 Great Lakes IL, IN, MI, OH, WI 
4 Plains lA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, SD 
5 Southeast AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, 

NC, SC, TN, VA, WV 
6 Southwest AZ, NM, OK, TX 
7 Rocky Mountains CO, ID, MT, UT, WY 
8 Far West AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA 
9 Outlying Areas AS, FM, GU, MH, MP, PR, 

PW, VI 

Analysis of variance of means of artifacts coded as "faculty participation" and 

"joint action" indicated significant differences (at the .05 level) between regions. There is 

a bicoastal pattern of greater faculty participation in governance in terms of percentage of 

artifacts coded as "faculty participation". A summary of artifacts coded as "faculty 

participation" sorted by percentage (high to low) is shown in Table 8. 

The highest percentage of faculty participation occurs in Minnesota, Washington, 

Massachusetts, Maryland, Rhode Island, Oregon, Michigan, New York, Maine, 

California. These findings are consistent with Hurd and Bloom's (1998) evaluation of the 

top ten states for faculty union membership in higher education (combining two-year and 

four-year institutions, public and private) which include eight of the states listed above. 

In descending order of faculty membership, their findings show that California, New 

York, Wisconsin, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Washington, Michigan, Florida, 
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and Massachusetts are the ten states with the highest union membership (Hurd & Bloom, 

1998). 

The concentration of faculty participation represented by contracts in western 

institutions, representing California, Oregon and Washington, may also be the result of 

isomorphism, with California having enacted AB 1725 in 1988, designed to introduce 

more collegial governance practices into California's community colleges (White, 1998). 

However, while Washington, Oregon and California are among the higher tier states in 

terms of the amount of faculty participation in governance prescribed by the contracts, 

Hawaii, which may be considered a western state, ranks near the bottom of the list in 

terms of faculty participation, and was noted as being a state in which the appointed 

Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii (which as legal responsibility for all public 

institutions of higher education in the state) serves at the pleasure of the governor, and 

whose collective agreement indicates little faculty involvement in governance (Levin, 

2000b). 

Traditional Areas of Shared Governance 

Region eight, the "Far West" region, which included the states of California, 

Hawaii, Oregon, and Washington exhibited higher than average scores for faculty 

participation in the traditional shared governance issues of faculty evaluation, sabbatical 

and tenure recommendations. The "New England" region, which includes the states of 

Maine, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, was another region that demonstrated high 

average participation throughout the contracts in the areas of sabbatical and tenure 

recommendations as well as in the hiring of new faculty. 
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Non-traditional Areas of Shared Governance 

In governance areas outside of the traditional academic areas for faculty 

participation, the "New England" region demonstrated consistently above-average faculty 

participation means based on the coding decisions. The New England region scored 

above average on budget decisions, retrenchment, management hiring, and program 

changes. No other region had scores above a 50% average across any non-traditional 

governance area with the exception of the "Southeast" and "Rocky Mountain" regions, 

which scored slightly above average on retrenchment decisions. Florida was the one state 

in the study representing the "Southeast" region. Montana was the one state in the study 

representing the "Rocky Mountain" region. 

Ancillarv Areas of Shared Governance 

All regions in the study scored high on grievance procedures due to the fact that 

binding arbitration is a step in the grievance process throughout most of the contracts and 

binding arbitration as explained earlier was coded as "joint action" as both sides act 

jointly in affecting the final decision. Calendar decisions had average participation in 

regions five (Southeast) and seven (Rocky Mountains) and there were no other ancillary 

areas of shared governance that ranked above-average throughout the regions. 

In summary, region-by-region analysis indicates the presence of regional 

differences in mean participation in governance. Non-Right to Work states have contracts 

which support faculty participation in governance when compared to states with Right to 

Work laws. Three non-Right to Work states on the northeast coast, Maryland, 

Massachusetts, and Rhode Island have the highest percentages of artifacts coded as 
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"faculty participation" across a number of governance areas. The results indicate a 

bicoastal pattern of higher participation in governance measured by percentage of 

artifacts coded as "faculty participation" and "joint action" when compared to other 

states. States such as California, Oregon, Washington on the west coast, Minnesota, 

Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Maine 

have stronger union presence and larger percentages of faculty participation in decision

making than states such as Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, Florida, which suggests that the 

union presence has strengthened the faculty role in shared governance. 

State Results 

The states with the highest percentage of governance areas coded as "faculty 

participation" (Table 8) were Minnesota (49%), Washington (49%), Massachusetts 

(47%), Maryland (40%), Rhode Island (38%), Oregon (37%), Michigan (31%), and New 

York (30%). The states indicating the least percentage of faculty participation based on 

the analytical framework were Illinois (22%), Missouri (20%), Hawaii (20%), Ohio 

(19%), New Jersey (18%), Kansas (16%), Wisconsin (15%), Iowa (5%), and Nebraska 

(0%). The remaining states in the study fell in between, with Maine at 27%, California 

and Florida at 26%, Pennsylvania (25%) and Montana (23%). 
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Table 8 

States by Percentage Artifacts Coded "Faculty Participation" 

Stale Fl'% JA% S% M% 

MD 79 0 7 14 

WA 56 8 33 3 

MN 56 7 30 7 

MA 50 7 14 29 

OR 39 6 47 7 

RI 38 6 44 13 

MI 34 7 44 15 

NY 32 7 55 6 

CA 28 4 54 13 

IL 27 7 52 14 

PA 27 7 55 12 

FL 26 8 58 9 

MT 26 5 64 5 

ME 21 7 64 7 

MO 21 0 64 14 

KS 20 1 48 31 

NJ 20 7 65 9 

OH 20 7 41 32 

WI 18 8 55 19 

HI 15 8 77 0 

lA 6 7 75 13 

NE 0 2 81 17 

California 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000) in 1998 

there were 106 public community colleges, 11 independent colleges, and one tribal 

college in California. The contracts from California were collected and reviewed from 

the 1995-96 HECAS database. California's community colleges are categorized in the 

"Far West" region of the United States according to the U.S. Department of Education's 

regional definitions (NEA, 1998-99). The collective agreements available in the HECAS 
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1995-96 database represents 45 public community colleges (42% of the public 

community colleges) in California, and in general indicate a participatory role for faculty 

in governance. The contract for Foothills-DeAnza represented two separate colleges, and 

the contract for the Los Angeles Community College District represented nine colleges. 

All other contracts were representative of individual colleges. Thirty-one of the contracts 

covered both full-time and adjunct faculty, fourteen contracts represented only full-time 

faculty. 

Of the forty-five contracts, thirty-three (33%) percent of the 720 artifacts coded 

indicated a participatory or joint action role for faculty in institutional decision-making. 

The most numerous area of faculty participation was in evaluations. Thirty-eight 

contracts indicated a participatory role for faculty in evaluations, through peer review, 

committee recommendations, or Faculty Association input into tools and/or processes. 

Twenty-four contracts indicated peer review as part of the evaluation process. For 

example, Gavilan Community College's 1993-95 contract states "//ze evaluation of a 

faculty member is a four-part process that involves a self-evaluation, peer evaluation, 

administrative evaluation, and a student evaluation report" (NBA, 1995-96, Article 

19.2). 

Twenty-six contracts indicated faculty had input in sabbatical and tenure 

decisions, primarily through committee processes including review of proposals and 

recommendations in tenure decisions and recommendations and review procedures in 

tenure decisions. Another area of faculty input involves the role of faculty in the 
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development of and input into potential changes in the college calendar. Twenty-one 

contracts proposed a role for faculty in calendar development. 

Thirty-eight contracts, representing 84% of the California contracts reviewed, 

discussed the role of faculty in making curricular and academic standards 

recommendations. One might question why, in institutions recognized for their specific 

roles in teaching and learning (Grubb & Associates, 2001), the issue was not included in 

the bargaining process in one hundred percent of the contracts? Perhaps curriculum was 

not included in the bargaining process in more contracts because it may be a "given," a 

traditional area of faculty responsibility given their role as professionals £ind therefore not 

considered a bargaining issue. 

Roughly one quarter (12) of the contracts called for faculty participation 

in institutional budget decisions; however, contractual implications for faculty in 

budget decision were weighted in this case by the nine contracts representative of 

the Los Angeles Community College District. Although the contract does not 

specify the specific role of faculty in the budget process, it does require the 

establishment of budget committees "which includes representation from the 

faculty ...the number of AFT [American Federation of Teachers College Guild, 

AFT/AFL-CIO] faculty representatives in such budget committee shall be equal to 

the number of Academic Senate faculty representatives" (Los Angeles 

Community College District, 1996-99, Article 32 A., p. 90). 

A number of contracts in California contained a unique category, "faculty 

service area" which was not found in contracts outside of the state of California. "Faculty 
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service area" refers to California's Education Code (87743.1) which states "faculty 

service area means a service or instructional subject area or group of related services or 

instructional subject areas performed by faculty and established by 

a community college district." California's Education Code (87743.2) goes on to 

stipulate: 

Not later than July 1, 1990, each community college district shall establish 
faculty service areas. The establishment of faculty service areas shall be 
within the scope of meeting and negotiating pursuant to Section 3543.2 of 
the Government Code. The exclusive representative shall consult with the 
academic senate in developing its proposals. 

Sixteen (16) of the California contracts indicated a participatory role for faculty in 

determining faculty service areas. Typical roles were requirements that changes to 

the designation of faculty service areas (Foothill-DeAnza Community College 

District, NEA, 1995-96) be negotiated through the Faculty Association, or 

approval for adoption of faculty service area determination guidelines (Feather 

River Community College, NEA, 1995-96). 

Grievance proceedings could ultimately lead to binding arbitration in 

contracts representing 29 institutions. Binding arbitration, as an action involving 

both parties equally, was coded "joint action" consistently through the documents, 

and with few exceptions throughout the entire database. Indeed, the coding of 

"joint action" was primarily limited to grievance procedures. 

While faculty participate in institutional governance in areas outside of 

the traditional curricular matters, in 67% of the total 720 artifacts coded, 

management retains the rights either through specific stipulations or via the 
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silence of the documents to make institutional decisions. Again, the findings 

presented here are limited to the document analysis of the bargaining agreements 

at a point in time only, and do not include other policy and procedures which may 

outline roles for faculty in decision-making through committees or other avenues. 

The contracts also do not outline procedures which may be long-standing 

traditions within institutions. As an example, if faculty have "always" had a 

standing curriculum committee to review and make curricular recommendations, 

there may be no reason why a bargaining unit may have rationalized inclusion of 

curriculum in the documents. This might constitute a "past practice." Most 

collective bargaining contracts have "zipper" clauses or "past practices" which 

"incorporate previous customary relationships between the parties in the 

agreement" (Kaplin & Lee, 1995, p. 193) 

Consistent with Levin's (2000b) earlier findings, faculty are "legally 

negotiated participants in the governance processes" (p. 97) as evidenced by the 

contracts reviewed representing forty-five community colleges in California. 

However, even though California has perhaps the strongest legislative language 

supporting faculty participation in governance, the results raises the question: Has 

the legal language at the state level affected institutional governance any more 

than in states without supportive legislative language? The following sections 

outline the findings of the remaining twenty-one states in the study. 
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Table 9 
Summary of California Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
28% 
4% 
54% 
13% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

205 
30 

388 
97 

Total 720 

Florida 

In 1998, there were 28 public community colleges and 4 independent colleges in 

Florida (A.A.C.C., 2000). Contracts representative of six community colleges (21%) in 

Florida were reviewed. Florida's community colleges are categorized in the "Southeast" 

region of the United States according to the U.S. Department of Education's regional 

definitions (NEA, 1998-99). All six contracts were representative of only full-time 

faculty. 

The findings by level of faculty participation are relatively similar to the results 

found in California, somewhat surprising given that Florida is a "Right to Work" state, 

where a union shop is not allowed: that is, it is illegal for employers to require employees 

to join a union as a condition of employment (Katz & Kochan, 2000). Faculty have a 

participatory or joint action role in governance in 30% of the artifacts coded. The major 

areas of faculty participation are in faculty hiring, where four of the institutions (67%) 

had articles which required faculty participation on hiring committees for their peers. 

Four colleges (67%) also required input by the Association in retrenchment proceedings. 
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Palm Beach Community College's 1993-94 contract states month prior to any 

systematic reduction of the number of employees in the bargaining unit brought on for 

any reason, the criteria for such reductions shall be subject to discussion between the 

United Faculty and the Employer..." (NEA, 1998-99, Article XXII). 

Decision areas coded as "faculty participation" varied among institutions, but 

each of the six contracts had at a minimum three areas of participation. Chipola Junior 

College had the highest incidence of participation, in six (6), or 40%, of the fifteen areas 

queried. Faculty hiring and retrenchment policies were the two areas in which the 

contracts called for faculty participation - four out of the six contracts required input 

from the faculty at some point in the decision process. 

Consistent with findings for California, there was limited indication in the 

contracts of faculty participation in curriculum decisions: only one contract mentioned a 

specific role for faculty in curriculum. Hillsborough Community College's 1995-98 

contract spoke of an Academic Affairs Committee which provided input into curricular 

decisions, calendar decisions, and sabbaticals. 

Table 10 
Summary of Florida Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
27% 
8% 

54% 
9% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

23 
7 

46 
8 

Total 84 
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Hawaii 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 7 public community colleges in Hawaii. One contract representing faculty at 

Kapi'olani Community College was analyzed. The contract is that of the University of 

Hawaii. In the state of Hawaii, all community colleges, along with the University of 

Hawaii, are covered by the same collective agreement between the faculty (which 

includes adjunct faculty) and the University of Hawaii. The faculty union negotiates 

directly with the governor's office (Smallwood, 2001). The Board of Regents for the 

University of Hawaii is responsible for all public higher education in the state (Levin, 

2000b). Hawaii's community colleges are categorized in the "Far West" region of the 

United States according to the U.S. Department of Education's regional definitions 

(NEA, 1998-99). 

The Kapi'olani contract defines a role for faculty in discipline situations 

(representation of peers in disciplinary actions), sabbatical decisions, and tenure 

recommendations. The only area for joint decision-making occurs as a result of binding 

arbitration as the final step in the grievance process. The contract reviewed covered the 

academic years 1993 through 1995, and at that time the contract contained a "no strike" 

clause. ("No strike" or work stoppage clauses were queried because "the bargaining 

power enjoyed by a labor union is heavily influenced by the union's and its members' 

abilities to withdraw their labor, usually.. .through a strike" Katz & Kochran, 2000, p. 

74). However, the 1993-95 contract was not in effect in 2001, the year the Hawaii State 

Teachers Association and the University of Hawaii Professional Assembly went out on 
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two separate strikes over salary issues, resulting in the closure of every public school and 

the cancellation of nearly all college classes (Smallwood, 2001). 

Table 11 
Summary of Hawaii Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 2 15% 
Joint Action 1 8% 
Silent 10 77% 
Management 0 0% 
Total 13 

Illinois 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 49 public community colleges in Illinois. Community colleges in the state of 

Illinois are categorized in the "Great Lakes" region of the United States according to the 

U.S. Department of Education's regional definitions (NEA, 1998-99). Thirty-six 

contracts representing 73% of the public community colleges in Illinois were reviewed. 

The contracts for Illinois were obtained from the 1995-96 HECAS database. The majority 

of contracts (33) represented only full-time faculty. Three of the contracts included part-

time faculty also. Faculty participation in college decisions is most often found in 

traditional academic areas such as sabbatical decisions (24 contracts or 67%), evaluations 

(18 contracts, 50%), calendar recommendations (17 contracts, 47%), retrenchment (15 

contracts, 42%), and faculty hiring and professional development (13 contracts, or 36% 

specified a role for faculty in decisions in each area). 



114 

Levin (2000b) notes that "collective agreements in Illinois colleges are consistent 

on one matter: the faculty role in governance is advisory" (p. 100). The 1993-97 contract 

for Triton College does directly reference shared governance in Appendix I. II F. calling 

for the establishment of openness in the shared governance process'' (NEA, 1995-96). 

John A. Logan Community College's 1995-96 contract outlines faculty participation in 

the development of policies and procedures in Section 5.5: ''policies and procedures that 

affect faculty wages and working conditions will be developed and written cooperatively 

with the Association. Any review of existing policies will also be done in cooperation with 

the Association''. However the article does close with the reminder that the Board of 

Trustees does have the ''sole and final responsibility" for creating College policy (NEA, 

1995-96). 

Table 12 
Summary of Illinois Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 136 27% 
Joint Action 36 7% 
Silent 260 52% 
Management 72 14% 
Total 540 

Iowa 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 17 public community colleges in Iowa. Contracts representing fifteen colleges 

(88%) in Iowa were reviewed. Iowa's community colleges are categorized in the "Plains" 
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region of the United States according to the U.S. Department of Education's regional 

definitions (NEA, 1998-99). The states in the "Plains" region reflect lower levels of 

faculty participation in governance when compared to other regions. This may be related 

to the Iowa's status as a "Right to Work" state. 

Out of the 210 artifacts coded for Iowa, 184 or 88% were silent or specified a 

management role in decision-making in the areas coded. Management influence was 

particularly strong in faculty evaluations and retrenchment policies. Iowa Central 

Community College's 1997-98 contract states '^employees shall be evaluated a minimum 

of at least once a year by supervisor" (NEA, 1998-99, Article 6, C) and probationary 

employees who do not achieve a score of 80% or higher on evaluations may be 

terminated. The contracts make no mention of an option for peer review or other faculty 

participatory measures in evaluation proceedings. 

The contracts also reflect a strong position by management in staff reductions. 

Southwestern Community College's 1995-97 contract states: ''whenever it is necessary to 

reduce the size of the professional staff the Board will keep the most qualified employee" 

(NEA, 1998-99, Article IX). There is no mention of management consulting with the 

faculty association before implementing a reduction in force. This is consistent with ten 

of the other fourteen contracts which gave management significant leeway in 

implementing a reduction in force. 

The highest incidence of faculty participation, outside of grievance procedures, 

was professional development. Five of the fifteen institutions (33%) provided faculty the 

opportunity to have input into decisions related to professional development. All 
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contracts with the exception of one had as the last step in the grievance procedure binding 

arbitration, which was consistently coded throughout the research as "joint action," 

indicating an equal role for faculty and management in the decision. 

The contracts were silent on budget, curriculum, faculty and management hiring, 

and tenure. Management in Iowa's public community colleges has broad rights to make 

decisions absent faculty input. 

Table 13 
Summary of Iowa Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 12 6% 
Joint Action 14 7% 
Silent 157 75% 
Management 27 13% 
Total 210 

Kansas 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 20 public community colleges in Kansas. Fourteen contracts representing 70% 

of the public community colleges in Kansas were reviewed. Similar to Iowa, community 

colleges in Kansas are categorized in the "Plains" region of the United States according 

to the U.S. Department of Education's regional definitions (NEA, 1998-99). Half of the 

Kansas contracts were representative of both full-time and part-time faculty; half 

represented only full-time faculty. 
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Also similar to Iowa, management in Kansas institutions is allowed broad rights 

in making institutional decisions in the areas selected for coding. However, unlike Iowa, 

the Kansas contracts more often outlined the role of management in decision-making, 

whereas the Iowa contracts were more often silent. Both default decisions to 

management, but more commonly the Kansas contracts made specific reference to 

management's role. Roughly half (56%) of the Kansas artifacts were coded as "silent" 

where 75% of Iowa's artifacts were coded as "silent". Overall, seventy-nine percent (79 

%) of the Kansas artifacts deferred decisions to management, either through direct 

reference or silence, and eighty-eight percent (88%) of Iowa artifacts yielded the same 

deference to management. 

Kansas contracts differed from most of the other states in respect to grievance 

policies. Of the fourteen institutions, only one, Labette County Community College, had 

binding arbitration as the last step in the grievance process. In each of the other contracts 

the Board had the final say. While a number of states had isolated instances of Board 

decisions as the ultimate authority in grievance procedures, only Maine and Missouri had 

the majority (or all) contracts finalizing grievances with the Board's decision. While it 

was beyond the scope of this study to analyze what issues are grieveable within the 

contracts, it is recognized that what may and may not be grieved is a critical question in 

the bargaining process. Management in the fourteen public community colleges in 

Kansas profiled in this study has leeway to make decisions absent faculty input in the 

majority (79%) of artifacts coded. 
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Table 14 
Summary of Kansas Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
20% 
1% 

48% 
31% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

36 
2 
88 
56 

Total 182 

Maine 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 9 public community colleges in Maine. The contract for the Maine Technical 

College System, representing six colleges, was analyzed. The contract included only full-

time faculty and was in effect from July 1994 through June 1997. Maine is part of the 

Northeast region of the United States as categorized by the U.S. Department of Education 

(NEA, 1998-99). Faculty negotiated input into decisions related to employment and 

continued employment in the areas of discipline, evaluation, grievance, and retrenchment. 

The faculty association has a strong presence in evaluation processes. Evaluation 

procedures are developed cooperatively by a faculty/administrative committee. If the 

committee is unable to reach '^mutually agreeable criteria and procedures" (NEA, 1998-

99, Article 5, B) the matter is forwarded to the System President for resolution. Article 5 

specifically states ''faculty members shall be evaluated annually in accordance with 

criteria and procedures developed by an Administration Faculty Development Committee 

at each college and approved by the College President and the College Faculty 
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President (NEA, 1998-99). The committee consists of six members appointed by the 

College President, three members recommended by the College Faculty Association 

President and three representatives of the College administration. 

The other areas of faculty participation were consultative in nature, including an 

agreement by the trustees to consult with the Association prior to implementing 

retrenchment proceedings and provisions allowing representation of faculty in 

disciplinary and grievance hearings. There was silence across most of the academic areas 

such as program changes, curriculum, and faculty hiring. The contract did not contain a 

"no strike" clause. 

Table 15 
Summary of Maine Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Facuity Participation 18 21 % 
Joint Action 6 7% 
Silent 54 64% 
Management 6 7% 
Total 84 

Maryland 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 18 public community colleges in Maryland. One contract representing three 

community colleges (17% of the public community colleges) in Maryland was reviewed: 

Montgomery County Community College's contract with campuses at Germantown, 

Rockville, and Takoma Park. The contract was notable for its fourteen-year timeframe. 
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Article eleven states ^'this agreement shall become effective as of August 24, 1988, and 

shall continue in full force and effect through midnight of the day prior to the first day of 

the fiscal 2002 academic yeaf (NEA, 1998-99). The contract represented only full-time 

faculty, and did contain a "no strike" or lockout clause. 

Despite a lengthy (over two pages), detailed, and broad "Management Functions" 

article, the contract allows for faculty input in a number of areas, with 79% of the 

artifacts coded as "faculty participation". The "Management Functions" clause (Article 2) 

defines a shared governance relationship with faculty by requiring consultation between 

faculty and management in the evaluation and selection of applicants for employment, in 

evaluation of faculty, selection of faculty in tenure track positions, course and program 

modifications, academic calendar and grading. 

The Maryland State Code (/11-101) in 1988 established a Maryland Higher 

Education Commission of which there is a Faculty Advisory Council (/ 11-106) which 

is charged with reviewing matters which have been referred by the Commission or the 

Secretary of Higher Education for their consideration and advice. 

Table 16 
Summary of Maryland Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
79% 
0% 
7% 
14% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

33 
0 
3 
6 

Total 42 
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Massachusetts 

In 1998, there were 17 public community colleges in Massachusetts (A.A.C.C., 

2000). The contract for the Massachusetts Regional Community Colleges, which was 

representative of fifteen colleges (88%), was reviewed. The contract covered both full-

time and adjunct faculty. Massachusetts is categorized in the "Northeast" region 

according to the U.S. Department of Education's regional definitions (NEA, 1998-99). 

The Massachusetts contract is one of the oldest contracts in the database (1990-

1993) but also one that more strongly represents faculty interests in terms of participation 

in governance. The document outlines a framework for participatory governance in 

article IV, "a governance structure shall provide for an open forum for discussion and 

information sharing for the purpose ofproviding the President of the college with 

advisory input prior to the promulgation of college policy^ (NEA, 1998-99). While the 

language does not go to the next level in providing a mechanism for faculty to formalize 

recommendations or have a stronger voice in policy, compared to most contracts even the 

formalization of recommendations as an organizational process is well above the norm. 

The contract calls for an advisory role for faculty in institutional budget decisions, 

including resource development and academic program development. Faculty under 

contract during the three-year time frame were also expected to participate in the 

selection of administrators as indicated by the direct language "wnzY members shall 

participate in the selection of administrators'^ (NEA, 1998-99, Article IV A.02) and also 

in the selection of fellow faculty. Faculty also make curricular and programmatic 
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recommendations and recommendations in areas of academic policy such as curriculum, 

and selections for sabbatical leaves and tenure through participation on committees. 

The document v^as comprehensive, with calendar recommendations and program 

changes as the only artifacts not coded or specifically mentioned in the contract. Their 

absence defers these decisions to management unless outlined specifically in other policy 

documents. 

Table 17 
Summary of Massachusetts Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 105 50% 
Joint Action 15 7% 
Silent 30 14% 
Management 60 29% 
Total 210 

Michigan 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 28 public community colleges in Michigan. Contracts for 22 public colleges 

(79%) in Michigan, part of the "Great Lakes" region, were reviewed (NEA, 1998-99). 

Sixteen of the contracts covered only full-time faculty, with the remaining four 

representing both full-time and adjunct faculty members. Eleven contracts did not contain 

a "no strike" or other work stoppage clause, the remaining four did prohibit a strike or 

walkout during the term of the agreement (NEA, 1998-99). 
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The contracts for the 22 colleges in Michigan represented faculty participation in 

34% of the artifacts, and another 7% were coded as requiring joint action. The language 

in a number of documents strongly positioned the faculty to have a voice in institutional 

matters. Kellogg Community College's 1997-99 contract outlines in Article XIV, section 

nine 'Hhe appropriate faculty members will have an opportunity to consult with the 

College administration in areas of curricula, financial and long-range College 

development prior to the implementation, adoption, and/or general publication" (NEA, 

1998-99), but the contract goes on to state that "the final decision-making authority and 

responsibility of the above section is vested in the Board (Section 10). 

The contracts also outlined responsibilities for faculty in operational issues such 

as budget decisions, in which nine contracts mentioned roles for faculty in college-wide 

or unit budgetary development decisions. The 1996-99 academic years contract for Bay 

de Noc Community College states 'V/ze Association Management Council shall give 

attention to reviewing and addressing., full-time faculty input in developing the college 

budget. Right to review proposed drafts, discuss the drafts with administration and send 

written comments to the Finance Committee of the Board" (NEA, 1998-99, Article 0024). 

Macomb County Community College's 1999-2001 contract states that prior to 

establishing any campus or district level committee, the charge shall be ''mutually agreed 

upon by the Board and MCCFO [Michigan Community College Faculty Organization]" 

and that standing committees will be created or are in existence for curriculum, standards 

(formerly academic standards, professional standards and articulation), and resources 

(Article III, M.). 
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A number of colleges made provisions for faculty involvement in long-range 

institutional planning. Jackson Community College's 1996-98 contract states ''long range 

institutional planning shall be conducted cooperatively by Administration and the 

Faculty" (NEA, 1998-99, Article XIII A.). One contract follows through with Mortimer 

and McConnell's (1978) recommendation that administration seek out and consider 

minority opinions by stating "the Employer shall involve faculty in the development of 

policies having a direct relationship to their interests or professional mission... If the 

employer does not accept the recommendation of a standing committee, it shall forward 

the reasons for such action in writing to the chairperson... [and a] provision shall be 

made for minority opinion" (NEA, Wayne County Community College, 1998-99, Article 

XXII). 

Eight of the contracts require some form of consultation by administration with 

the faculty senate or association as part of retrenchment proceedings. Glen Oaks 

Community College's 1997-99 contract requires that "the College President must consult 

with the Faculty Senate'' (NEA, 1998-99), and Lansing Community College's 1994-97 

contract states that the faculty association is allowed to present its views and 

recommendations regarding impending retrenchment proceedings. The remaining 

fourteen contracts do not specify any participatory roles for faculty in the retrenchment 

process. 

Faculty evaluations were the highest area for participation and included both peer 

review processes and policy development. Gogebic Community College's 1996-98 

contract stipulates "all Instructor evaluations will be conducted according to policy 
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jointly formulated or amended by the Administration and the Faculty (NEA, 1998-99, 

Article V. E.), and Kalamazoo Valley's 1997-02 contract states that ^'the Employer, after 

consultation with the faculty, shall adopt reasonable written policies and administrative 

procedures for the conduct of such evaluations''' (NEA, 1998-99, Article 3.4). Overall, 

the documents were rich in language formalizing a role for faculty in institutional 

governance. 

Table 18 
Summary of Michigan Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 103 34% 
Joint Action 23 7% 
Silent 136 44% 
Management 4i 15% 
Total 307 

Minnesota 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 29 public community colleges in Minnesota. The database contained two 

contracts representative of 19 public community colleges (66%) in the state - the 

Mirmesota State Technical Colleges contract and the Minnesota Community Colleges 

Faculty Association contract, which is representative of 18 public colleges, categorized as 

part of the "Plains" region of the United States (NEA, 1998-99). Both contracts 

represented full-time and adjunct faculty. 
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The contract for the Minnesota Community Colleges Faculty Association, in 

effect during the 1997 through 1999 academic years, conveyed a high level of faculty 

participation. Faculty of the local association committees participated in academic 

decisions in areas such as curriculum, program changes, college calendars, as well as 

organizational policies such as faculty hiring, retrenchment, discipline, and general 

problems. The local chapters were responsible for determining how to distribute 

professional growth funds, although campus Presidents did have veto power. 

The United Technical College Educators contract, in effect for the academic years 

1995-1997, allowed for faculty participation in areas related to faculty rights such as 

discipline and retrenchment. The contract heavily involves faculty regarding operations 

and planning based on Article 9, which states that the faculty senate will '^provide a 

forum for campus faculty to act in full partnership with campus administration'' (NEA, 

1998-99). The contract did not mention a role for faculty in hiring of peers, hiring of 

management personnel, budget input, or other operational issues. 

Table 19 
Summary of Minnesota Coding 

Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Coding Total 

26% 
8% 
58% 
9% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

23 
7 
52 
8 

Total 90 
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Missouri 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 13 public community colleges in Missouri. The St. Louis Community College 

District contract was reviewed, which represented three (23%) public community 

colleges and was in effect during the 1997-98 academic year. The contract covered only 

full-time faculty, and did not contain a "no strike" clause (NEA, 1998-99). Missouri is 

part of the "Plains" region, as are four other states in this study (NEA, 1998-99). 

The contract for the St. Louis Community College District gives broad leeway to 

management, with only 21% of the artifacts coded as "faculty participation". The only 

areas prescribed for faculty input include evaluation - where the language states that the 

College shall consult'" with the Faculty Association before making any changes to the 

process. Missouri was one of the few states where arbitration was not binding but rather 

advisory. The broad management rights found in the St. Louis Community College 

District contract is consistent with other colleges in the "Plains" region. 

Table 20 
Summary of Missouri Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
21% 
0% 
64% 
14% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

9 
0 
27 
6 

Total 42 
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Montana 

In 1998 there were eight public community colleges in Montana (A.A.C.C., 

2000). This state is categorized in the "Rocky Mountain" region of the United States 

(NEA, 1998-99). Three contracts representative of Dawson Community College, 

Flathead Valley Community College, and the Vocational Technical Educators of 

Montana were reviewed (representing 38% of the public community colleges). Two of 

the contracts covered both full-time and adjunct faculty, and one covered only full-time 

faculty. None of the contracts contained a "no strike" clause. 

The contract for the Vocational Technical Educators of Montana, in effect for the 

1991 through 1993 academic years, reflected the highest level of faculty participation. 

Article 4.11 states the '^employer recognizes the value of employee input in decisions 

regarding such academic matters as...'' curriculum, determination of the college 

calendar, faculty hiring, professional development allocations, and sabbatical leaves 

(NEA, 1998-99). Retrenchment plans must be submitted to the Union for reaction, and 

the Employer and the Union both are required under the terms of the contract to appoint 

members to an ad hoc committee to develop the instrument and processes for faculty 

evaluations. 

The contract for Dawson Community College was limited in terms of providing 

for faculty input in decision-making - the only area coded for faculty participation was 

grievance, where a Federation representative was a part of the Grievance committee. 

Flathead Valley's contract allowed for faculty input in human resource issues such as 
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discipline, retrenchment, tenure decisions, and also in evaluations and sabbaticals through 

committee recommendations (NEA, 1998-99). 

Table 21 
Summary of Montana Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 11 26% 
Joint Action 2 5% 
Silent 27 64% 
Management 2 5% 
Total 42 

Nebraska 

In 1998 there were seven public community colleges in Nebraska (A.A.C.C., 

2000). Three contracts (43%) representing colleges in Nebraska were analyzed. 

Nebraska is part of the "Plains" region and, consistent with other Plains states, 

management retained broad rights in the management of the institutions. The contracts 

covered only full-time faculty and did not contain "no strike" clauses. 

As outlined in the coding summary below, there was only one artifact identified 

as participatory - Central Community College's contract calls for the ''professional 

growth fund [to] be jointly administered by the Association and the Board" (NEA, 1998-

99). Ninety-eight percent of the artifacts were silent or gave management specific 

decision-making authority. 



130 

Table 22 
Summary of Nebraska Coding 

Coding 
Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 
Total 
0% 
2% 

81% 
17% 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

0 
1 

34 
7 

Total 42 

New Jersey 

In 1998, there were 19 public community colleges in New Jersey (A.A.C.C., 

2000). Sixteen contracts representing 84% of the public community colleges in New 

Jersey were reviewed, all were representative of full-time faculty only. New Jersey is 

categorized in the "Mid-East" region along with Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania. Of 

the "Mid-East" region states. New Jersey ranks as next to the lowest in artifacts coded as 

indicating a participatory role for faculty in governance. Twenty percent of the artifacts 

were coded as "faculty participation" and another seven percent were coded as "joint 

action". All but one of the "joint action" codings were in grievance proceedings, where 

the final step in the process in each contract was binding arbitration. 

Faculty retained an advisory role in limited areas such as sabbatical 

recommendations, where eleven contracts (69%) provided for faculty input. The next 

highest categories for faculty participation were in calendar decisions and evaluations, 

where seven (44%) of the contracts indicated a role for faculty in institutional decisions. 

Six of the colleges considered peer review to be part of the evaluation processes of either 
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probationary or tenured faculty. Middlesex County College's 1995-97 contract states "a 

bargaining unit member may also be observed by a peer of the bargaining unit member 

chosen by the Union" (NEA, 1998-99, Article 111 B. 2.). Cumberland County College's 

1997-00 academic years contract states that ''peer evaluation [is] required for formal and 

informal evaluation'^ (NEA, 1998-99, Article Vlll A. 2. b.). 

Overall, 65% of the artifacts were coded as "silent", indicating that the process for 

decision-making was either not referenced in the contracts or the decision-makers were 

not clearly delineated. Another nine percent of the artifacts were coded as "management", 

giving 74% of the decisions to management with no indication of faculty input. This is 

rather surprising in a state which is classified as one of the top ten states in the United 

States in union membership (Hurd & Bloom, 1998). 

Table 23 
Summary of New Jersey Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 44 20% 
Joint Action 15 7% 
Silent 145 65% 
Management 20 9% 
Total 224 

New York 

In 1998, the American Association of Community Colleges reported that there 

were 47 public community colleges in New York (2000). The HECAS database (NEA, 

1998-99) had 25 (53%) accessible contracts representing public colleges in New York. 
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The six community colleges that are part of the City University of New York system 

were not accessible at the time of the study. New York is considered part of the "Mid 

East" region of the United States (NEA, 1998-99). Ten of the contracts represented both 

full-time and adjunct faculty; the remaining fifteen contracts covered only full-time 

faculty. Only three of the contracts contained a "no strike" clause, and they were almost 

evenly split over contracts which did or did not contain a statement on "academic 

freedom". Thirteen contracts did not contain a statement asserting the rights of faculty for 

academic freedom, while the remaining twelve contracts did contain such a clause. 

Thirty-nine percent (39%) of the artifacts were coded as having a participatory 

role for faculty in institutional governance. This is consistent with a number of the "Mid 

East" region states. The areas of greatest participation by faculty were in sabbatical 

decisions, retrenchment proceedings, peer evaluations, and faculty hiring. Seventy-two 

percent of the colleges had processes involving faculty committees or other faculty 

governance bodies in making sabbatical recommendations to administration. The next 

highest area of faculty involvement was retrenchment proceedings. Fourteen of the 

colleges' contracts (56%) required that the faculty association or other faculty governing 

body be consulted at some point in the retrenchment proceedings. Clinton Community 

College's 1995 - 2000 contract states in Article XIII ""the college shall consult with the 

Association'' regarding the possibility of alternative courses of action (NEA, 1998-99). 

Columbia Greene Community College requires that when considering retrenchment, the 

matter is submitted to the Association for recommendation (NEA, 1998-99). Most of the 

language in the contracts stipulates that administration must consult with the faculty 
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association or governing body before retrenchment process begin. Monroe Community 

College's 1993-1997 contract takes a more proactive stance in requesting that the 

^^Association will discuss ways of avoiding a layoff^ (NEA, 1998-99, Article VIII). 

In addition to sabbatical and retrenchment recommendations, faculty in New York 

colleges in this investigation were involved in evaluation processes and hiring of their 

peers. Over half of the colleges involved faculty formally through contractual language in 

hiring and evaluation processes. Peer review for faculty was part of the evaluation 

processes in nine of the colleges' contracts, with the remaining contracts specifying a 

faculty committee structure to develop processes and/or tools for faculty evaluation. 

Fulton Montgomery Community College's 1993-1997 contract states the ''college may 

use mutually agreed upon instruments'^ in the evaluation of faculty personnel (NEA, 

1998-99, Article IX). While slightly over half of the contracts support faculty 

involvement, twelve colleges were silent on the issue or delegated the task to 

administration, as in the case of Finger Lakes Community College's 1992-1999 contract 

which says that faculty may be evaluated ''whenever deemed necessary by 

administration" without further indication of input by the faculty association (NEA, 

1998-99, Article VII). 

The other operational area in the contracts where faculty participate, faculty hiring 

decisions, typically require faculty participation on hiring committees. The contracts do 

not detail the structural makeup of committees, thus faculty may have a majority or 

minority voice in recommendations, but over half of the colleges clearly have processes 

in place contractually to allow for faculty voice to be heard. 
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There was limited language in the contracts calling for faculty input in several areas. 

These included institutional budgetary decisions, curricular decisions, and professional 

development recommendations, often related to budgetary decisions. 

Table 24 
Summary of New York Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 111 32% 
Joint Action 25 7% 
Silent 193 55% 
Management 21 6% 
Total 350 

Ohio 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 35 public community colleges in Ohio. Twelve contracts (34%) from Ohio 

were reviewed. Ohio is considered part of the "Great Lakes" region of the United States 

(NBA, 1998-99). Eleven of the contracts represented only full-time faculty, with the 

Cincinnati State Technical and Community Colleges contract including both full-time 

and adjunct faculty. Nine of the contracts contained a "no strike" or walkout clause. 

Outside of grievance procedures, which were all coded as "joint action," 

indicating that binding arbitration was the last step in the grievance process in all 

contracts, there were thirty-four artifacts which were coded as "faculty participation" 

among all the colleges. The areas of faculty participation in the contracts, outside of 

"grievance," were distributed throughout governance areas. Three of the colleges. 
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Cincinnati State Technical College, Central Ohio Technical College and Southern State 

Community College, accounted for most of the participatory language (20 of the 34 

artifacts came from these three colleges). The highest area of faculty participation was in 

curricular decisions, where six (50%) of the contracts called for advisory input by faculty 

in curricular decisions. Faculty had the right to representation in disciplinary hearings in 

slightly fewer (42%) of the contracts, and another 42% of the contracts required that 

administration consider faculty recommendations in retrenchment proceedings. The 

language supporting faculty participation in the contracts, when available, was relatively 

benign. 

Table 25 
Summary of Ohio Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 34 20% 
Joint Action 12 7% 
Silent 69 41% 
Management 53 32% 
Total 168 

Oregon 

In 1998, there were 17 public community colleges in Oregon (A.A.C.C., 2000). 

Oregon was considered part of the "Far West" region of the United States (NEA, 1998-

99). Ten contracts representing 59% of public community colleges in Oregon were 

reviewed. The contracts for Oregon's community colleges were obtained from the 1995-
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96 HECAS database. Six of the contracts covered both full-time and adjunct faculty and 

four covered only full-time faculty. Nine of the contracts contained a "no strike" clause. 

Consistent with the other "Far West" states, California and Washington, contracts 

for community colleges in Oregon indicated a participatory role for faculty in a number 

of governance areas. The most common area for faculty participation, outside of binding 

arbitration in grievance proceedings, was in retrenchment processes. Ninety percent of 

the colleges had contractual language which allowed for faculty input in retrenchment, 

most commonly by allowing the faculty association to present alternatives to 

management (NEA, 1998-99). Sixty percent of the contracts provided for peer review of 

faculty as part of the evaluation process. Faculty also had advisory input into the hiring 

of their peers and of management personnel. Over half of the colleges (60%) stated that 

faculty should provide input and/or advice into the hiring of faculty as Portland 

Community College's 1992-1995 contract states ^'bargaining unit employees should be 

involved'' in the selection process (NEA, 1995-96, Article 3.1). 

Faculty in the ten Oregon community colleges in this study are also given the 

opportunity to be involved in the selection of management personnel. Half of the 

contracts indicated that the faculty association may submit recommendations or provide 

input through committee structures on the hiring of management persormel. The other 

largest area of faculty input was in sabbatical recommendations and decisions. Six of the 

colleges had contractual language indicating recommendations by faculty for sabbatical 

recipients or faculty participation on sabbatical approval committees. Overall, faculty 
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participation in decision-making is relatively limited when considering only the 

contractual language. 

Table 26 
Summary of Oregon Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 55 39% 
Joint Action 9 6% 
Silent 66 47% 
Management 1_0 7% 
Total 140 

Peimsvlvania 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 16 public community colleges in Pennsylvania. Contracts representing 13, or 

81% of the public colleges in Permsylvania were reviewed. Pennsylvania is considered 

part of the "Mid East" region of the United States (NEA, 1998-99). Twelve of the 

contracts represented only full-time faculty, and only one of the thirteen total contracts 

contained a "no strike" clause. Pennsylvania's Public School Code of 1949, which 

includes vocational-technical schools, outlines areas of "inherent managerial policy" of 

which employers are not required to bargain with employees. Matters such as standards 

of services, functions or programs of the employer, overall budget, utilization of 

technology, organizational structure, selection and direction of personnel, are exempt 

from bargaining unless the employer chooses to include them. However, faculty have 
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garnered participation in governance in a number of areas throughout a number of 

institutions in Pennsylvania. 

Faculty in the twelve colleges have participatory decision-making roles in a 

number of governance areas. Almost one-third (27%) of the artifacts (and more than one-

third when grievance is considered) were coded as having some form of faculty 

participation in decision-making. The evaluation of faculty was the highest area of 

participation, with 83% of the colleges either having peer review as a part of the process 

or involving faculty in development of evaluation tools and/or processes. Lehigh Carbon 

Community College's 1994-1998 contract stipulates that a team of three administrators 

and seven faculty will '''develop an evaluation procedure applicable to both teaching and 

nonteaching faculty that meets to the satisfaction of both the college and the Faculty 

Association...'' (NEA, 1998-99, Appendix B). 

Montgomery County Community College has acquired faculty participation in a 

number of areas of institutional decision-making. Coding was equally split between 

areas of management (or silent) determination and faculty participation (and joint action). 

The contract requires the Union to appoint a "Meet and Discuss" committee, consisting 

of not more than five faculty members plus the Union President, as a tenant of 

Pennsylvania's Public Employee Relations Act (Act 195). The committee meets monthly 

and the contract specifically states that '^before any action is taken relative to changes in 

policies, procedures, criteria, or guidelines'' regarding sabbatical leaves, faculty 

evaluations, tenure, curriculum, retrenchment, or reorganization in the areas of Academic 
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Affairs/Student affairs that the College will meet and discuss issues through the Meet and 

Discuss Committee. 

The contract for the Community College of Allegheny County (1992-1995) 

provides a definition of governance, an action absent in most of the contracts nationally. 

The contract states ^''governance is the development of policy, administration is the 

implementation of police policies or changes in existing policies, new programs, or 

changes in existing program plans related to the teaching learning mission of the 

college...'^ (NEA, 1998-99, Article XXVIII A.). The Community College of 

Philadelphia's 1990-1995 contract provides a framework for institutional participation in 

that ""there shall be an appropriate committee structure through which recommendations 

on policies and procedures will be channeled to the President and Board...'' with 

standing committee composed of equal numbers of administrators, faculty, and students 

(NEA, 1998-99, Article XXI). Overall, the findings for Pennsylvania for faculty 

participation in governance as a percentage of artifacts coded "faculty participation" or 

"joint action" are consistent with other states in the "Mid-East" region, with thirty-four 

percent of the artifacts indicating a participatory or joint role for faculty in institutional 

decision-making. 
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Table 27 
Summary of Pennsylvania Coding 

Number of 
Artifacts 

Percentage of 

Faculty Participation 
Joint Action 
Silent 
Management 

Coding 
49 
12 
ICQ 
21 

Total 
27% 
7% 
55% 
12% 

Total 182 

Rhode Island 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there was one public community college in Rhode Island. The contract representing the 

Community College of Rhode Island was reviewed. Rhode Island is part of the "North 

East" region of the United State according to the U.S. Department of Education (NEA, 

1998-99). The contract was in effect from 1995-97, and covered both full-time and 

adjunct faculty. 

The contract called for faculty participation in a number of governance areas. The 

President of the Faculty Association during the contract term serves as a member of the 

President's cabinet and has voting rights in fiscal and academic decisions. Article II states 

"the President of the Association or his designee shall be a member of the President's 

cabinet with full voting rights and shall serve on all college-wide committees dealing 

with budgetary or academic concerns and all committees dealing with curriculum with 

full vote on any such committee'" (Article II, F., NEA, 1998-99). The college's evaluation 

process includes peer review, another area which was coded as "participatory". 
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The Faculty Association also contractually has the ability to react to changes in 

the institution's long-range plan, and faculty advice in hiring of their peers as well as in 

administrative hirings at the level of the dean and vice presidents. The contract states that, 

"'ordinarily,^' the selection committee in the hiring of deans is made up of five members, 

two of which are faculty, and one student. The findings for Rhode Island are consistent 

with other colleges in the study in the "North East" region. 

Table 28 
Summary of Rhode Island Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 6 38% 
Joint Action 1 6% 
Silent 5 44% 
Management 2 13% 
Total 14 

Washington 

In 1998, there were 33 public community colleges in Washington (A.A.C.C., 

2000). Twenty-one contracts representing 64% of the public community colleges in 

Washington were analyzed. The contracts for Washington were reviewed from the 1995-

96 HECAS database. Fifteen of the contract were representative of both full- and adjunct 

faculty; the remaining six covered only full-time faculty. Slightly more than half of the 

contracts (11) contained a "no-strike" clause, and the institutions in Washington are 

categorized in the "Far West" region of the United States along with California and 

Oregon as the other states in the study from the "Far West" region. 
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Washington is the second highest state in this study in terms of artifacts coded as 

"faculty participation" and "joint action". Over half of the artifacts (56%) indicated a 

participatory role for faculty, and another 8% indicated joint action, primarily due to 

binding arbitration in grievance proceedings. All contracts had language indicating 

faculty participation in decision-making. 

Contractual language in the colleges included in the Washington database provide 

a basis for faculty input in areas beyond the traditional academic issues such as 

curriculum. Twenty of the twenty-one contracts have provisions for faculty input in 

tenure recommendations. Retrenchment proceedings require faculty consultation in 83% 

of the contracts, most commonly in the form of faculty association representatives 

meeting with college presidents or other administrative representatives (which may 

include the Board) to consider the plan and present alternatives. The 1993-96 contract for 

Pierce College states that the Budget Oversight Team and four faculty representatives 

will meet with the college President in case of impending retrenchment to review the plan 

and present alternatives. This language is consistent with most of the contracts in the state 

which outlined a participatory role for faculty in retrenchment proceedings. 

Other numerically large areas for faculty participation include discipline hearings 

(83%, or 19 of 21 contracts), curricular decisions (65%), faculty hiring (65%) and 

professional development (65%). There were also areas in the contracts which 

strengthened the faculty role beyond one of consultation. Faculty at Edmonds 

Community College participate jointly with administration in the establishment of 

academic standards, and Highline Community College and the Seattle Community 
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College District's contracts stipulated "joint action" with administration in curricular 

matters (Levin, 2000b). Seattle's contract states that curricular changes are the ''joint 

responsibility of the faculty and the administration'^ (NEA, 1995-96, Article XIII, 13.1). 

Seattle faculty also have non-voting representation on the Board of Trustees, which 

allows for input in policy development. 

Table 29 
Summary of Washington Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 164 56% 
Joint Action 24 8% 
Silent 98 33% 
Management 8 3% 
Total 294 

Wisconsin 

According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2000), in 1998 

there were 17 public community colleges in Wisconsin. Twelve contracts representing 

71% of the public colleges in Wisconsin were reviewed. Wisconsin is part of the "Great 

Lakes" region of the United States, and ranks near the bottom of the states in the study 

for the amount of faculty participation in decision-making. 

The areas where faculty have a participatory role in governance are primarily 

reserved for the more traditional areas such as calendar and curricular decisions, where 

half of the contracts stipulated that faculty be involved in decision-making, and faculty 

rights such as the ability to have peer representation in disciplinary hearings. Five of the 
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contracts (42%) stated that faculty committees could make recommendations for 

sabbaticals. None of the contracts outlined processes for faculty to be involved in 

institutional budget process or in the hiring of other faculty or management positions. In 

general, the contracts were mostly silent (55%) on the govemance areas queried in the 

study. 

Table 30 
Summary of Wisconsin Coding 

Number of Percentage of 
Coding Artifacts Total 

Faculty Participation 30 18% 
Joint Action 13 8% 
Silent 93 55% 
Management 32 19% 
Total 168 

Summary 

The findings suggest that based on the language of collective bargaining 

agreements the traditional concept of shared governance is practiced in public, unionized 

community colleges. Faculty are involved in the decision-making process in the areas of 

curriculum, faculty hiring, sabbatical and tenure recommendations. These are the 

traditional areas of faculty authority in shared governance. Faculty in the study also 

participate in decision-making in areas outside the traditional academic realm - in areas 

such as budget and retrenchment decisions. The results suggest state and regional 

differences between faculty participation in governance with a bicoastal pattern of higher 

participation in governance mirroring states with a strong union presence. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

Unionized community college faculty in 301 public institutions across the 22 

states in this study participate in institutional governance in areas including, but not 

limited to those traditionally considered to be academic decisions in the framework of 

shared governance — where faculty retain primary responsibility for academic decisions 

and administration for fiscal decisions. Over one-third (38%) of the artifacts coded 

indicated either a participatory or joint role for faculty in institutional decision-making. 

While the term "shared governance" is not commonly used in the language of the 

collective agreements in the study, the findings reveal that community college faculty are 

engaged in shared governance in both the traditional academic areas such as faculty 

evaluation, curriculum, sabbatical and tenure recommendations, and in the non-traditional 

areas such as budget and retrenchment decisions. The results of this study suggest that the 

boundaries within the academic dualism of governance (Gumport, 1993) are less rigid 

than the literature implies. Organizational work in public community colleges is shared 

between faculty and administration, with the role of faculty going above and beyond their 

traditional teaching roles. 

Community college faculty, based on the legal language of the contracts, which 

"are primary factors establishing the legal parameters of managerial direction and of 

professional autonomy, involvement, and constraint in the academic work place" 

(Rhoades, 1998, p. 19) are engaged in shared governance. The historical conception of 

the community college as a bureaucratic and autocratic institution (Birnbaum, 1988) 
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places faculty in a position of limited power in institutional decision-making. However, 

the results of this study indicate that centralization of decision-making through collective 

bargaining has not limited faculty in their participation in governance, but rather through 

contractual agreements they have expanded their influence and their participation in 

governance in a number of areas (Toma, 2001). 

The findings of the research focus on a sample of areas where work between 

faculty and administration is shared: faculty are an integral part of the operations of the 

institutions through their participation in governance. Management, in an effort to 

improve productivity and efficiency, has attempted to increase employee participation in 

governance (Levin, 2001a). Utilizing a political framework to understand organizational 

action, the process of collective bargaining in public community colleges allows for 

faculty participation in decision-making in both academic and non-academic areas. 

The research questions asked: 

1. Based on the language of collective bargaining agreements, is the traditional 
concept of shared governance practiced in public, unionized community colleges? 

The data appear to indicate that community college faculty are involved in shared 

governance, beyond the traditional limitation of academic decisions. While it was beyond 

the scope of the study to determine the structural configuration of participation in 

governance (through academic senates, advisory councils), collective bargaining has 

legalized the action of faculty in participation in governance. The authority of faculty 

and administration will vary according to governance issue in the ideal of shared 

governance (Mortimer & McCormell, 1978). Over half of the contracts outlined a process 

for faculty participation traditional areas of shared governance such as curriculum and 
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faculty evaluation, areas of primary faculty responsibility as suggested in the joint 

statement on college and university governance by the AAUP/AGE/AGB (Mortimer & 

McConnell, 1978). Almost half of the contracts stipulated a role for faculty in decisions 

outside of the traditional academic areas, such as retrenchment. In ancillary areas of 

governance such as the college calendar, grievance and discipline, over one-third of the 

institutions represented by the contracts involved faculty in decision-making in these 

governance areas. 

2. In what areas do faculty participate in institutional governance as reflected in 
collective bargaining agreements? 

The primary areas of faculty input based on the coding decisions are in grievance, 

curriculum, evaluation, sabbatical, and retrenchment decisions. One-quarter to one-half 

of the contracts had language which specified faculty involvement in calendar, faculty 

hiring, disciplinary hearings, tenure, professional development, and budget decisions. 

Budgetary input ranged from department-level input to general institutional 

recommendations in determining short and long-range fiscal priorities (Camden County 

Community College, NEA, 1998-99). 

While the focus of the research was on areas where faculty are contractually 

involved in shared governance, over half of the contracts failed to indicate faculty 

involvement in issues such as the creation of new positions, program changes, 

management hiring, budget, professional development, tenure decisions, hiring of new 

faculty, discipline, calendar, retrenchment, and sabbatical decisions. 
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3. Are there regional or state differences between faculty participation in governance 
areas based on collective bargaining agreements? 

There are regional and institutional differences between faculty participation as 

specified by the collective agreements. The findings indicate that states with institutions 

having a higher percentage of artifacts coded as "faculty participation" and "joint action" 

occur more often in the "New England", "Mid East", and "Far West" regions of the 

United States. The states with the highest percentage of artifacts coded for faculty 

participation include Minnesota, Washington, Massachusetts, Maryland, Rhode Island, 

Oregon, Michigan, New York, and California. 

There are institutional differences between faculty participation both within and 

between states. While it was beyond the scope of the current study to evaluate the 

differences, an area for future research would be analysis of intra- and interstate 

differences. 

The findings suggest that community college faculty are engaged in shared 

governance. The current study also opens the possibility of a new variable in describing 

shared governance. Where historically through the bargaining process, management and 

faculty have exchanged monetary rewards for productivity (teaching), the author suggests 

the emergence of a new pattern of exchange - participation in governance for 

productivity. The theoretical frameworks utilized to ground this study conceptualize 

community colleges as professional bureaucracies whose decision-making processes 

function primarily as political processes of exchange (Mintzberg, 1975; Hardy, 1991). By 

viewing shared governance not only as an academic tradition but as an exchange of goods 

and services, the research suggests a perspective indicative of the commodification of 
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cooperation. In conjunction with globalizing pressures for economy and efficiency, 

management may be increasingly willing to share operational decision-making with 

faculty in return for faculty productivity. Participation and collaboration may increasingly 

be viewed as a commodity in a global economy. 
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CHAPTER 6 

IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY AND RESEARCH 

Labor relations within community colleges are being altered in response to global 

forces (Levin, 2001a). Economizing behaviors, represented in this study by faculty 

participation in governance, are evident in community colleges and are consistent with 

community colleges' integration into the global economy (Levin, 2001a). Management, 

in an effort to improve productivity and efficiency, has attempted to increase employee 

participation in governance (Levin, 2001a). Recent research reflects shifting tides of 

competition to cooperation in governance (Woodworth & Meek, 1995; Hines, 2000; 

Levin, 2001a). "Governance is a collaborative process" (Hines, 2000, p. 146) and shifts 

from competition to collaboration are evident in recent works on governance and 

collective bargaining in higher education (Gilmour, 1991; Armunziato, 1995; Woodworth 

& Meek, 1995; Alfred & Carter, 1999; Hines, 2000, Katz & Kochan, 2000; Levin, 2000b; 

Levin, 2001a; Levin, 2001c). 

Implications for Theorv 

For scholars interested in community college governance, the focus of future 

research may be less on the outcomes of collective bargaining and more on the players 

and processes involved in shared governance (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Collective 

bargaining processes in community colleges may increasingly involve non-monetary 

issues. New commodities such as participation in governance may emerge as public 

investment in postsecondary education fluctuates, particularly in two-year colleges, 
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which are largely dependent upon state and local resources (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). 

"While the financial context has cycled through hard times and better times, the long-

term trend in state support for postsecondary education has been down" (Kissler, 1997, p. 

427). The economic forecast for community college finance suggests difficult times. 

To compound the problem, student enrollments and institutional expenses are 

projected to continue to increase (Phillippe & Patton, 1999) as revenues decline. "The 

last five years have been about as good as it gets in state funding of higher education" 

(Hovey, 1999, p. iv) while higher education continues to function in a "balance wheel" 

capacity in state financing. When state budgets are strong, education receives a 

disproportionately high share of revenues, and conversely, when state economies are 

weak, appropriations for higher education have been disproportionately small (Hovey, 

1999). Economic survival through the development of cooperative relationships and 

partnerships will increasingly become the focus of research on community colleges. 

"Building coalitions is an inherently political yet collaborative process. Administrative 

leaders become managers of coalitions as they seek to provide incentives for 

collaborative problem solving and cooperative activity among stakeholders" (Hines, 

2000, p. 146). Participation may increasingly been seen as a commodity to foster and 

bargain over. The literature on governance should be updated to reflect changes occurring 

within higher education. 

The unique mission, culture, and identity of the community college within the 

postsecondary landscape suggest an appropriate use of a "mixed model" for describing 

governance in two-year institutions (Hardy, 1992). The traditional bureaucracy, where 
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"emphasis on control and efficiency reflects a top-down approach to decision

making. . .developed by central administrators, are applied in a standardized fashion to all 

problems" (Hardy, 1991, p. 368) does not reflect the findings of faculty participation in a 

number of governance areas in this study. Participation in governance may signal a move 

to more collegial decision-making processes within the professional bureaucracy of 

community colleges, where common interests motivate outcomes and shared norms 

dictate how decisions are translated into action (Hardy, 1991). This study is not 

longitudinal; therefore, a cause and effect argument cannot be made. However, if 

financial resources continue to make up increasingly smaller pieces of the bargaining 

"pie", then collective bargaining might be conceptualized differently - not as a polarizing 

process but rather a cooperative one. Both management and faculty are servants of the 

state and in reality are part of the same community of interest (Levin, 2002a). "What is 

needed in higher education governance is increased levels of involvement by 

stakeholders, a spirit of cooperation.. .and recognition that the problems of higher 

education will be solved by collaborative initiatives and not competition among 

stakeholders" (Hines, 2000, p. 146). Recognition of the need for collaboration may 

change the way we conceptualize shared governance. 

Shared governance is poised for a surge of interest in scholarly literature. Studies 

of benefits, processes, and implications for practitioners will supplement the previous 

literature on shared governance which largely focused - at least for the community 

college sector of higher education - on what faculty and management wanted out of 

shared governance or how they perceived of governance practices (Alfred, 1998; Miller, 
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Vacik & Benton, 1998; Piland & Bublitz, 1998; Alfred & Carter, 1999; Morphew, 1999). 

Levin (2000b; 2001a) has updated the literature on community college governance to 

examine the legal frameworks, which exist in the United States and Canada to support 

shared governance and to examine governance and changing labor relations through the 

context of globalization. Nonetheless, the literature specific to community college 

governance remains sparse. 

The findings of the research have implications for the expansion of the concept of 

shared governance within the framework of globalization. The study focuses on a sample 

of areas where work between faculty and administration is shared: faculty are an integral 

part of the operations of the institutions through their participation in governance. These 

behaviors, if viewed as economizing behaviors, provide a framework for 

reconceptualizing shared governance as an economizing behavior responsive to and 

consistent with the global economy (Levin, 2001a). Organizational behaviors driven by 

economic values and rationalized by improvement in efficiency and productivity are 

described as economizing behaviors and are desired outcomes of bureaucratic decision

making processes (Hardy, 1991; Levin, 2001a). Globalization has resulted in increasing 

demands such as escalating pace and volume of technologically delivered information 

and state pressures for efficiency and accountability (Levin, 2001a). The resultant 

economizing behaviors are codified into the legal language of collective bargaining 

agreements most commonly through language in the Management Rights clauses which 

speak to management's right to utilize personnel and resources to ensure effective 

operation of the institution or district. An example is Brevard Community College's 1999 
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contract: 'V/ze Employer exclusively retains and reserves the rights to... take such 

measures as management may consider to be reasonably necessary to the orderly, 

efficient, and economical operation of the College'^ (NEA, 1998-99, Article 7). Nicolet 

Area Technical College's 1997 contract states in the Management Rights clause 

^'Management, on its own behalf and on behalf of the District, hereby retains and 

reserves unto itself all powers, rights, authority, duties, and responsibilities ...to [utilize] 

personnel, methods, and means in the most appropriate and efficient manner...'^ (NEA, 

1998-99, Article III). The bargaining agreement for Blackhawk Technical College states 

''the purpose of the Agreement is to promote harmony, cooperation and efficiency in the 

working relationship between the parties...'" (NEA, 1998-99, Article II). Labor relations 

within institutions are altered to meet the environmental changes facing community 

colleges in the new millennium. 

Management, in an effort to improve productivity and efficiency, has attempted to 

increase employee participation in governance (Levin, 2001a). The significance of the 

current research is that the study examines shared governance between faculty and 

administration in community colleges in a new way, suggesting that shared governance is 

not only a historical right of faculty, but also a valuable commodity in the global 

economy. 

Where traditionally shared governance research conceptualizes faculty and 

administration bargaining over salary for service (teaching), the current study opens the 

possibility of conceptualizing a new pattern of exchange, participation in governance for 

productivity. The theoretical frameworks utilized to ground this study conceptualize 
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community colleges as professional bureaucracies whose decision-making processes 

function primarily as political processes of exchange (Mintzberg, 1975; Hardy, 1991). By 

viewing shared governance not only as an academic tradition but also as an exchange of 

goods and services, the research suggests a perspective indicative of the commodification 

of cooperation. In conjunction with globalizing pressures for economy and efficiency, 

management may be increasingly willing to share operational decision-making with 

faculty in return for faculty productivity. Participation and collaboration may increasingly 

be viewed as a commodity to be traded in a global economy. 

The commodification of cooperation has implications for union-management 

relations as well. Rhoades (1998) proposes, in his work on the restructuring of academic 

labor in unionized institutions, that faculty unions take the initiative in repositioning 

themselves and their clientele in the creation of a new environment, moving away from 

the economic struggle for pieces of an ever-narrowing pie to a higher level of 

negotiations. This level is where (as may be evidenced by the increasing use of interest 

based bargaining) unions begin to address and respond to questions and concerns 

emanating from the larger public through the "negotiation of broader involvement in and 

deliberations surrounding important strategic choices in the institution" (Rhoades, 1998, 

p. 277). Unions representing community college faculty should seize the opportunity to 

support expansion of faculty participation in governance as an economizing behavior and 

a collaborative outcome of labor relations. 

These ideas are consistent with Woodworth and Meek's (1995) calls for 

increasing labor-management cooperative relationships to equip organizations to compete 
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in the global economy. A major assumption of labor-management behavior is that 

conflict is inherent and should be managed through an adversarial system. However, a 

historical look at United States labor relations indicates that there have been times where 

"waves of labor-management cooperation spread across the national economy" 

(Woodworth & Meek, 1995, p. 2). The cooperative peaks have occurred in conjunction 

with the United States' participation in World Wars I and II. The history of collective 

bargaining within community colleges has resulted in a "labor versus management" 

mentality in faculty/administrative relationships (Grubb & Associates, 1999). However, 

the findings of the current study suggest that faculty do participate with management in 

institutional decision-making in a number of areas. Movements to increase cooperative 

relationships between unions and management within higher education should be assisted 

by the fact that in public institutions both sides are agents of the state and both parties 

may share the same "community of interest" (Levin, 2002a). 

Despite union and management positions in public institutions as agents of the 

state, there continues to exist a need for the creation and support of structures and 

processes that successfully balance collective bargaining and inherent adversarial 

relations "with the polar opposite of labor-management collaboration" (Woodworth & 

Meek, 1995, p. 211). Institutions planning to compete effectively in the global economy 

must be prepared to wear the twin hats of cooperation and conflict (Woodworth & Meek, 

1995) and develop participatory governance as an emerging commodity. 
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Implications for Further Research 

The depth and breadth of governance expose a number of areas for further 

research. Because the data in the current study represent a snapshot in time of collective 

bargaining among campuses, and are representative of only a snapshot in time, a more 

qualitative follow-up of the findings should be undertaken to see how faculty and 

administrative perceptions of shared governance differ among and even within 

institutions. It is suggested that interviews and observations be undertaken with faculty 

and administrators at campuses in which the collective bargaining agreement indicates 

wide participation by faculty in governance; at campuses where the agreement indicates 

little or no participation by faculty in governance; and also at campuses where the 

agreement is relatively benign in outlining faculty participation. The legislative 

frameworks for participation could also be sampled in the same manner, with some 

campuses in states in which the legislation in essence supports, forbids, and is silent, in 

faculty participation in governance at the institutional level. 

There may be cyclical patterns to participation which could be explored. States 

with a long-standing union presence in the current study exhibit more entrenched patterns 

of participation, which should be examined in light of Wiley's (1993) findings that the 

positive effect of faculty unionism on such issues as salary and fringe benefits declines 

over time and "as the relationship between union and management matures, the union's 

impact on faculty remuneration clearly diminishes" (Wiley, 1993, p. 56). 

Another area for further research involves investigation of economic patterns, 

which may be related to participation. Data could be correlated with state and local 
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economic indicators to determine if there is a relationship between patterns of governance 

and local and institutional economy. As suggested by Kissler (1997, p. 451), "Faculty 

satisfaction with governance is not related to the amount of authority and influence they 

have, how much emphasis is placed on research, or how wealthy the campus is. Rather, 

faculty satisfaction with governance is primarily related to perceived changes in the 

financial context". Is participation also related to economic conditions? 

Requests for greater participation in governance by stakeholders, in a spirit of 

cooperation, may alter bargaining processes (Hines, 2000) which is another area for 

further research. Practitioners and researchers are increasingly suggesting the use of 

collaborative models (interest based, mutual gains, integrative, collective gaining, win-

win, Theory Z, joint collective strategic bargaining) to overcome the inherent adversarial 

positions consistent with traditional (conventional, adversarial, distributive) bargaining 

(Katz & Kochan, 2000; Kelleher, 2000). In traditional bargaining the process is 

undertaken as if it were a zero-sum game with both sides attempting to maximize their 

share of the resources (Kelleher, 2000). Collaborative bargaining processes are often 

varying-sum games where both sides seek common ground and areas of common interest 

where both sides gain from the conflict (Kelleher, 2000). Collaborative bargaining is an 

area suitable for further research as analysis of the prevalence and effectiveness of 

emerging bargaining tools is timely. Literature from economics (game theory for 

example) should be integrated into the higher education literature to more fully explain 

bargaining issues (Rubinstein, 1982). 
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Another potential for further research involves follow-up on differences between 

bargaining issues. The results of this study indicate differences between states and 

regions on the quantity of faculty participation in governance based on collective 

agreements. Further research is needed to determine where these differences may be 

along with potential variables which may be related to the variation between regions. 

Another areas for research includes analysis of the possibility of dependent relationships 

between districts and independent campuses in participation in governance. Are colleges 

which are part of systems more likely to have increased faculty participation in 

governance than single institutions? Other variables such as headcount and year 

established could be correlated to participation. 

More qualitative analysis of the question of faculty participation in governance 

suggests the need for increased interview and observation, and inclusion of other 

variables such as the fiscal climate, local versus district-level governance, and external 

forces affecting institutional governance. As mentioned earlier, research by Kissler 

(1997) indicates that faculty are more interested in participating in governance during 

periods of fiscal crises. The fiscal environment among campuses was not considered in 

this study and should be in future research. 

And finally, the current study did not query for emerging issues in the documents. 

Issues which may be of interest to practitioners and scholars include intellectual property 

rights clauses, distance education issues related to property rights and also faculty 

loading, as well as other areas which may be on the forefront of discussions in collective 

bargaining and captured in addendums or memorandums of understanding at the time of 
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document production. These are issues which are either of interest to both faculty and 

administration or issues which one side or the other want to "shelve" with the expectation 

they will resolve themselves. 
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APPENDIX A 

Anova: Single Factor 

BUDGET BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 16 0.727273 0.207792 
Reg 2 58 6 0.103448 0.094374 
Reg 3 82 12 0.146341 0.126468 
Reg 4 54 19 0.351852 0.232355 
Reg 5 6 1 0.166667 0.166667 
Reg 7 3 0 0 0 
Reg 8 16 24 0.315789 0.218947 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation SS ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 8.231325 6 1.371888 8.138965 3.76E-08 2.129475 
Within Groups 49.55605 294 0.168558 

Total 57.78738 300 
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APPENDIX B 

Anova: Single Factor 

CALENDAR BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 0 0 0 
Reg 2 58 22 0.37931 0.230564 
Reg 3 82 34 0.414634 0.245709 
Reg 4 54 24 0.444444 0.251572 
Reg 5 6 3 0.5 0.3 
Reg 7 3 1 0.333333 0.333333 
Reg 8 76 38 0.5 0.253333 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 4.493884 6 0.748981 3.235498 0.004291 2.129475 
Within Groups 68.05761 294 0.231488 

Total 72.5515 300 
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APPENDIX C 

Anova: Single Factor 

DISCIPLINE BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 51 26 0.509804 0.254902 
Reg 2 58 21 0.362069 0.235027 
Reg 3 82 33 0.402439 0.234451 
Reg 4 54 24 0.444444 0.251572 
Reg 5 6 2 0.333333 0.266667 
Reg 7 3 1 0.333333 0.333333 
Reg 8 16 24 0.315789 0.218947 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 1.381422 6 0.230237 0.95814 0.453703 2.126683 
Within Groups 77.61555 323 0.240296 

Total 78.99697 329 
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APPENDIX D 

Anova; Single Factor 

EVALUATION BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 21 6 0.285714 0.214286 
Reg 2 58 33 0.568966 0.249546 
Reg 3 82 40 0.487805 0.252936 
Reg 4 54 11 0.203704 0.165269 
Reg 5 6 2 0.333333 0.266667 
Reg 7 3 2 0.666667 0.333333 
Reg 8 76 61 0.802632 0.160526 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 13.12028 6 2,186713 10.36803 2.02E-10 2.129582 
Within Groups 61.79639 293 0.210909 

Total 74.91667 299 
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APPENDIX E 

Anova: Single Factor 

FACULTY HIRING BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 16 0.727273 0.207792 
Reg 2 58 21 0.362069 0.235027 
Reg 3 82 23 0.280488 0.204306 
Reg 4 54 20 0.37037 0.237596 
Reg 5 82 23 0.280488 0.204306 
Reg 7 3 1 0.333333 0.333333 
Reg 8 76 23 0.302632 0.21386 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 4.061025 6 0.676837 3.124262 0.00534 2.123095 
Within Groups 80.15648 370 0.216639 

Total 84.21751 376 
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APPENDIX F 

Anova; Single Factor 

GRIEVANCE BY REGION 

SUMMARY 

Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 22 1 0 
Reg 2 57 56 0.982456 0.017544 
Reg 3 82 81 0.987805 0.012195 
Reg 4 54 50 0.925926 0.069881 
Reg 5 6 6 1 0 
Reg 7 3 3 1 0 
Reg 8 77 62 0.805195 0.15892 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 1.782997 6 0.297166 4.921553 8.15E-05 2.129475 
Within Groups 17.75189 294 0.060381 

Total 19.53488 300 
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APPENDIX G 

Anova: Single Factor 

MANAGEMENT HIRING BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 16 Q.121213 0.207792 
Reg 2 58 6 0.086207 0.080157 
Reg 3 82 9 0.109756 0.098916 
Reg 4 54 1 0.018519 0.018519 
Reg 5 6 0 0 0 
Reg 7 3 0 0 0 
Reg 8 76 13 0.171053 0.143684 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 8.865512 6 1.477585 15.13487 4.2E-15 2.129475 
Within Groups 28.70259 294 0.097628 

Total 37.56811 300 
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APPENDIX H 

Anova: Single Factor 

NEW POSITIONS BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 15 0.681818 0.227273 
Reg 2 58 2 0.034483 0.033878 
Reg 3 82 5 0.060976 0.057964 
Reg 4 54 0 0 0 
Reg 5 6 0 0 0 
Reg 7 3 0 0 0 
Reg 8 16 1 0.013158 0.013158 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 8.856799 6 1.476133 35.03898 7.09E-32 2.129475 
Within Groups 12.38573 294 0.042128 

Total 21.24252 300 
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APPENDIX I 

Anova: Single Factor 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 0 0 0 
Reg 2 58 7 0.12069 0.107985 
Reg 3 82 22 0.268293 0.198735 
Reg 4 54 28 0.518519 0.254368 
Reg 5 6 2 0.333333 0.266667 
Reg 7 3 1 0.333333 0.333333 
Reg 8 76 31 0.407895 0.244737 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 7.398894 6 1.233149 6.463704 2.04E-06 2.129475 
Within Groups 56.08948 294 0.190781 

Total 63.48837 300 
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APPENDIX J 

Anova: Single Factor 

PROGRAM CHANGES BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 15 0.681818 0.227273 
Reg 2 57 2 0.035088 0.034461 
Reg 3 82 5 0.060976 0.057964 
Reg 4 54 0 0 0 
Reg 5 6 0 0 0 
Reg 7 3 0 0 0 
Reg 8 77 1 0.012987 0.012987 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation SS ^ MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 8.857838 6 1.476306 35.04603 7.01E-32 2.129475 
Within Groups 12.38469 294 0.042125 

Total 21.24252 300 
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APPENDIX K 

Anova: Single Factor 

RETRENCHMENT BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 21 0.954545 0.045455 
Reg 2 57 27 0.473684 0.253759 
Reg 3 82 29 0.353569 0.231406 
Reg 4 54 22 0.407407 0.245982 
Reg 5 6 4 0M6661 0.266667 
Reg 7 3 2 0.666667 0.333333 
Reg 8 77 35 0.454545 0.251196 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 6.84801 6 1.141133 4.931047 7.97E-05 2.129475 
Within Groups 68.03692 294 0.231418 

Total 74.88372 300 
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APPENDIX L 

Anova: Single Factor 

SABBATICAL BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 16 0.727273 0.207792 
Reg 2 57 36 0.631579 0.236842 
Reg 3 82 43 0.52439 0.252484 
Reg 4 54 4 0.074074 0.069881 
Reg 5 6 3 0.5 0.3 
Reg 7 3 0 0 0 
Reg 8 77 45 0.584416 0.24607 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 13.22629 6 2.204381 10.4559 1.63E-10 2.129475 
Within Groups 61.98302 294 0.210827 

Total 75.2093 300 
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APPENDIX M 

Anova: Single Factor 

TENURE BY REGION 

SUMMARY 
Groups Count Sum Average Variance 
Reg 1 22 15 0.681818 0.221213 
Reg 2 57 17 0.298246 0.213033 
Reg 3 82 14 0.170732 0.14333 
Reg 4 54 0 0 0 
Reg 5 6 2 0.333333 0.266661 
Reg 7 3 1 0.333333 0.333333 
Reg 8 77 49 0.636364 0.23445 

ANOVA 
Source of Variation ^ F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 17.96253 6 2.993756 18.28704 4.78E-18 2.129475 
Within Groups 48.13049 294 0.163709 

Total 66.09302 300 
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APPENDIX N 

STATES SORTED BY PERCENT "FACULTY PARTICIPATION" 

FP% JA% S% M% 

MD 79 0 7 14 

WA 56 8 33 3 

MN 56 7 30 7 

MA 50 7 14 29 

OR 39 6 47 7 

RI 38 6 44 13 

MI 34 7 44 15 

NY 32 7 55 6 

CA 28 4 54 13 

IL 27 7 52 14 

PA 27 7 55 12 

FL 26 8 58 9 

MT 26 5 64 5 

ME 21 7 64 7 

MO 21 0 64 14 

KS 20 1 48 31 

NJ 20 7 65 9 

OH 20 7 41 32 

WI 18 8 55 19 

HI 15 8 77 0 

lA 6 7 75 13 

NE 0 2 81 17 



COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

CALIFORNIA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Antelope Valley C.C. Lancaster 805.722.6300 9,286 1929 390 001113 
Barstow C.C. Barstow 760.252.2411 2,799 1959 312 001119 

Butte C.C. Oroville 916.895.2484 9,450 1966 412 008073 

Chaffey C.C. Rancho Cucamonga 909.987.1737 13,168 1883 392 001163 

Citras C.C. Glendora 626.963.0323 10,818 1915 426 001166 
College of the Canyons Santa Clarita 805.259.7800 6,882 1967 398 008903 

College of the Redwoods Eureka 707.445.6700 6,782 1964 390 001185 
Contra Costa C.C. San Pablo 510.235.7800 7,171 1948 390 001190 

C.C. of the Desert Palm Desert 760.346.8041 9,735 1958 416 001182 

El Camino C.C. Torrance 310.660.3670 21,289 1947 392 001197 

Feather River C.C. Quincy 916.283.0202 1,168 1968 382 008597 

Foothills-DeAnza C.C.D. Foothill College 650.949.7777 14,488 1958 485 001199 

Foothills-DeAnza C.C.D. DeAnza College 408.864.8568 2,224 1967 405 004481 

Gavilan C.C. Gilroy 408.847.1400 4,363 1919 339 001202 

Glendale C.C. Glendale 818.240.1000 14,030 1927 363 001203 
Hartnell C.C. Salinas 408.755.6700 7,537 1920 390 001209 

Imperial Valley C.C. Imperial 760.352.8320 6,708 1922 440 001214 

Lake Tahoe C.C. S Lake Tahoe 916.541.4660 2,700 1975 417 012907 

Lassen C.C. Susanville 916.257.6181 3,021 1925 327 001217 

Long Beach C.C. Long Beach 562.938.4111 24,291 1927 394 001219 

Los Angeles CCD (City) Los Angeles 213.892.2000 14,000 1929 327 001221 

Los Angeles CCD (East) Monterey Park 213.265.8650 15,000 1945 332 022260 
Los Angeles CCD (Harbor) Wilmington 310.522.8200 7,429 1949 420 001224 

Los Angeles CCD (Mission) Sylmar 818.364.7600 6,500 1975 390 012550 

Los Angeles CCD (Pierce) Woodland Hills 818.347.0551 14,305 1947 366 001226 

Los Angeles CCD (Southwest) Los Angeles 213.241.5225 5,803 1967 312 007047 

Los Angeles CCD (Trade-Technical) Los Angeles 213.744.9058 13,521 1925 405 001227 

Los Angeles CCD (Valley) Van Nuys 818.781.1200 16,573 1949 378 001228 

Los Angeles CCD (West) Culver City 310.287.4200 7,838 1969 312 008596 

Merced C.C. Merced 209.384.6000 9,446 1962 398 001237 

Monterey Peninsula C.C. Monterey 408.646.4010 13,326 1947 352 001242 

Mt. San Antonio CCD Walnut 909.594.5611 23,158 1946 400 001245 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

CALIFORNIA, continued City Phone Fail '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Napa Valley C.C. Napa 707.253.3000 5,847 1942 314 001247 

Ohlone C.C. Fremont 510.659.6000 8,400 1966 312 004481 

Rio Hondo C.C. Whittier 562.692.0921 13,103 1970 403 001269 

San Bemadino C.C. San Bernardino 909.888.6511 10,300 1926 390 001272 

San Diego C.C. San Diego 619.230.2400 12,796 1914 364 001273 

San Joaquin Delta C.C. Stockton 954.474.5151 16,649 1935 390 001280 

Santa Barbara C.C. Santa Barbara 805.965.0581 11,932 1909 505 001285 

Santa Monica C.C. Santa Monica 310.450.5150 22,620 1929 430 001286 

Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Joint C.C. Redding 530.225.4769 12,200 1948 338 001289 

Solano County C.C.D. Suisun 707.864.7000 11,100 1945 390 001292 

State Center C.C. System (Fresno City) Fresno 209.226.0720 18,004 1910 384 001306 

State Center C.C. System (Kings River) Reedley 209.638.3641 6,747 1926 450 1308 

Victor Valley C.C. Victortville 760.245.4271 8,704 1960 460 001335 

FLORIDA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Brevard C.C. Cocoa 407.632.1111 14,489 1960 1,170 001470 

Broward C.C. Fort Lauderdale 954.475.6500 25,224 1959 1,323 001500 

Chipola Junior College Marianna 850.526.2761 2,384 1947 1,300 001472 

Hillsborough C.C. Tampa 813.253.7000 19,036 1968 1,245 007870 

Miami Dade C.C. Miami 305.237.3316 49,836 1960 1,344 001506 

Palm Beach C.C. Lake Worth 407.439.8000 18,784 1933 1,200 001512 

HAWAII City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Kapi'olani C.C. Honolulu 808.734.9111 7,319 1957 956 001613 

ILLINOIS City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Belleville Area C.C. Belleville 618.235.2700 14,353 1946 1,275 001636 

Black Hawk C.C. Moline 309.796.1311 6,390 1946 1,272 001638 

City Colleges of Chicago (Daley) Chicago 773.838.7500 4,492 1960 1,605 001649 

City Colleges of Chicago (Washington) Chicago 312.553.5600 6,588 1962 1,310 001652 

City Colleges of Chicago (Kennedy-King) Chicago 773.602.5000 2,586 1934 1,770 001654 

City Colleges of Chicago (Malcom X) Chicago 312.850.7031 3,379 1911 1,600 001650 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

ILLINOIS, continued City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
City Colleges of Chicago (Olive-Harvey) Chicago 773.291.6100 3,597 1970 1,160 009767 

City Colleges of Chicago (Truman) Chicago 773.878.1700 4,247 1956 1,345 001648 
City Colleges of Chicago (Wright) Chicago 312.777.7900 7,250 1934 1,400 001655 
Danville Area C.C. Danville 217.443.1811 2,829 1946 960 001669 

C.C. of Dupage Glen Ellyn 630.942.2800 29,698 1966 1,350 006656 
Highland C.C. Freeport 815.235.6121 4,840 1961 1,240 001681 
Illinois Central C.C. East Peoria 309.694.5011 12,115 1966 1,470 006753 
Illinois Eastern C.C.D. (Frontier) Fairfield 618.842.3711 2,302 1976 1,056 020744 
Illinois Eastern C.C.D. (Lincoln Trail) Robinson 618.544.8657 1,216 1969 1,056 009786 

Illinois Easter C.C.D. (Olney Central) Olney 618.395.7777 1,128 1962 1,056 001742 
Illinois Easter C.C.D. (Wabash Valley) Mount Carmel 618.262.8641 1,461 1960 1,056 001779 

Illinois Valley C.C. Oglesby 815.224.2720 4,346 1966 1,356 001705 

John A. Logan College Caterville 618.985.3741 5,022 1967 1,100 008076 
Joliet Junior College Joliet 815.729.9020 10,414 1901 1,380 001699 
Kishwaukee College Malta 815.825.2086 3,264 1967 1,200 007684 

Lake Land College Matoon 217.234.5253 4,710 1966 1,740 007644 

Lincoln Land C.C. Springfield 217.786.220 11,815 1967 1,183 007170 
McHenry C.C. Crystal Lake 815.455.3700 4,809 1967 1,280 007691 

Moraine Valley C.C. Palos Hills 708.974.4300 13,234 1967 1,570 007692 

Morton College Cicero 708.656.8000 4,830 1924 1,440 001728 

Oakton C.C. Des Plaines 847.635.1600 10,404 1969 1,218 009896 

Parkland C.C. Champaign 217.351.2200 8,074 1966 1,410 007118 
Prarie State College Chicago Heights 708.756.3110 5,559 1957 1,680 001640 
Rend Lake C.C. Ina 618.437.5321 3,397 1955 1,080 007119 

Sauk Valley C.C. Dixon 815.288.5511 2,706 1965 1,350 001752 

Shawnee C.C. Ullin 618.634.2242 2,349 1967 1,120 007693 

Southeastern IL College Harrisburg 618.252.6376 3,810 1960 900 001757 

Spoon River College Canton 309.647.4645 2,304 1959 1,440 001643 

Triton College River Grove 708.456.0300 17,577 1964 1,404 001773 

William Rainey Harper Palatine 847.925.6000 15,643 1965 1,436 003961 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

IOWA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Des Moines Area C.C. Ankeny 515.964.6200 10,737 1966 1,722 007120 

Eastern Iowa C.C. District (Clinton) Clinton 319.242.6841 1161 1946 1755 001853 

Eastern Iowa C.C. District (Muscatine) Muscatine 319.263.8250 1250 1929 1250 001882 

Eastern Iowa C.C. District (Scott) Bettendorf 319.359.7531 3690 1966 1755 001885 

Hawkeye C.C. Waterloo 319.296.2320 3,638 1966 2,175 004595 

Iowa Central C.C. Fort Dodge 515.576.7201 3,554 1966 1,958 001865 

Iowa Lakes C.C. Estherville 712.362.2601 2,537 1967 2,204 001864 

Iowa Valley C.C.D. (Ellsworth) Iowa Falls 515.648.4611 868 1890 2,378 001862 

Iowa Valley C.C.D. (Marshalltown) Marshalltown 515.752.7106 1,427 1927 2,130 001875 

Kirkwood C.C. Cedar Rapids 319.398.5502 10,075 1966 1,450 004076 

North Iowa C.C. Mason City 515.423.1264 2,728 1917 1,975 001877 

Northeast Iowa C.C. Calmar 319.562.3263 2,976 1966 2,328 004587 

Northwest Iowa C.C. Sheldon 712.324.5061 742 1966 2,340 004600 

Southeastern C.C. W Burlington 319.752.2731 2,519 1966 1,856 001848 

Southwestern C.C. Creston 515.782.7081 1,228 1966 2,112 001857 

KANSAS City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Allen County C.C. Ida 316.365.5116 1,753 1923 1,216 001901 

Butler County C.C. El Dorado 316.321.2222 8,053 1927 1,360 001906 

Cloud County C.C. Concordia 785.243.1435 3,458 1965 1,275 001909 

Coffeyville C.C. Coffeyville 316.251.7700 1,901 1923 1,248 001910 

Colby C.C. Colby 785.462.3984 2,376 1964 1,248 001911 

Dodge City C.C. Dodge City 316.225.1321 5,420 1935 1,302 001913 

Garden City C.C. Garden City 316.276.7611 2,225 1919 1,125 001919 

Highland C.C. Highland 913.442.6000 2,423 1857 1,230 001921 

Hutchinson C.C. Hutchinson 316.665.3500 4,345 1928 1,230 001923 

Independence C.C. Independence 316.331.4100 1,723 1925 1,332 001924 

Johnson County C.C. Overland 913.469.8500 15,073 1967 1,472 008244 

Labette C.C. Parsons 316.421.6700 3,138 1923 1,170 001930 

Neosho County C.C. Chanute 316.431.2820 1,222 1935 1,230 001936 

Pratt C.C. Pratt 316.672.5641 1,341 1938 1,200 001938 
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COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

MAINE City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Maine Tech Col Sys (Central) Auburn 207.784.2385 614 1964 2,280 005726 
Maine Tech Col Sys (Southern) South Portland 207.767.9500 2,412 1946 2,570 005525 
Maine Tech Col Sys (Northern) Presque Isle 207.768.2700 805 1961 2,177 005760 
Maine Tech Col Sys (WA County) Calais 207.454.1000 445 1968 2,040 009231 
Maine Tech Col Sys (Eastern) Bangor 207.941.4600 1,122 1966 3,600 005277 
Mame Tech Col Sys (Kennebac) Fairfield 207.453.5000 1,264 1970 2,449 009826 

MARYLAND City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Montgomery County C.C. (Germantown) Germantown 301.353.7700 3,488 1975 2,402 029074 
Montgomery County C.C. (Rockville) Rockville 301.279.5000 12,473 1965 2,402 002082 
Montgomery County C.C. (Takoma Park) Takoma Park 301.650.1300 4,115 1946 2,402 002081 

MASSACHUSETTS City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
MA Reg. Com. Colleges (Berkshire C.C.) Pittsfield 413.499.4660 2351 1960 2112 002167 
Bristol C.C. Fall River 508.678.2811 5075 1965 1882 002176 
Bunker Hill C.C. Boston 617.228.2000 6250 1973 1968 011210 
Cape Cod C.C. West Barnstable 508.362.2131 3343 1960 2028 002168 
Greenfield C.C. Greenfield 413.774.3131 2250 1962 2387 002169 
Holyoke C.C. Holyoke 413.538.7000 6308 1946 1996 002170 
MA Bay C.C. Wellesley 617.239.3000 4518 1961 2250 002171 
Massasoit Brockton 508.588.9100 5558 1966 2310 002177 
Middlesex Bedford 617.280.3200 5959 1969 2162 009936 
Mt. Wachusett Gardner 508.632.6600 3014 1963 2408 002172 
North Shore Danvers 508.762.4000 3401 1965 1920 002173 
Northern Essex Havervill 508.374.3900 5597 1960 2490 002174 
Quinsigmond Worcester 508.853.2300 4770 1963 1800 002175 
Roxbury Roxbury Crossing 617.427.0060 2303 1973 1824 011930 
Springfield Tech Springfield 413.781.7822 6211 1967 2520 008078 
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MICHIGAN City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Alpena C.C. Alpena 517.356.9021 2,225 1952 1,780 002237 

Bay De Noc C.C. Escanaba 906.786.5802 2,261 1962 1,760 002240 

Glen Oaks C.C. Centreville 616.467.9945 1,409 1965 1,643 002263 

Gogebic C.C. Ironwood 906.932.4231 1,320 1931 1,339 002264 

Henry Ford C.C. Dearborn 313.845.9615 13,197 1938 1,971 002270 

Jackson C.C. Jackson 517.787.0800 7,170 1928 1,640 002274 

Kalamazoo C.C. Kalamazoo 616.372.5000 9,789 1966 1,230 006949 

Kellogg C.C. Battle Creek 616.965.3931 9,589 1956 1,470 002276 

Kirtland C.C. Roscommon 517.275.5121 1,799 1966 1,644 007171 

Lansing C.C. Lansing 517.483.1957 16,136 1957 2,010 002278 

Macomb C.C. Warren 810.445.7000 26,122 1954 1,305 008906 

Mid-Michigan C.C. Harrison 517.386.6622 2,322 1965 1,589 006768 

Monroe County C.C. Monroe 313.242.7300 3,737 1964 1,380 002294 

Montcalm C.C. Sidney 517.328.2111 2,466 1965 1,303 002295 

Muskegon C.C. Muskegon 616.773.9131 4,548 1926 1,465 002297 

North Central Michigan C.C. Petoskey 616.348.6600 1,927 1958 1,520 002299 

Oakland C.C. Bloomfield Hills 248.540.1500 25,178 1964 1,485 002303 

Schoolcraft C.C. Livonia 313.462.4400 9,307 1961 1,286 002315 

St. Clair County C.C. Port Huron 810.984.3881 4,133 1923 1,825 002310 

Washtenaw C.C. Ann Arbor 313.973.3300 10,403 1965 1,941 002328 

Wayne County C.C. Detroit 313.496.2500 9,919 1967 1,600 009230 

West Shore C.C. Scottville 616.845.6211 1,281 1967 1,536 007950 

MINNESOTA (per Minnesota State Faculty Association office) 

Anoka-Ramsey C.C. Coon Rapids 612.427.2600 5,755 1965 2,338 002332 

Central Lakes C. Brainerd 218.828.2525 4,366 1938 2,224 002339 

Century C. White Bear Lake 612.779.3200 6,876 1967 2,172 006774 

Fergus Falls C.C. Fergus Falls 218.739.7500 1536 1960 2331 002352 

Fond du Lac Tribal & C.C. Cloquet 218.879.0800 400 1995 2045 666730 

Hibbings C.C. Hibbing 218.262.6200 1,350 1916 1,466 002355 

Inver Hills C.C. Inver Grove Hghts. 612.450.8500 4810 1967 2167 009740 

Lake Superior C. Duluth 218.733.7600 3100 1995 2100 005757 

Minneapolis Community and Technical C. Minneapolis 612.341.7000 5999 1996 2063 002362 



COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

MINNESOTA, continued City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Minnesota State Technical Col. 

Minnesota West C. and Tech. C. Granite Falls 320.564.4511 2100 1985 2100 005263 

Normandale C.C. Bloomington 612.832.6000 7365 1968 2227 007954 

North Hennepin C.C. Brooklyn Park 612.424.0702 5400 1966 2160 002370 
Northland C. & Technical Thief River Falls 218.681.0701 1275 1965 2400 002385 
Rainy River C.C. International Falls 218.285.7722 700 1967 2198 006775 
Ridge water C. Willmar 320.235.5114 4700 1961 2284 005252 
Riverland C.C. Austin 507.433.0600 2965 1940 2070 002335 
Rochester C. & Tech. Rochester 507.285.7210 4350 1915 2475 002373 
Vermillion C.C. 

MISSOURI City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Florissant Valley) St. Louis 314.595.4200 7664 1962 1008 002470 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Forest Park) St. Louis 314.644.9100 6275 1962 1260 002471 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Meramec) Kirkwood 314.984.7500 13570 1962 1008 002472 

MONTANA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Dawson C. C. Glendive 406.365.3396 550 1940 1,400 002529 
Flathead Valley Com. Col. Kalispell 406.756.3822 1,733 1967 1,598 006777 
Montana Vocational-Technical Educators 

NEBRASKA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Central C.C. Grand Island 308.384.5220 6,476 1966 1,278 020995 
Metropolitan C.C. Omaha 402.457.2000 10,759 1974 1,148 012586 
Mid-Plains C.C. North Platte 800.8591105 2,925 1926 1,200 002557 

NEW JERSEY City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Atlantic C.C. Mays Landing 609.343.4900 12,978 1964 1,935 002596 
Bergen C.C. Paramus 201.447.7100 12,296 1965 1,916 004736 
Brookdale C.C. Lincroft 732.842.1900 11,868 1967 2,046 008404 

Burlington C.C. Pemberton 609.894.9311 6,140 1966 1,710 007730 
Camden County College Blackwood 609.227.7200 12,699 1966 1,806 006865 
County College of Morris Randolph 973.328.5000 8,910 1965 2,310 007729 
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NEW JERSEY, continued City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Cumberland County College Vineland 609.691.8600 2,664 1963 2,553 002601 
Gloucester County College Sewell 609.468.5000 4,811 1966 1,900 006901 

Hudson County CC. Jersey City 201.656.2020 4,129 1974 2,248 012954 

Mercer County College Trenton 609.586.4800 7,880 1966 2,130 004740 
Middlesex County College Edison 732.548.6000 11,247 1964 1,854 002615 

Ocean County College Toms River 908.255.0400 6,843 1964 1,968 002624 
Passiac County C.C. Paterson 973.684.6800 3,717 1968 1,856 009994 

Salem C.C. Cameys Point 609.299.2100 1,226 1972 1,948 005461 
Union County College Cranford 908.709.7000 9,598 1933 2,499 002643 
Warren County C.C. Washington 908.689.1090 1,019 1981 2,325 025039 

NEW YORK City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Adirondack C.C. Queensbury 518.743.2200 3,487 1960 1,025 002860 
Broome C.C. Binghamton 607.778.5000 5,269 1946 2,268 002862 

Cayuga C.C. Auburn 315.255.1743 2,846 1953 2,749 002861 
Clinton C.C. Plattsburg 518.562.4200 1,644 1966 2,325 006787 

Columbia-Greene C.C. Hudson 518.828.4181 1,518 1966 2,160 006789 
Dutchess C.C. Poughkeepsie 914.431.8000 6,233 1957 2,395 002864 

Finger Lakes C.C. Canandaigua 716.394.3500 3,768 1965 2,504 0075323 
Fulton-Montgomery C.C. Johnstown 518.762.4651 1,800 1963 2,230 002867 

Genesee C.C. Batavia 716.343.0055 4,019 1966 2,790 006782 

Herkimer County C.C. Herkimer 315.866.0300 203 1964 9,752 004788 
Hudson Valley C.C. Troy 518.283.1100 9,644 1953 2,350 002868 

Jamestown C.C. Jamestown 716.665.5220 3,343 1950 2,600 002869 

Jefferson C.C. Watertown 315.786.2200 3,667 1,961 2,242 002870 

Mohawk Valley C.C. Utica 315.792.5400 5,143 1946 2,600 002871 

Monroe C.C. Rochester 716.292.2000 12,951 1961 2,500 002872 

Nassau C.C. Garden City 516.572.7501 21,389 1959 2,240 002873 

North Country C.C. Saranac Lake 518.891.2915 1,167 1967 2,360 007111 

Onondaga C.C. Syracuse 315.469.7741 7,300 1962 2,500 002875 

Orange County C.C. Middletown 914.344.6222 5,794 1950 2,200 002876 

Rockland C.C. Suffem 914.574.4000 6,446 1959 2,415 002877 

Schenectady County C.C. Schenectady 518.346.6211 3,851 1967 2,340 006785 



COMMUNITY COLLEGES RESEARCHED BY STATE 

NEW YORK, continued City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Sullivan County C.C. Loch Sheldrake 914.434.5750 1,785 1962 2,500 002879 
Tompkins Cortland C.C. Dryden 607.844.8211 2,534 1968 2,760 006788 

Ulster County C.C. Stone Ridge 914.687.5000 2,635 1961 2,596 002880 

Westchester C.C. Valhalla 914.785.6600 11,127 1946 2,583 002881 

OHIO City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Central Ohio Tech Newark 614.366.1351 1,689 1971 2,594 011046 
Cincinnati State Technical Cincinnati 513.569.1500 5,377 1966 2,719 010345 

Cuyahoga C.C. Cleveland 216.987.4000 21,782 1963 1,791 003040 
Edison State C.C. Piqua 937.788.8600 2,721 1973 2,325 012750 
Hocking Technical College Nelsonville 614.753.3591 5,067 1968 2,157 007598 

Jefferson Technical College Steubenville 614.264.5591 1,505 1966 1,770 007275 
Lakeland C.C. Kirtland 216.953.7000 8,378 1967 1,933 006804 
Michael J. Owens Technical College 

Northwest State C.C. Archbold 419.267.5511 2,119 1968 3,180 008677 

Owens C.C. Toledo 419.661.7000 12,091 1966 1,896 005753 
Southern State C.C. Hillsboro 937.393.3431 1,577 1975 2,619 012870 

Terra C.C. Fremont 419.334.8400 2,512 1968 2,268 008278 

OREGON City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Blue Mountain C.C. Pendleton 541.276.1260 4,120 1962 1,575 003186 
Clackamas C.C. Oregon City 513.657.6958 12,279 1966 1,428 004878 
Clatsop C.C. Astoria 503.325.0910 2,500 1958 1,260 00319 

Lane C.C. Eugene 541.747.4501 9,264 1964 1,606 003196 

Linn Benton C.C. Albany 541.917.4999 5,537 1966 1,620 006938 

Mt. Hood C.C. Gresham 503.667.6422 13,828 1965 1,665 003204 
Portland C.C. Portland 503.244.6111 23,617 1961 1,686 003213 

Rogue C.C. Grants Pass 541.471.3500 6,580 1970 1,296 010182 

SW Oregon C.C. Coos Bay 541.888.2525 5,255 1961 1,332 003220 

Treasure Valley C.C. Ontario 541.889.6493 3,735 1961 1,665 003221 
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PENNSYLVANIA City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Bucks County C.C. Newton 215.968.8000 9,252 1964 2,118 003239 

Butler County C.C. Butler 412.287.8711 3,103 1965 1,320 003240 

C.C. of Allegheny County 

C.C. of Beaver County Monaca 412.775.8561 2,352 1966 2,080 006807 

C.C. of Philedalphia Philadelphia 215.751.8000 17,187 1965 1,800 003249 

Delaware County C.C. Media 601.359.5000 9,395 1967 2,010 007110 

Lackawanna Junior College Scranton 717.961.7810 887 1894 6,610 003283 

Lehigh Carbon C.C. Schnecksville 610.799.2121 4,185 1966 1,704 006810 

Luzerne C.C. Nanticoke 717.740.0200 6,137 1966 1,800 006811 

Montgomery County C.C. Blue Bell 215.641.6300 8,704 1964 2,220 004452 

Northampton County Area C.C. Bethlehem 610.861.5300 5,572 1966 2,190 007191 

Thaddeus Stevens State School of Tech. Lancaster 717.299.7730 473 1905 4,550 007912 

Westmoreland County C.C. Youngwood 412.925.4000 6,245 1970 1,440 010176 

RHODE ISLAND City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
C. C. of RIO Warwick 401.825.1000 15,236 1964 1,746 003408 

WASHINGTON City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Bellevue C.C. Bellevue 425.641.0111 7,098 1965 1,497 003769 

Big Bend C.C. Moses Lake 509.762.5351 2,782 1962 1,458 003770 

Clark College Van Couver 360.992.2000 11,500 1933 1,464 003773 

Columbia Basin College Pasco 509.547.0511 6,761 1955 1,542 003774 

C.C. of Spokane Spokane 509.533.7000 6,118 1963 1,452 003793 

Edmonds C.C. Lynnwood 425.640.1500 10,430 1967 1,401 005001 

Everett C.C. Everett 425.388.9100 7,555 1941 1,481 003776 

Highline C.C. Des Moines 206.878.3710 9,392 1961 1,458 003781 

Lower Columbia College Longview 206.577.2300 4,050 1934 1,446 003782 

Olympic College Bremerton 360.792.6050 6,635 1946 1,488 003784 

Peninsula C.C. Port Angeles 360.452.9277 3,656 1961 1,449 003786 

Pierce College Tacoma 243.964.6500 13,800 1967 2,124 005000 

Seattle C.C.D. (North Seattle) Seattle 206.587.3800 10,594 1966 1,451 003787 

Seattle C.C.D. (South Seattle) Seattle 206.764.5300 6,080 1969 1,486 009706 

Seattle C.C.D. (Seattle Central) Seattle 206.587.3800 10,594 1966 1,451 003787 
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WASHINGTON, continued City Phone Fall '98 Hdct* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Shoreline C.C. Seattle 206.546.4101 8,573 1963 1,449 003791 
Skagit Valley College Mount Vernon 360.416.7600 7,026 1926 1,458 003792 
South Puget Sound C.C. Olympia 360.754.7711 5,412 1962 1,944 005372 
Tacoma C.C. Tacoma 253.566.5000 7,939 1965 1,514 003796 
Whatcom C.C. Bellingham 360.676.2170 5,070 1970 1,500 010364 
Yakima Valley C.C. Yakima 509.574.4600 4,160 1928 1,458 003805 

WISCONSIN City Phone Fall '98 Hdct.* Yr. Est. Yr. Tuit. FICE 
Blackhawk C.C. Janesville 608.756.4121 2,046 1912 1,975 005390 
Fox Valley C.C. Appleton 920.735.5600 6,624 1967 2,400 009744 
Gateway Technical College Kenosha 414.656.6900 6,797 1911 1,960 005389 
Lakeshore Technical College Cleveland 920.458.4183 2,409 1912 1,950 009194 
Madison Area Technical College Madison 608.246.6282 20,934 1912 2,890 004007 
Mid-State Technical College Wisconsin Rapids 715.423.5650 2,667 1967 2,800 005380 
Moraine Park Technical College Fond Du Lac 920.922.8611 5,811 1967 1,814 009256 
Nicolet Area Tech. College Rhinelander 715.365.4410 1,804 1967 2,345 005384 
Northcentral Technical College Wausau 715.675.3331 3,530 1911 2,570 005387 
Southwest Wisconsin Tech. Col. Fennimore 608.822.3262 1,713 1967 2,000 007669 
Waukesha County Tech. Col. Pewaukee 414.691.5566 5,612 1923 1,651 005294 
Western Wisconsin Tech. Col. La Crosse 608.785.9200 4,438 1912 1,734 003840 
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SUMMARY BY STATE OF SHARED GOVERNANCE IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
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CALIFORNIA CA only 
Antelope Valley C.C. Both N Y Y s S FP s 3 S S M 3 3 S FP 3 S FP FP S 
Barstow C.C. Both N Y N s S FP s FP S S M 3 3 S M FP S M FP S 
Butte C.C. FT Y Y Y S M FP s 3 S S JA 3 3 3 3 3 FP FP FP FP 
Chaffey C.C. Both Y Y Y M FP FP M FP M S JA 3 M 3 S S M FP FP FP 
Citrus C.C. Both Y Y N S S 3 FP FP 3 s JA S 3 3 S S 3 FP FP 3 
College of the Canyons Both N Y N s  FP 3 3 FP 3 3 M S S 3 s S 3 FP S 3 
College of the Redwoods FT N Y N s  FP FP 3 FP 3 s M S S 3 s S M FP FP FP 
Contra Costa C.C. Both N Y N FP FP FP 3 FP FP 3 JA 3 FP FP FP 3 S FP 3 FP 
C.C. of the Desert FT Y Y N M FP FP 3 FP M s JA 3 3 M FP 3 S FP FP FP 
El Camino C.C. Both Y Y Y M FP FP s FP FP M JA 3 FP S 3 3 FP FP 3 FP 
Feather River C.C. FT Y Y Y 8 FP FP 3 FP 3 FP FP 3 3 3 FP 3 M S S JA 
Foothills-DeAnza C.C.D. Both N Y N S S 3 FP FP 3 3 JA S S 3 FP S M FP FP FP 
Foothills-DeAnza C.C.D. Both N Y N S S 3 FP FP 3 3 JA S S 3 FP S M FP FP FP 
Gavilan C.C. Both Y Y Y M FP FP 3 FP 3 3 JA 3 S 3 3 S M FP FP FP 
Glendale C.C. FT Y Y N FP S FP 3 FP M 3 JA 3 M M 3 S S FP FP FP 
Hartnell C.C. Both N Y N S FP FP 3 FP M s JA 3 M S 3 3 S FP FP 3 
Imperial Valley C.C. FT N Y N S S FP s  FP M S M 3 M S 3 3 FP S 3 3 
Lake Tahoe C.C. FT N Y N 3 FP FP s FP S S M 3 3 S FP 3 M S 3 3 
Lassen C.C. FT Y Y Y M FP FP M FP 3 S M 3 M 3 3 3 FP FP 3 3 
Long Beach C.C. FT N Y N S FP FP S FP 3 S M S 3 3 s 3 M FP FP FP 
Los Angeles CCD (City C.C.) Both N Y Y FP S FP 3 FP M S JA S M 3 s 3 3 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (East C.C.) Both N Y Y FP 3 FP S FP M S JA S M 3 s 3 3 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Harbor C.C.) Both N Y Y FP 3 FP 3 FP M S JA S M 3 S 3 S 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Mission C.C.) Both N Y Y FP 3 FP S FP M S JA S M 3 S S S S FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Pierce C.C.) Both N Y Y FP 3 FP S FP M S JA S M 3 S 3 3 S FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Southwest C.C.) Both N Y Y FP S FP 3 FP M S JA 3 M 3 3 3 S 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Trade-Tech C.C.) Both N Y Y FP S FP 3 FP M 3 JA 3 M S 3 3 S 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (Valley C.C.) Both N Y Y FP S FP 3 FP M 3 JA 3 M S 3 3 3 3 FP M 
Los Angeles CCD (West C.C.) Both N Y Y FP 3 FP S FP M 3 JA S M 3 3 S 3 3 FP M 
Merced C.C. FT N Y Y S M S S FP S S M S S 3 S 3 M S FP 3 
Monterey Peninsula C.C. Both N Y N M S FP 3 FP M S JA 3 M S 3 3 S FP 3 S 
Mt. San Antonio C.C.D. Both N Y Y S 3 FP S FP 3 3 M 3 3 S 3 S 3 FP S 3 
Napa Valley C.C. Both N Y N M FP S 3 S M S JA S M 3 S 3 S FP 3 S 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA; Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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CALIFORNIA, continued 
Ohione C.C. Both Y Y N M s FP S FP M s M S M S s s S S FP s 
Rio Hondo C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP s FP S s M s S S s S M s FP s 
San Bernadino C.C. FT Y Y Y M FP FP s FP M s JA M S S s s S s S FP 
San Diego C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP s FP S s M s S s s s FP FP S FP 
San Joaquin Delta C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP s S S s M S S s FP s S S S s 
Santa Barbara C.C, Both N Y N S S S s S s s M s S s s s M s S s 
Santa Monica C.C. Both N Y N S FP FP s FP s s JA s S s s s S S S FP 
Shasta-Tehama-Trinity Both N Y N M S FP M FP s s JA s S s s s M FP FP M 
Solano County C.C.D. Both N Y N FP FP FP s FP s s JA s s s s FP M FP S s 
State Center C.C. System (Fresno City 
College) FT Y Y N S FP FP s S s s JA s s s s FP S FP S S 
State Center C.C. System (Kings River 
College) FT Y Y N S FP FP s S s s JA s S s FP s FP S S FP 
Victor Valley C.C. FT Y Y N M S FP M FP M s JA s M s FP s S FP S S 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 

O ? 

b. 

h 
» J 

^ £ a a 
o » 

-s s 
ll n # 
r 

a 
a> (? 

i 
J-
1 o 

e 
A u -S? Q s lu 

o» 
I > :3 o 

10 
i < 

1 

o c 
s 

•e a 

c « 6 
o> .c J; I 

/ 

c .s 
0) Q w 

0) 
c? 

1 
/ 

0} 
s 
s c 

•§' o a: 

1 tS 
S n 69 

5" 

FLORIDA 
Brevard C.C. FT N Y Y S FP S S JA FP s JA S M S S S FP S s 
Broward C.C. FT N Y Y FP S S s M S s JA s S S FP S M FP s 
Chipola Junior College FT N Y N S FP S FP FP FP s JA s S s FP s FP M s 
Hillsborough C.C. FT Y Y Y M S FP M M FP s JA s S s S s FP FP FP 
Miami Dade C.C. FT N Y Y S FP S S S FP s JA s S s S s M S FP 
Palm Beach C.C. FT N Y Y s S S FP S S s JA s S s S s FP FP S 
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SUMMARY BY STATE OF SHARED GOVERNANCE IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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HAWAII 
Kapi'olani C.C. Both Y Y Y S S S FP S S s JA s s s s s FP M FP 

189 

Appendix P 



SUMMARY BY STATE OF SHARED GOVERNANCE IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent a - S  
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ILLINOIS 
Belleville Area C.C. FT Y Y N S FP FP S FP FP S JA 3 s 3 3 3 3 FP 3 
Black Hawk C.C, FT Y Y Y S FP M M FP M s JA S M 3 FP M M 3 3 
City Col. of Chic. (Richard J. Daley) FT Y Y Y s S S S FP FP s JA S 3 S FP 3 FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Harold Washington) FT Y Y Y s S S S FP FP s JA S 3 3 FP 3 FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Kennedy-King) FT Y Y Y s S s S FP FP s JA S 3 3 FP 3 FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Malcolm X) FT Y Y Y s S s S FP FP s JA S 3 3 FP 3 FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Olive-Harvey) FT Y Y Y s S s S FP FP s JA S S 3 FP S FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Harry S. Truman) FT Y Y Y s S s S FP FP s JA S 3 3 FP 3 FP FP FP 
City Col. of Chic. (Wilbur Wright) FT Y Y Y s S s S FP FP s JA S 3 S FP 3 FP FP FP 
Danville Area C.C. Both Y Y N s S s M S M s JA M 3 3 S 3 M 3 3 
C.C. of Dupage FT Y Y N s FP FP S S S s JA S 3 3 S FP FP FP 3 
Highland C.C. Both Y Y N s FP FP S S S s JA S FP 3 3 S 3 FP S 
Illinois Central C.C. FT Y Y Y s FP FP S FP FP s JA S S 3 3 S 3 FP FP 
Illinois Eastem C.C.D. (Frontier) FT Y Y N M M S s S M s JA S M 3 3 S 3 3 S 
Illinois Eastem C.C.D. (Lincoln Trail) FT Y Y N M M S s S M s JA S M 3 3 S 3 3 S 
Illinois Eastem C.C.D. (OIney Central) FT Y Y N M M S s S M s JA S M S 3 3 3 3 S 
Illinois Eastem C.C.D. (Wabash Val.) FT Y Y N M M S s S M s JA S M S 3 3 S 3 3 
Illinois Valley C.C. FT Y Y N S S S s S S s JA S 3 3 3 3 S M 3 
John A. Logan College FT N Y Y S S FP s FP M s JA S M 3 3 3 M FP M 
Joliet Junior College FT N Y N S FP FP FP M S s JA s S S S S M FP FP 
Kishwaukee College FT Y Y Y M M M S M M s JA s M 3 FP M FP FP 3 
Lake Land College Both Y Y N M FP FP FP FP M s JA s M 3 3 3 FP FP FP 
Lincoln Land C.C. FT Y Y N M FP FP S M M s JA s M 3 FP M FP FP 3 
Mchenry C.C. FT Y Y Y S FP FP FP M S s JA s 3 S 3 3 M 3 S 
Moraine Valley C.C. FT Y Y N FP FP S FP FP FP s JA s M 3 FP S FP FP M 
Morton College FT Y Y Y S FP S S S FP s JA s FP 3 3 S 3 M 3 
Oakton C.C. FT Y Y Y S S FP S S S s JA s 3 3 S 3 M FP 3 
Parkland C.C. FT Y Y N S M S S FP M s JA s M 3 M 3 FP 3 3 
Prarie State College FT Y Y Y S FP FP FP FP S s JA 3 3 3 FP FP 3 M 3 
Rend Lake C.C. FT Y Y Y M FP S S FP M s JA 3 M 3 S M 3 FP 3 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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ILLINOIS, continued 
Sauk Valley C.C. FT Y Y N S FP S S FP S S JA s s s s s FP FP M 
Shawnee C.C. FT Y Y Y M FP M S M M S JA s M s s M M S S 
Southeastern IL College FT Y Y N S FP S FP S S S JA s s s s S M FP S 
Spoon River College FT Y Y Y S 8 FP S FP FP S JA s s s s S S FP S 
Triton College FT Y Y Y S S FP S S FP S JA s s s FP FP M FP S 
William Rainey Harper FT N Y Y S FP S FP S S S JA s s s s S FP FP s 
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Des Moines Area C.C. Both N Y N S s s s M S s JA 3 3 s FP 3 FP 3 3 
Eastern Iowa C.C.D.(Cllnton C.C.) FT N Y N S s s s s S s JA 3 3 M S 3 3 S 3 
Eastern Iowa C.C.D. (Muscatine C.C.) FT N Y N S s 3 s s s s JA S S M 3 S 3 S S 
Eastern Iowa C.C.D. (Scott C.C.) FT N Y N s s s s s S 3 JA S S M S S 3 3 S 
Hawkeye C.C. Both N Y N s s s s M S 3 JA S S 3 FP S M 3 S 
Iowa Central C.C. FT N Y N s s s s M s 3 JA 3 3 s 3 S M 3 3 
Iowa Lal<es C.C. Both N Y N s s s s M s 3 JA 3 3 S M 3 M 3 3 
Iowa Valley C.C.D. (Ellsworth) Both N Y N s s s s s s 3 JA 3 3 S 3 3 M M 3 
Iowa Valley C.C.D. (Marshalltown) Both N Y N s s s s s s S JA 3 3 S S 3 M M 3 
Kirl<wood C.C. Both N Y N s s s FP FP s s JA S 3 3 FP 3 M S 3 
North Iowa C.C. Both N Y N s FP s s M s 3 S S 3 3 FP 3 FP S S 
Northeast Iowa C.C. Both N Y N s s s s M s 3 JA S S 3 S 3 M S S 
Northwest Iowa C.C. FT N Y N s s s s M s 3 JA S S 3 M S M S S 
Southeastern C.C. Both N Y N s s FP FP FP s 3 JA S S 3 FP 3 M M S 
Southwestern C.C. FT N Y N s s s s M s 3 JA S 3 3 M 3 M S 3 
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KANSAS 
Alien County C.C. FT N Y Y 3 3 M M FP M S FP 3 M M 3 M M 3 3 
Butler County C.C. FT N Y N S 3 M M 3 M 3 FP 3 IVI 3 3 M M FP 3 
Cloud County C.C. Both Y Y Y S FP FP 3 FP FP 3 FP 3 3 3 3 3 FP M 3 
Coffeyvilie C.C. Both N Y N S S M M M M 3 FP 3 M M 3 M M M 3 
Colby C.C. Both N Y Y S S FP FP M 3 3 FP 3 M 3 3 3 M M 3 
Dodge City C.C. FT N Y Y 3 3 3 3 FP S 3 FP 3 3 3 M 3 M 3 3 
Garden City C.C. Both N Y N 3 3 3 M FP M 3 FP 3 M M 3 M M FP 3 
Highland C.C. FT N Y N 3 3 S 3 M M 3 FP 3 M 3 M 3 M S 3 
Hutchinson C.C. Both N Y N 3 JA 3 FP 3 FP 3 FP 3 FP 3 3 3 M FP 3 
Independence C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP M M M M S FP 3 3 M FP 3 M M 3 
Johnson County C.C. FT N Y N S 3 3 S 3 3 S FP 3 3 3 3 3 M M 3 
Labette C.C. FT N Y N S S M M M S S JA 3 S IVI M 3 S 3 S 
Neosho County C.C. Both N Y N S FP 3 3 FP 3 3 FP 3 3 3 M 3 3 3 3 
Pratt C.C. Both N Y Y S 3 FP FP M M 3 FP 3 3 3 3 M M M 3 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
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JA: Joint Action 
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MAINE 

Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (Central ME Tech) FT N Y Y S S S FP JA S S FP S s s s s FP M s 
Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (Southern ME 
Tech) FT N Y Y S S S FP JA S s FP S s s s s FP M s 
Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (Northern ME 
Tech) FT N Y Y S S S FP JA S S FP S s s s s FP M s 
Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (WA County 
Tech) FT N Y Y S s S FP JA s S FP s s s s s FP M s 
Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (Eastern ME 
Tech) FT N Y Y S s S FP JA s S FP s s s s s FP M s 
Maine Tech. Col. Sys. (Kenneback 
Valley Tech) FT N Y Y s s s FP JA s S FP s s s s s FP M s 
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S: Silent 

A 
? J 

u. 

9 lis o 
^ § 

^ o 

$ 

J® or Ui 

« o 

§•§ ^ e # 
a <J 

e 

1 O 

A O 
Q 

c 

M s 
Uj 

5 
S 

i 
/ 
c e C9 

e u c 
S 

C9 

c 01 

1 

# 
J 

1 

c 
S 
"S 

tL 

9 

« Q 
1 
/ 

C O 

1 a or 

J 
V 
5 
•? 

1 

MARYLAND 

Montgomery County C.C. (Germantown) FT Y Y N S FP FP FP FP FP S FP s FP FP M FP FP M FP 
Montgomery County C.C. (Rockville) FT Y Y N S FP FP FP FP FP s FP s FP FP M FP FP M FP 

Montqomery County C.C. (Tal<oma Park) FT Y Y N S FP FP FP FP FP s FP s FP FP M FP FP M FP 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
MA Reg. C. C. (Berksliire C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP S FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Bristoi C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP S FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M S FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Bunker Hill C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP s FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Cape Cod C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP s FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C, C. (Greenfield C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP s FP M M FP FP JA S FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Holyoke C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP s FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (MA Bay C.C.) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Massasoit) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Middlesex) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Mt. Wachusett) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (North Shore) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M S FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Northern Essex) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M S FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Quinsigmond) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M S FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Roxbury) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M s FP FP FP 
MA Reg. C. C. (Springfield Tech) Both Y Y Y FP 3 FP M M FP FP JA 3 FP FP M 3 FP FP FP 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S; Silent 
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MICHIGAN 
Alpena C.C. Both N Y N S FP FP FP FP s s JA s FP FP S FP M FP M 
Bay De Noc C.C. FT Y Y Y FP FP FP FP M M FP JA s M FP FP S FP S M 
Glen Oaks C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP FP S FP S s JA s S S S S FP M S 
Gogebic C.C. Both N Y N S S FP FP FP S S JA s S S S S M S S 
Henry Ford C.C. FT N Y N S FP S S S S S JA s S S S S M M S 
Jackson C.C. Both N Y N S S S FP FP S S JA s FP S S S FP FP S 
Kalamazoo C.C. FT N Y N S M S FP FP s S JA s FP S S S M S S 
Kellogg C.C. FT N Y Y FP JA FP S FP M S M s S S FP S M M FP 
Kirtland C.C. FT Y Y Y S FP FP M M FP S JA s M M FP M FP FP S 
Lansing C.C. Both N Y N S S S FP M FP S JA s FP S S FP FP FP S 
Macomb C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP FP S FP FP FP JA s S S FP S FP FP S 
Mid-Michigan C.C. FT Y Y Y S S FP FP FP S S JA s S S S S M FP S 
Monroe County C.C. FT N Y N S S S FP M S S JA s S S S S M M S 
Montcalm C.C. FT N Y Y S S S S FP s S JA s S S S FP M FP FP 
Muskegon C.C. FT N Y Y S S S FP FP FP S JA s S s FP S M FP S 
North Central Michigan C.C. FT Y Y N FP M FP S M S S JA s S s S S M FP s 
Oakland C.C. FT N Y N FP S S FP FP FP S JA s S s S S M FP s 
Schoolcraft C.C. Both N Y N FP S FP FP JA FP S JA s s FP FP S FP FP S 
St. Clair County C.C. FT N Y N FP JA FP FP FP FP S JA s FP S S S FP S s 
Washtenaw C.C. FT N Y N FP S FP FP FP s S JA s S FP S S S FP S 
Wayne County C.C. Both N Y N S S S FP M M s JA s M S M S M M s 
West Shore C.C. FT N Y N S S M M FP M s JA s M M M S M FP s 
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MINNESOTA 
Anoka-Ramsey C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 S FP FP FP M S 
Central Lakes C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 3 FP FP FP M s 
Century College Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Fergus Falls C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Fond du Lac Tribal & C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S S 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Hibbings C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 S S FP FP FP M 3 
Inver Hills C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 S FP FP FP M S 
Lake Superior College Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 S FP FP FP M 3 
Minneapolis Com. and Tech. Col. Both Y Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Minnesota State Technical Col. Both N Y N S FP S FP FP S 3 JA 3 3 3 S 3 FP FP 3 
Minnesota West C. and Tech. Col. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Normandale C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
North Hennepin C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S S 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Northland C. & Technical Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S S 3 FP FP FP M S 
Rainy River C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S S 3 FP FP FP M S 
Ridgewater College Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 S S FP FP FP M S 
Riverland C.C. Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA 3 S 3 FP FP FP M S 
Rochester C. & Tech. College Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP s FP FP JA S 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
Vennillion C.C. Both N Y N FP FP FP FP 3 FP FP JA S 3 3 FP FP FP M 3 
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MISSOURI 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Florissant Valley) FT N Y Y S s s S FP s 3 FP 3 s 3 FP s M M S 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Forest Park) FT N Y Y 3 s S S FP s 3 FP 3 s 3 FP s M M 3 
St. Louis C.C.D. (Merameo) FT N Y Y 3 s s S FP s 3 FP 3 s 3 FP s M M 3 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: IVIanagetnent 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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MONTANA 
Dawson C.C. Both N Y Y S s FP S s M S FP S s s s s S S M 
Flathead Valley C.C. FT N Y N S s S FP FP S S JA S s s s s FP S FP 
Montana Voc.-Tech. Educators Both N Y Y s FP FP S FP FP S JA s s s FP s FP s S 

200 

Appendix P 



SUMMARY BY STATE OF SHARED GOVERNANCE IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
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NEBRASKA 
Central C.C. FT N Y N S S S M s s S M S s s JA s M M s 
Metropolitan C.C. FT N Y N S s S S s M s M s M s S 3 S 3 3 
Mid-Plains C.C. FT N Y N S s S S s 3 S S s S s S 3 S 3 3 
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M; Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 

> 

u. 
J 

S 
J' 4: iu 

If! 01 o 
^ » S 

f 
a o 

i 

1 

a 

5 a .jO Q S 
Ul 

o> 
i I-

3 U 

/ .Q 

C Ql 
o 

e u c s 
o 

C 0) 
£ 

/ 
0) .c 

I-

/ 

t? >" 
at Q 

I 

cf 

1 
I" a 

c 

/ 
1 01 or 

i n to 

NEW JERSEY 
Atlantic C.C. FT N Y Y S FP FP 3 M 3 3 JA 3 3 3 M 3 FP FP 3 
Bergen C.C. FT N Y Y S S 3 3 3 S 3 M 3 S 3 3 3 3 FP 3 
Brool<dale C.C. FT N Y Y S 3 FP 3 FP S 3 JA 3 3 S 3 S M M 3 
Burlington C.C. FT N Y N S 3 3 S M S 3 JA 3 3 S 3 S 3 FP 3 
Camden County College FT N Y Y FP FP FP FP M JA 3 JA 3 3 3 M 3 M FP 3 
County College of Moms FT N Y Y S 3 3 FP FP 3 FP JA 3 3 3 3 3 3 FP M 
Cumberland County College FT N Y Y S 3 3 3 FP 3 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 M FP 3 
Gloucester County College FT N Y N s FP 3 3 3 3 3 JA 3 3 3 S 3 3 M 3 
Hudson County C.C. FT Y Y Y s FP 3 3 3 3 3 JA 3 3 3 S 3 M FP FP 
Mercer County College FT N Y Y s 3 FP 3 FP 3 3 JA 3 S 3 3 S FP M 3 
Middlesex County College FT N Y Y 3 3 S M FP 3 3 JA 3 S 3 3 S M FP S 
Ocean County College FT N Y Y 3 3 3 FP 3 3 S JA 3 S 3 FP S FP FP 3 
Passiac County C.C. FT N Y Y S FP S S FP 3 S FP 3 3 S S 3 S M S 
Salem C.C. FT N Y N S 3 S S 3 3 3 JA 3 3 3 3 S 3 M 3 
Union County College FT N Y N FP FP FP S FP FP 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 M FP 3 
Warren County C.C. FT N Y Y 3 FP 3 3 M S 3 JA 3 S 3 3 3 FP FP FP 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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NEW YORK 
Adirondacl< C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP FP FP FP S JA 3 FP 3 3 S FP FP 3 
Broome C.C. Both N Y Y S S S FP FP FP s JA S 3 3 S s FP FP 3 
Cayuga C.C. FT N Y Y S FP FP S FP FP s JA S S S FP 3 FP FP 3 
Clinton C.C. Both N Y N S FP S S M S 3 JA 3 FP S 3 3 FP M S 
Columbia-Greene C.C. FT Y Y Y S FP FP S FP S FP JA 3 FP 3 3 3 FP M FP 
Dutchess C.C. FT N Y Y S FP S S S 3 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 FP 
Finger Lakes C.C. FT N Y N S FP S FP M M 3 JA 3 M M M M FP FP 3 
Fulton-Montgomery C.C. FT N Y N S S S S FP S s JA S S S 3 S M FP S 
Genesee C.C. FT N Y Y S S S S FP FP S JA 3 FP S S 3 FP FP S 
Herkimer County C.C. FT N Y N S S S FP S S 3 FP 3 FP s S 3 FP FP M 
Hudson Valley C.C. Both N Y N S S S S FP FP 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 M FP 3 
Jamestown C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP FP FP FP 3 JA 3 3 3 FP 3 FP FP FP 
Jefferson C.C. FT N Y N S FP S S S FP 3 FP 3 3 3 3 3 FP FP 3 
Mohawk Valley C.C. FT N Y N S S FP S S M 3 JA 3 S 3 3 S 3 3 3 
Monroe C.C. FT N Y N FP S FP FP S FP 3 JA 3 3 3 FP 3 FP FP 3 
Nassau C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP FP FP FP FP FP JA 3 S FP 3 FP M FP FP 
North Country C.C. FT N Y Y S S S S S S 3 JA S S S 3 3 FP FP 3 
Onondaga C.C. Both N Y N S S S M FP FP 3 JA S S S 3 S M FP FP 
Orange County C.C. Both N Y Y S S S S FP FP S JA S S S 3 S M M FP 
Rockland C.C. Both N Y N S FP FP FP S S 3 JA S S 3 3 3 3 FP 3 
Schenectady County C.C. FT Y Y Y S S S FP M S 3 JA S 3 3 3 3 3 FP 3 
Sullivan County C.C. FT N Y N FP S FP FP S 3 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 FP M S 
Tompkins Cortland C.C. Both N Y N S S S S FP 3 3 JA 3 3 3 3 3 FP FP 3 
Ulster County C.C. FT Y Y Y S FP FP S FP FP S JA 3 3 3 JA S M S 3 
Westchester C.C. Both N Y N S FP FP S S FP S JA 3 S S JA 3 3 FP FP 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
iVI: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
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OHIO 
Central Ohio Tech FT Y Y Y S S FP M FP FP S JA 3 s S FP S FP M FP 
Cincinnati State Tech. & C.C. Both Y Y Y FP s FP FP S FP S JA s FP S S S FP FP FP 
Cuyahoga C.C. FT Y Y Y FP FP FP S FP M S JA s M S S s FP S S 
Edison State C.C. FT Y Y N S s S S FP S s JA S S s S s FP S S 
IHocldng Technical College FT Y Y Y M s FP FP M M FP JA S M s S M M S S 
Jefferson Technical College FT N Y Y M FP M M M M S JA S M s s M M M S 
Lalteland C.C. FT Y Y N M S FP S M M S JA S M s s M FP S M 
Michael J. Owens Technical College FT Y Y N M S FP M S M s JA S M s M M M S M 
Northwest State C.C. FT N Y N M S S FP S M s JA S M s M M M S S 
Owens C.C. FT N Y N M M FP M M M s JA S M s S M M S M 
Southern State C.C. FT Y Y N S FP FP FP FP FP s JA S FP s S S M S S 
Ten'a C.C. FT Y Y N S M S FP S S s JA S S s S S M S S 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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Blue Mountain C.C. FT Y Y Y M M FP S S FP S JA s s M s S s FP S 
Clackamas C.C. FT Y Y N S M FP M FP S FP JA s s S s s FP FP s 
Clatsop C.C. Both Y Y N S S S FP S FP S JA s FP S FP s FP FP M 
Lane C.C. Both Y Y N S FP FP S FP M S JA s M s FP s FP S S 
Linn Benton C.C. Both Y Y Y S FP FP S FP S S JA s S s FP s FP S S 
Mt. Hood C.C. FT Y Y Y S S FP S FP FP FP JA s FP s FP s FP FP FP 
Portland C.C. Both Y Y Y FP FP FP FP FP FP S JA s FP s S s FP FP S 
Rogue C.C. Both Y Y N FP M FP S FP FP S JA s FP s FP s FP S S 
SW Oregon C.C. FT N Y N FP S FP S FP FP S JA s FP s S s FP FP FP 
Treasure Valley C.C. Both Y Y N S S S M FP S S FP s S s FP s FP S S 
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PENNSYLVANIA 
Bucks County C.C. FT N Y N S FP FP M FP FP S JA S s s s s M M 3 
Butler County C.C. Both N Y N M S M JA M FP S JA s M M s M FP M FP 
C.C. of Allegheny County FT N Y N FP FP FP FP FP FP FP JA s s FP FP s M M FP 
C.C. of Beaver County FT N Y N S S FP FP FP M S JA s M S S 3 FP M FP 
C.C. of Philadelphia FT Y Y Y S S FP M S M S JA s M S S 3 3 3 3 
Delaware County C.C. FT N Y Y S 3 S S FP S S JA s S S S 3 M FP FP 
Lackawanna Junior College FT N Y N S S S S FP S S JA s S S S 3 M 3 S 
Lehigh Carbon C.C. FT N Y N S S S FP FP S S JA s S S S 3 FP FP 3 
Luzerne C.C. FT N Y N S S S FP FP S S FP s S S s s FP 3 3 
Montgomery County C.C. FT N Y N S S FP FP FP S S JA s S S s S FP FP FP 
Northampton County Area C.C. FT N Y N S S S S FP FP S JA s S S s S S FP 3 
Thaddeus Stevens FT N Y Y M S S FP S FP FP JA s S S s S s s 3 
Westmoreland County C.C. FT N Y N S FP S S FP FP S FP s S S 3 S FP S 3 
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C. C. of Rhode Island Both Y Y Y FP S FP s FP FP S JA S FP s S s M FP M 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: Management 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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WASHINGTON 
Bellevue C.C. Both Y Y N FP FP FP FP FP FP S JA s s 3 FP FP FP FP FP 
Big Bend C.C. Both Y Y N S FP FP FP FP FP S JA s M 3 FP FP FP S FP 
Clark College Both Y Y Y S FP FP FP FP FP S JA s S S FP 3 FP FP FP 
Columbia Basin College FT Y Y N S S 3 FP S S 3 JA s 3 S S S FP FP FP 
C.C. of Spokane Both N Y Y FP FP FP FP FP FP 3 JA 3 3 S M S FP M FP 
Edmonds C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP FP FP FP FP FP JA 3 3 3 FP FP FP FP FP 
Everett C.C. FT N Y Y FP FP FP FP M FP S JA s 3 S FP 3 S S FP 
Highline C.C. Both N Y N FP FP FP FP FP FP S JA s FP S FP 3 FP S FP 
Lower Columbia College FT N Y N FP FP FP FP FP FP S JA S FP S FP 3 FP M FP 
Olympic College Both Y Y N S FP FP FP S FP S JA S S S S 3 M FP FP 
Peninsula C.C. Both N Y Y S FP FP FP FP FP S JA 3 S S FP 3 FP FP FP 
Pierce College Both N Y Y S FP FP S FP S 3 JA 3 3 S FP 3 FP FP 3 
Seattle C.C.D. (North Seattle) Both N Y Y FP S JA FP FP FP 3 JA 3 FP 3 FP S FP FP FP 
Seattle C.C.D. (South Seattle) Both N Y Y FP S JA FP FP FP 3 JA 3 FP 3 FP S FP FP FP 
Seattle C.C.D. (Seattle Central) Both N Y Y FP S JA FP FP FP 3 JA 3 FP 3 FP S FP FP FP 
Shoreline C.C. FT Y Y N S S S FP S S 3 JA 3 S 3 S S FP FP FP 
Sl<agit Valley College Both Y Y Y S S S S FP S 3 JA 3 3 3 FP S FP S FP 
South Puget Sound C.C. FT Y Y N S FP FP FP FP 3 3 JA S 3 S S S FP FP FP 
Tacoma C.C. Both N Y Y M FP FP FP S FP 3 JA S M S FP S FP 3 FP 
Whatcom C.C.D. Both Y Y Y S S FP FP FP FP S JA S FP S FP S FP 3 FP 
Yakima Valley C.C. Both Y Y Y S FP FP FP S S S JA S S S S FP FP FP FP 
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FP: Faculty Participation 
M: IVIanagement 
JA: Joint Action 
S: Silent 
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WISCONSIN 
Blackhawk C.C. FT N Y N S s S S M S S JA 3 3 S S 3 M M 3 
Fox Valley C.C. Both N Y N S 3 S FP FP M 3 JA 3 M 3 3 S M FP 3 
Gateway Technical College Both Y Y N S FP FP FP M M 3 JA 3 M 3 3 S M M 3 
Lakeshore Technical College Both N Y N S FP S S S S 3 JA 3 3 FP FP 3 M S S 
Madison Area Technical College FT N Y Y S FP FP S JA S FP JA S 3 3 FP 3 3 M S 
Mid-State Technical College FT N Y N S FP FP S S S 3 JA S 3 3 3 3 M FP S 
Moraine Park Technical College FT N Y N s S FP FP M M 3 JA S M 3 3 3 FP FP 3 
Nicolet Area Tech, College Both N Y N s FP S FP M M S JA 3 M 3 3 3 M FP 3 
Northcentral Technical College Both N Y N s FP FP M M M FP JA 3 M S 3 3 M FP 3 
Southwest Wisconsin Tech. Col. FT N Y N s S FP FP M M S JA 3 3 S S 3 M 3 3 
Waukesha County Tech. Col. Both N Y N s s S FP FP S S JA 3 S S S S M S S 
Western Wisconsin Tech. Col. Both N Y N s s S FP S S 3 JA 3 3 S S 3 M M 3 

209 

Appendix P 



210 

REFERENCES 

Alfred, R. L. (1998, September). Shared governance in community colleges. 
Education Commission of the States Policv Paper. Denver, CO: Education 
Commission of the States. 

Alfred, R. L. (1998). Redesigning community colleges to compete for the future. 
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 22 (4), 315-333. 

Alfred, R. L. & Carter, P. (1999). New colleges for a new century: organizational 
change and development in community colleges. In J.C. Smart & W.G. Tierney 
(Eds.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theorv and Research (1999, pp. 240-
283). 

American Association of Community Colleges (2000). National profile of 
communitv colleges: trends & statistics. 3'^'' Ed. Washington, D.C.: 
Community College Press. 

American Association of University Professors (1966). Statement 
on government of colleges and universities. [On-line]. Available: 
http://www.aaup.org/govern.htm 

Annunziato, F.R. (1995). From conflict to accord: collective bargaining at the academy. 
New Directions for Higher Education. 92 51-57. 

Arnold, G. B. (2000). The politics of facultv unionization: the experience of three New 
England universities. Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey. 

Baker, G., & Associates (1992). Cultural leadership: inside America's communitv 
colleges. Washington, D.C. : The Community College Press. 

Baldridge, J.V. & Kemerer, F. R. (1976). Academic senates and faculty collective 
bargaining. In G. L. Riley & J. V. Baldridge (Eds.), Governing academic 
organizations (1977, pp. 327-347). 

Baldridge, J.V. & Kemerer, F. R. (1977). Images of governance: Collective bargaining 
Versus traditional models. In G. L. Riley & J. V. Baldridge (Eds.), Governing 
academic organizations (1977, pp. 252-271). 

Baldridge, J. V. (1971). Environmental pressure, professional autonomy, and coping 
strategies in academic organizations. In Baldridge, J.V. (Ed.), Academic 
governance. (1971, pp. 507-529). Berkley, CA: McCutchan Publishing 
Corporation. 



211 

REFERENCES, continued 

Benjamin, R., & Carroll, S. (1998). Implications of the changed environment for 
governance in higher education. In W. Tiemey (Ed.), The responsive 
university. Baltimore: The John Hopkins University Press. 

Birnbaum, R. (1988). How colleges work. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

Birnbaum, R. (1991). The latent organizational functions of the academic senate: Why 
senates do not work but will not go away. In Peterson, M.W. (Ed.). 
Organization and governance in higher education, (pp. 195-207). Needham 
Heights MA: Simon & Schuster. 

Birnbaum, R. (1992). How academic leadership works: Understanding success and 
failure in the college presidency. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Bronfenbrenner, K. & Juravich, T. (2001, January). Universities should cease hostilities 
with unions. The Chronicle of Higher Education. B24. 

Burgess, R. G. (1984). In the field: An introduction to field research. Boston: Allen & 
Unwin. 

California Education Code (EDUCATION CODE SECTION 87743-87746). 

Castells, M. (1996). The rise of the network societv. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell 
Publishers. 

Clark, B.R. (1987). The academic life: small worlds, different worlds. Princeton 
New Jersey: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 

Cohen, A. & Brawer, F. (1996). The American community college. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Corson, J. J. (1960). Governance of colleges and universities. New York: McGraw Hill. 

Deas, E. (1994). Board and administration relationships contributing to community 
college climate: A case study. Community College Review. 22 (1) 44-52. 

Dill, D. D. (1982). The management of academic culture: Notes on the management of 
meaning and social integration. In Peterson, M.W. (Ed.). Organization and 
Governance in Higher Education. (1991, pp. 182-194) 4^'' Ed. Needham Heights: 
Simon & Schuster. 



212 

REFERENCES, continued 

DiMaggio, P.J. & Powell, W.W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: institutional 
isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American 
Sociological Review. 48 147-159. 

Duryea, E. D. (1973). Evolution of university organization. In M. W. Peterson, (Ed.). 
Organization and governance in higher education. (1991, pp. 3-16). Needham 
Heights: Simon & Schuster. 

Gergen, K. J. (1993). Organizational theory in the postmodern era. In M.C. Brown (Ed.), 
Organization and governance in higher education. (2000, S"' ed., pp. 523-536). 
Boston: Pearson Custom Publishing. 

Gilmour Jr., J. (1991). Participative governance bodies in higher education: Report of a 
national study. New Directions for Higher Education 75. 27-39. 

Grubb, N. W. & Associates (1999). Honored but invisible: An inside look at teaching 
in communitv colleges. New York: Routledge. 

Hardy, C. (1991). Configuration and strategy making in universities: broadening the 
scope. Journal of Higher Education 62. (4) 363-393. 

Hardy, C. (1990). Putting power into university governance. In J. Smart (Ed.), Higher 
Education: Handbook of Theorv and Research VI. (pp.393-426). New York: 
Agathon Press. 

Hawthorne, E. M. & Levin, J.S. (no date). Out of control: When formal governance is not 
governance at all. Unpublished manuscript. 

Held, D., McGrew, A., Goldblatt, D. & Perraton, J. (1999). Global transformations. 
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Hines, E. R. (2000). The governance of higher education. In J. C. Smart & 
W. G. Tierney (Eds.), Higher Education: Handbook of Theorv and Research. 
XV. (pp.105-155). New York: Agathon Press. 

Hurd, R., Bloom, J. & Johnson, B.H. (1998, January). Directorv of facultv contracts 
and bargaining agents in institutions of higher education. Vol. 24. Baruch 
College, The City University of New York: The National Center for the Study of 
Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and the Professions. 



213 

REFERENCES, continued 

Johnstone, R. L. (1981). The scope of faculty collective bargaining: an analysis of 
faculty union agreements at four-year institutions of higher education. 
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 

Kaplin, W. A. & Lee, B. (1995). The law of higher education: A comprehensive 
guide to legal implications of administrative decision-making. 3"* Ed. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Katz, H.C. & Kochan, T. A. (2000). An introduction to collective bargaining and 
industrial relations. Boston: Irwin McGraw-Hill. 

Kelleher, J. (2000). Review of traditional and collaborative models for negotiation. 
Journal of Collective Negotiations, 29 (4) 321-335. 

Kissler, G.R. (1997, July/August). Who decides which budgets to cut? The Journal 
of Higher Education. 68 (4) 427-459. 

Lee, B. A. (1980-81). Faculty role in academic governance and the managerial 
exclusion: impact of the Yeshiva University decision. Journal of College 
& University Law, 7(3-4) 222-266. 

J.S. (2002a). Personal communication. 

J.S. (2002b, April). The baccalaureate degree and the evolving identity of the 
community college. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Council for the 
Study of Community Colleges, Seattle, WA. 

J.S. (2001a). Globalizing the community college: Strategies for change in the 
twenty-first century. New York: PALGRAVE. 

J.S. (2001b). Public policy, community colleges, and the path to globalization. 
Higher Education. 42 (2), 237-262. 

J.S. (2001c). The globalized community college. Paper presented at the annual 
Meeting of the Canadian Society for the Study of Higher Education, Quebec City. 

J.S. (2000a). Personal communication. 

J.S. (2000b). What's the impediment?: Structural and legal constraints to 
Shared governance in the community college. The Canadian Journal of 
Higher Education XXX. 2. 87-122. 

Levin, 

Levin, 

Levin, 

Levin, 

Levin, 

Levin, 

Levin, 



214 

REFERENCES, continued 

Los Angeles Community College District (1996-99). Agreement between the Los 
Angeles Commimity College District and the American Federation of Teachers 
College Guild. Local 1521. CFT/AFT. AFL/CIO. 

Marginson, S. (1997). Educating Australia: government, economy and citizen since 1960. 
Melbourne: Cambridge University Press. 

Marginson, S., & Considine, M. (2000). The enterprise university: power, governance 
and reinvention in Australia. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Mason, J. (1996). Qualitative researching. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

McCormick, A. C. (2000). The 2000 Carnegie classification: background and description. 
[On-line]. Available: www.carengiefoundation.org/Classification/CIHE2000. 

Miller, M.T., Vacik, S. M., & Benton, C. (1998). Community college faculty 
involvement in institutional governance. Community College Journal of Research 
and Practice. 22. 645-654. 

Miller, M.T. (2002). Faculty governance unions and their leaders: A national profile. 
The NEA 2002 Almanac of Higher Education, pp. 51-58. 

Mintzberg, H. (1979). The professional bureaucracy. In Peterson, M.W. (Ed.). 
Organization and Governance in Higher Education. (1991, pp. 53-75) 4"^ Ed. 
Needham Heights: Simon & Schuster. 

Mintzberg, H. (1984). Power and organization life cycles. In Hardy, C. (Ed.). 
Power and politics in organizations. (1995, pp. 125-142). Brookfield: 
Dartmouth. 

Morphew, C.C. (Spring 1999). Challenges facing shared governance within the college. 
New Directions for Higher Education. 105. 71-79. 

Morgan, G. (1997). Images of organization. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications. 

Morris, W. (Ed.). (1975). The American heritage dictionary of the English language. 
Dallas: American Heritage Publishing and Houghton Mifflin. 

National Education Association (1998-99). Higher education contract analysis 
system. CD-ROM, Windows Version 6.1. NEA: Higher Education Research 
Center. 

http://www.carengiefoundation.org/Classification/CIHE2000


215 

REFERENCES, continued 

National Education Association (1995-96). Higher education contract analysis 
system. CD-ROM, Windows Version 3.1. NEA: Higher Education Research 
Center. 

Phillippe, K.A., & Patton, M. (2000) National profile of community colleges: Trends 
and statistics (3'^'' Ed.). Washington, D.C.: Community College Press, 
American Association of Community Colleges. 

Piland, W.E. & Bublitz, R.F. (1998). Faculty perceptions of shared goyernance in 
California community colleges. Community College Journal of Research 
and Practice. 22 99-110. 

Rhoades, G. (1998). Managed professionals: unionized faculty and restructuring 
academic labor. New York: State University of New York Press. 

Rhoades, G. (1992). Goyernance: models. In B. L. Clark & G. Neaye (Eds.), The 
encyclopedia of higher education (pp. 1376-1384). New York: Pergamon Press. 

Richardson R.C. Jr., Blocker, C.E., & Bender, L.W. (1972). Governance for the two-
year college. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 

Riley, G. L. & Baldridge, J. V. (Eds.). (1977). Governing academic organizations: New 
problems new perspectives. Berkley: McCutchan Publishing. 

Ritzer, G. (1998). The McDonaldization thesis: exploration and extensions. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Rodenhouse, M. P. & Torrengrosa, C. H. (Eds.). (1998). 1998 higher education directory. 
Falls Church, VA: Higher Education Publications, Inc. 

Rubinstein, A. (1982). Perfect equilibrium in a bargaining model. Econometrica. 50 (1) 
97-109. 

Schugurensky, D., & Higgins, K. (1996). From aid to trade: new trends in international 
education in Canada. In R. Raby & N. Tarrow (Eds.), Dimensions of the 
community college: International, intercultural. and multicultural (pp. 53-78). 
New York: Garland Publishing. 

Schuster, J. H., Smith, D.G., Corak, K.A., & Yamada, M.M. (1994). Strategic 
goyernance: how to make big decisions better. Phoenix, Arizona: Oryx Press. 



216 

REFERENCES, continued 

Slaughter, S. & Leslie, L. (1997). Academic capitalism: politics, policies, and the 
entrepreneurial university. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press. 

Smallwood, S. (2001, April 27). A faculty strike in Hawaii shuts down public 
education. The Chronicle of Higher Education, A16-A18. 

SPSS. (1999). SPSS base 10.0. Chicago, IL: SPSS. 

Teeple, G. (1995). Globalization and the decline of social reform. New Jersey: 
Humanities Press. 

Thaxter, L. P. & Graham, S. W. (1999). Community college faculty involvement in 
decision-making. Community College Journal of Research and Practice. 23. 
655-674. 

Tierney, W. G. (1988). Organizational culture in higher education: defining the 
essentials. In Peterson, M.W. (Ed.). Organization and Governance in Higher 
Education. (1991, pp. 126-139) 4"^ Ed. Needham Heights: Simon & Schuster. 

Tierney, W. G. (1993). Critical leadership and decision making in a postmodern world, 
p. 537-549 in M.C. Brown (Ed.). Organization and governance in higher 
education. (2000). 5"^ Ed. Boston: Pearson Custom Publishing. 

Toma, J. D. (2001). Personal communication on review of earlier draft of the research. 

Twombly, S. & Townsend, B. (Eds.). (2001). Community colleges: policy in the future 
context. Westport, CT: Ablex Publishing. 

Twombly, S., & Townsend, B. (2001). Conclusion: the future of community college 
policy in the 21®' century. In B. Townsend & S. Twombly (Eds.), Community 
colleges: policy in the future context (pp. 283-298). Westport, CT: Ablex 
Publishing. 

Waters, M. (1995). Globalization. New York: Routledge. 

Weick, K. E. (1976, March). Educational organizations as loosely coupled systems. 
In Peterson, M.W. (Ed.). Organization and governance in higher education. (1991, 
pp. 103-117). 4^'^ Ed. Needham Heights MA: Simon & Schuster. 

White, K.B. (1998). Shared governance in California. New Directions for Community 
Colleges (102), pp. 19-29. 



217 

REFERENCES, continued 

Wiley, C. (1993). The effect of unionization on community college faculty 
remuneration: An overview. Communitv College Review. 21 (1), 48-57. 

Williams, G. B. & Zirkel, P. A. (1988). Academic penetration into faculty collective 
bargaining contracts in higher education. Research in Higher Education. 28(11 
76-95. 

Woodworth, W. P. & Meek, C. B. (1995). Creating labor-management partnerships. 
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 


