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INTRODUCTION

Faculty collective bargaining is a new phenomenon in the world of
higher education. Unlike many educational theories and systems which
trace their history over decades and centuries, collective bargaining in
postsecondary education began its active existence about fifteen years
ago. Negotiations involving two-year schools are generally récognized
as beginning at Milwaukee Technical Institute in 1963; the first acknowl-
edged bargaining among four-year institutions occurred at the United
States Merchant Marine Academy in 1966. These two institutions were
both publicly supported; private academic institutions were not legally
able to engage in collective bargaining due to prohibitions in the
National Labor Relations Act. These restrictions were removed in 1970.

The forces that precipitated the move to faculty collective bargain-
ing represented an array of pressures that had been building for years.
Higher education has stood as the example of measured organizational
development. The antecedents of modern higher education and collective
bargaining are found in the records of the medieval masters and doctors'
gullds. As these guilds grew in stature and power they became the com-
munities of scholars. Over the centuries these "communities" solidi-
fied their place in the life of the university.

Eighteenth and early nineteenth century American colleges and
universities were run by small, closely-knit groups of faculty. Faculty
backgrounds and experiences were generally homogeneous; they had all

experienced the same educational process and were prepared to teach a



restricted body of knowledge. Administrative needs, which were quite
limited, were usually hanaled by one faculty member.

The late nineteenth and first half of the twentieth century wit-
nessed an ever-increasing change of pace. New disciplines and fields of
study came into existence and were added to the curricula. Programs
of study diversified and faculty emerged from an expanding range of
backgrounds. Faculty and administrative activities were increasingly
distinguished from one another. |

The midpoint of the twentieth century saw higher education standing
on the threshold of even greater change. Increasing enrollment and ex-
ploding expectations from society accelerated the growth of postsecondary
education. The G.I. Bill opened higher education to thousands of stu-
dents who would never have considered additional education as a possible
way to improve their life. The Rugsian "sputnik" brought postsecondary
education onto the national and international scene as another factor
to influence international relations.

The cuimination came in the last half of the 1960s and the early
1970s. Society was in turmoil as new groups demanded a voice in the
decision-making processes. Higher education was not exempt from these
demands. Special interest groups, in growing numbers, argued for a role
in determining the direction of postsecondary education. Arguments were
heard for increased accountability on the part of academicians.

One method of extending accountability appeared to be to modify the
traditional academic governance structure. Faculty saw their status

being altered and their participation in governance activities being



modified. Corson (71, p. 10) lists four ways in which governance

changed.

The individual institution is now part of a system, it
is no longer a free standing, autonomous institution.

Decisions within the individual institution are subject

to review and even to prescription, by govermmental

agencies to a degree unforeseen (and unacceptable). . . .

Collegiality in the making of the most fundamental deci-

sions of the individual institutions has been diminished,

altered and, in some instances, abandoned. The leader-

ship of the individual institution has been delimited in

scope and diminished in power and prestige.

Wollett (263, p. 8) notes that individuals in large statewide s&s-
tems of higher education have become further and further removed from
decision-making and governance processes. Individuals in authority have
become impersonal and anonymous as verdicts are handed down affecting
the life of the organization. Although not peculiar tc the multiversity,

it appears to be more common in the small institutions., In fact, the

tendencies toward strong faculty government seem more likely to occur

fes?

in the largcer schools than in the smaller. Faculty governance, in the
latter, tends to become a funmel for decisions made elsewhere (Baldridge,
25, p. 65).

Some faculty, sénsing a change in their position in society, sought
a way to preserve and possibly enhance, their standing. Collective
bargaining became the new means for them to respond to societal pres-
sures. Although the benefits of organizing for collective action had
been demonstrated for years by labor unions, these examples were largely

overlooked by the professoriate. Only as public school teachers and

various minority groups successfully used collective bargaining to
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achieve their goals in the late 1960s did faculty begin to consider its
utility.

Legal constraints which effectively prohibited public employee
bargaining had to be eliminated before faculty could emulate other groups.
Historically, there had been three arguments used to prevent public sec-
tor bargaining. The common law doctrine of sovereignty, the illegal
delegation of legislative and executive power, and the belief that govern-
ment employment was a privilege not a right were used to inhibit union-
ization in governmental bodies.

Although the modification of these positions began about 1950, real
change was dependent upon legislation. The first state to legislatively
authorize public sector collective bargaining was Wisconsin in 1959.

The New York law, known as the Taylor Law, enacted in 1967 had the great-
est impact on faculty bargaining as it permitted the State University

of New York (S.U.N.Y.) and the City University of New York (C.U.N.Y.)
systems to organize. Executive orders 10988 (issued January 19, 1962)
and 11491 (issued October 29, 1969) promulgated by Presidents Kennedy and
Nixon, respectively, provided federal employees with the right to organ-
ize. Currently, forty-three states have developed some type of legal
basis for public sector bargaining. The faculty in scme of these states
is still denied the right to bargain due to their exclusion from specifi-
cally identified groups of public employees.

The National Labor Relations Act governed private sector bargaining
but for years private educational institutions were exempted from the

Act by the Columbia decision (97 NLRB No. 72, 29 LRRM 1098, 1951). The
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National Labor Relations Board finally reversed its stance in 1970 with
the Cornell decision (183 NLRB No. 41, 74 LRRM 1269, 1970); Jurisdiction
was assumed by the Board. Subsequent standards were set exempting pri-
vate educational institutions with a gross income of less than one
million dollars.

Although legalized faculty bargaining is a recent phenomenon, faculty
organizations have had a long existence in higher education. The_Ame:;gan‘
Association of University Professors (AAUP), founded in 1915, has been
the largest faculty organization and generally acknowledged as the de-
fender of faculty rights and privileges. The American Federation of
Teachers (AFT), established in 1916, only begaﬁ to expand its activities
in higher education within the past decade. The National Education Asso-
ciation (NEA) organized in the midnineteenth century and long associated
with‘public school teachers expanded its relationship with higher educa-
tion in the 1960s. As the full potential of the field of higher education
as a source of new members was recognized these three groups expanded
their respective organizational activities. The competition among them
has often been fierce.

Each of these organizations has been faced by stereotypical rolls
as bargaining agents. The AFT has carried its ancestry of the AFL-CIO
and industrial unionism. There has been a tendency for the AFT to be
selected by community colleges where substantial numbers of the faculty
are already members of the trade unions. The NEA has been known as the
public school teachers' union. The faculty of the emerging universities

and former teachers colleges have tended to support the NEA. Many of



the faculty at these institutions began their teaching careers in public
school systems. The AAU? has enjoyed an advantage with the faculty from
more established and elite institutions. Position statements on govern-
ance from each of these groups are found in Appendix B.

Observers of faculty collective bargaining have commented upon the
varying rates at which faculty unionization has spread through the dif-
ferent types of institutions. Community and junior colleges have been
the most. extensively organized. This may be due, at least partially, to
the newness of most of these unitg, the absence of .a system for decision-
making, and the public school ties. Kemerer (145, p. 92) argues that
because two-year institutions experienced the fastest grewth during the
past decade, they are likely to be the most affected by no-growth condi-
tions. Former teachers colleges or emerging state universities have been
identified as the group next most susceptible to faculty unionization.
Individuals at these inétitutions developed their professional identity
and role in one context and have been forced to adapt to an altered set
of circumstances (126, p. 51). A transition of this type and the re-
sultant adjustments are seldom easy; unionization is often viewed as a
mechanism for coping with this change.

Another institutional category, the less prestigious liberal arts
colleges, should also be included here. Kemerer describes them as:

seriously threatened by rising costs and declining enroll-

ments. Although most of these faculty members consider

themselves relatively privileged, they are more likely to

fear the loss of past gains as harassed administrators in

their schools try to cope with both a no-growth era and the

uncompetitive position . . . vis-a-vis low tuition state
institutions. . . . (145, p. 92)



Faculty at research universities or elite liberal arts colleges where a
tradition of strong faculty participation in decision-making exists have

been the least amenable to collective bargaining.

National faculty groups were ready to act when public sector bar-
gaining was legitimized. Individual faculty and administrators had to
educate themselves about unionization and collective bargaining. Four
basic premises supply the foundations for unions (221, p. 253). First,
there is conflict between eﬁployees and administrators; second, an organ-
jization is accepted by the employees as their exclusive representative;
third, protection extends to individuals and small groups; and fourth,
the employee organization must win its exclusive status within a legal

framework.

Faculty bargaining is often viewed as a monolithic structure but
several approaches have been identified. Begin (34, pp. &4, 5, 6, 7)
has identified three types of unionism among organized faculties.

1. Defensive unionism. The distinguishing features of this
type aie the prior existence of a fairly well ests ablished
tradition of faculty participation in governance. . . .
In the late 1960's a combination of pressures appeared
that seemed to threaten the position of the faculties.

. . . They were interested in converting what had been a
relatively informal system of delegated authority . . . ,
into one with firm commitments that would have the weight

of binding contracts if these could be negotiated.

2. Constitutional unionism. . . . has appeared in some
institutions with little of the traditional governance
arrangements. . . . This may have been because they
were new institutions or were institutions so drasti-
cally changed from their original form or function. . . .

« « « » the union is accepted from the start as the
basic arm of faculty in the "constitutional convention"
stage of developing the system of governance. The



governance system is the product of bargaining and is
contractually based. . . .

3. Reform unionism. . . . any type of unionism that pro-.

duces changes in established practices of institutional
operatien. . . .

There appears to be no place in this triumvirate for union activity
that does not deal with extremes of governance conditionms.

Scholars studying academic collective bargaining have not only dif-
ferentiated between types of unionism, they have also distinguished be-
tween bargaining philosophies. The ease with which a particular philos-
ophy may be followed is controlled by both the brand of unionism and,
most important, by the legislation facilitating bargaining, Mortimer
(195, pp. 5, 6) has identified three philosophies.

The first type is the limited baxgaining philosophy . . . ,

the collective bargaining contract is basically limited to

employment issues. . . . There tends to be little or no
contractual reference to governance matters. . . .

The second . . . is called stzuctural bargaining, . . .
The scope of issues treated in the contract is broader
« « +» 5 the issue may be treated in the contract but in
structural terms onlv. There would be no refévrence t6 com-
trolling policies or the criteria to be used in decisicn
making.

The third . . . is called comprehensive bargaining
. « « , the scope of issues treated in the contract is
broad, and they are handled in both procedural and policy
terms, These contracts may incorporate . . . a variety of

other institutional documents . . . , and thereby make
them binding.

Faculty collective bargaining is & multichanneled process. It may
be impossible tc answer whether the particular approach to bargaining a
faculty selects is the one best suited to the organizational enviromment.

One possible way to find an answer is to question faculty regarding



changes in institutional climate or conditions. There is little doubt
it is easier to determine the extent of change in the economic aspects
of an organization than it is in the noneconomic. The subjective basis
for the evaluation of many of the nonmonetary issues makes it difficult
to reach agreement on what has happened. The consequence has been that
most studies of academic collective bargaining have avoided the non-

economic topics,
Problem Statement

Colleges and universities have traditionally governed themselves in
an informal manner. As long as institutions and their faculty remained
small, the individual faculty member could remain the focal point of
the organization's actions. Rules and regulations could remain largely
unwritten and still be applied successfully, This mode of operation
came to be accepted and preferred by most academicians and administra-
tions as the proper way to manage higher education.

The growth and unrest which characterized higher education in the
1960s dramatized the need to change governance structures and procedures.
Students and minority groups demanded a voice and input in deciding
how education's fiscal resources should be spent, state and federal
govermmental units required increased accountability, and faculty wanted
greater support and fewer controls over their actions. Faculty collec-
tive bargaining was viewed as a method of coping with competing demands.
The heart of the unionization process is a codification of the rules

governing the work place. The process of formalizing and standardizing
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policies and procedures can be an unsettling experience to an organiza-
tion that had functioned informally. A common assumption associated with
change of this nature is that various activities will be severely re-
stricted. This seems to be the case with the collective bargaining
process in higher education although it has never been demonstrated.
Faculty and administrators assume their roles will be significantly
changed and restricted under the new conditions. There has been no study
of whether or not this does occur. The purpose of this study is to de-
termine faculty and administtrator perceptions of changes in the way
governance issues are handled. Faculty and administrators were asked to
state their perceptions of the level of faculty participation at two
points in time. The first of these was the perception of faculty partic-
ipation in governance at the time of the bargaining representation elec-
tion. The other was the perception of governance as it is conducted

today. .If faclty perceived changes in governance that are favorable to

them, they should be increasingly supportive of collective bargaining.
Purpose of Study

The literature of éollective bargaining in higher education has
grown at a phenomenal rate gince 1970. Accounts describing the unioniza-
t varicus institutionsg are available. Studies ana-
lyzing the consequences of collective bargaining on various activities
have been conducted. WNowhere has the rank-and-file faculty been asked
for their perceptions of the impact of collective bargaining.

This study is specifically designed to determine the congruence
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between faculty and administrator perceptions of governance changes at

selected four-year institutions that have negotiated collective bargain-

ing contracts and those that have voted "no-agent". The following

hypotheses are to be tested.

1.

6.

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance
between faculty at institutions having different bargaining
agents,

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance
between administrators at institutions having different
bargaining agents,

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance
between administrators and faculty at institutions having
different bargaining agents.

There will be congruent perceptiions of changes in governance
between faculty at unionized institutions and those that
voted "no-agent".

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance

between administrators at unionized institutions and those

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance
between faculty and administrators at unionized institutions
and those that woted "no-agent".

There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance
between faculty at the different categories of unionizad

institutions.
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8. There will be cbngruent perceptions of changes in governance
between administrators at the different categories of
unionized institutions.,

9. There will be congruent perceptions of changes in governance

between faculty and administrators at the different categories

of unionized institutions.
The influence of various demographic factors will be analyzed as

well as the effect of whether am institution is public or private.
Key Terms and Definitions

The following definitions of key terms are provided so there can
be a common understanding of the language used throughout the project.

1. Collective bargaining: ". . . a continuing institutional rela-

tionship between an employer entity (govermmental or private) and a
labor organization (union or association) representing exclusively a
defined group of employees of said employer (appropriate bargaining
unit) concerned with the negotiation, administration, interpretation and
enforcement of written agreemenis covering joint understandings as to
wages or salaries, rates of pay, hours of work and other conditions of
employment" (75, p. 42).

2. Governance: ". . . the structures and the processes of deci- |
sion making" (57, p. vii). ". . . the processes by which decisions are
made, who particibates in these processes, the structure that relates
thoge individuals, the effort that is made to see to it that decisions

once made are carried out, and the processes used to evaluate the
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results that are achieved" (71, p. 9).

3. Authority: ". . . we mean effective influence. Effective in-
fluence may or may not be synonymous with legal authority, because there
may be a de-facto shift of decision-making power away from the party
‘with the de jure authority. . . . Thus, effective influence can be de-
scribed as the relative ability to specify the alternatives considered
in resolving a given issué and to control the determination of the alter-
native that is ultimately selected" (1, pp. 14, 15).

4, Administrative dominance: ". . . a situation in which the ad-

ministration makes decisions essentially on a unilateral basis with the
faculty exercising little or no influence. The faculty is merely informed
of decisions after they are made or consulted before a course of action

is selected, but the administration gives the faculty viewpoint only
pro-forma consideration" (1, p. 15).

5. Aéministrative primacy: ". . . authority resides primarily
y P

with the administration, but the faculty is actively consulted and its
views are given careful consideration in reaching a decision. Faculty
opinions may be presented in a formal manmer, using such techniquies as
resolutions or petitions forwarded to the administration., Faculty infiu-
ence may also be exercised by informal methods such as statements by
leading faculty members, passive resistance to administrative decisions,
and other manifestations of discontent. In any given decision, however,
administrative views are given greater weight if there is a division

of opinion" (1, p. 15).

6. Shared authority: ". . . both faculty and administration
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exercise effective influence in decision-making. The concept of shared
authority may be'ﬁmpiemented through various institutional procedures.,
For example, the formulation of educational policies may be carried out
by an academic senate comprised of faculty members and officials of the
administration. A joint grievance committee may be established to
handle disputes involving issues of personnel administration. Collec-
tive bargaining also constitutes a form of shared authority” (1, p. 15).

7. Facuity primacy: ". . . decision-making authority rests pri-

marily in the hands of the faculty, although provisions are made for
prior consultation with the administration and for the airing of admin-
istration views. In most public institutions, acceptance of the prin-
ciple of faculty primacy would involve tacit or explicit delegation to
the faculty of those powers legally vested in the administration or

f trustees" (1, p. 16).

8. Faculty dominance: ". . . unilateral decision-making authority

is vested in the faculty" (1, p. 16).

9, Research univergitieg: "These universitiee were on the list

of the 100 leading institutions in terms of federal financial support
in at least two out of the above three years [1968-69, 1969-70, 1970-71]
and awarded at least 50 Ph.D.'s (plus M.D.'s if a medical scﬂool was on
the same campus) in 1969-70. or they were among the leading 50 insti-
tutions in terms of the total number of Ph.D.'s (plus M.D.'s if on the
same campus) awarded during the years from 1560-61 to 1969-7CG" (56,

P. 2).

10. Doctoral-granting universities: '"These institutions awarded
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at least 10 Ph.d.'s in 1969-70 with the exception of a few new doctoral-
granting institutions that may be expected to increase the number of
Ph.D.'s awarded within a few years" (56, p. 2).

11. Comprehensive universities and colleges: ". . . includes

state colleges and some private colleges that offered a liberal arts
program and at least one professional or occupational program such as
teacher training or nursing. Many of the institutions in this group are
former teachers colleges that have recently broadened their programs to
include a liberal arts curriculum. Private institutions with fewer than
1,500 students and public institutions with fewer than 1,000 students

in 1970 are not included even though they may offer a selection of pro-
grams, because they were not regarded as comprehensive with such small
enrollments" (56, p. 2).

12, Liberal Arts colleges: "“These colleges scored 5 or above on

Astin's selectivity index or they were included among the 200 leading
baccalaureate-granting institutions in terms of numbers of their gradu-

ates receiving Ph.D.'s at 40 leading doctoral-granting institutions from

1920 to 1966" {56, p. 3).
Delimitations

1., The geographic dispersion of institutions prohibited the use
of any data gathering technique except the mailed questions.

2. A representative sample of colleges was selected in order to
secure a cross section of the institutions needed. The faculty at an

institution had to have voted for unionization or for the '"no-agent"
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option. The unionized institutions were further restricted by having
to have negotiated at least one contract. Institutions were categorized
by whether they were liberal arts colleges or comprehensive universi-
ties ot colleges as defined by the Carnegie Commission. A further sep-
aration was made into public and private schools.

3. Only four-year colleges and universities were selected. No
two-year community or junior colleges were chosen.

4, A random sample of fifty teaching facult& was drawn from each
institution, The sample was drawn using the most recent copy of the inj
stitution's catalog, available in the Iowa State University Library.

5. A fixed sample of administrative personnel was drawn for each
institution. The size of the sample varied from two to seven based upon
the number of administrators. Positions used were president, vice-presi-
dent for academic affairs, provost, vice-president for financial affairs,
dean of students and various academic deans.

6. Only single campus institutions with one exception were selected
for study. To permit a balanced analysis, a unit from the Vermont State

Coliege system was included in the survey.’
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Although faculty collective bargaining activity in higher education
is relatively new; initially, there was a surge of writing describing
collective bargaining and its adaptability to higher education. As
faculties decided to organize and negotiations began articles attempt-
ing to explain why a particular faculty made its choice became common-
place. Explanations and rationalizations were also produced to provide
an understanding of the decisions being made by labor boards and the
courts. Even though most of the writing on academic collective bargain-
ing was opinion based, substantive research into the causes and conse-
quences of collective bargaining was being undertaken at some institu-
tions across the country. Studies under the direction of Kenneth Mortimer
at Pennsylvania State University and J. Victor Baldridge at Stanford
University were initiated to provide basic data about collective bargain-
ing. Most of the research done by scholars from these schools was de-
scriptive in nature and restricted to one or a few incidents.

Prior to the review of literature appropriate indexes and abstracts

were searched for relevant publications. Dissertation Abstracts and the

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) [Current Index to

Journals in Education (CIJE) and Resources in Education (RIE)] data bases

were searched by computer. These automated searches were supplemented

and updated by manual searches. Education Index and Social Science

Citation Index were also examined manually. All sources were reviewed

from 1970 to the present. For the purposes of this research no studies
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of collective bargaining activities involving community or junior col-
leges were reviewed.

The literature reviewed for this study is arranged in two groups.
Cne contains writings about the governance of higher education; the

other, the effects of collective bargaining on academic governance.
Governance

The characteristic diversity of many aspects of American higher
education also permeates their governance systems. The forces support-
ing governance uniformity in other countries have either not been present
or not been able to influence the development of the American systems.
The presence of substantial variation, however, does not mean the ab-
sence of basic governance principles. The Carnegie Comrmission in a
1573 study (57, p. 5) commented upon five general features of academic
governance, 1. There has been the absence of strong control by the
federal governmment as state and local bodies have exercised most of the
direction. 2. The existence of both public and private sectors in
higher education. 3. Lay boards have been responsible for providing

the governance of each institution, public or private. 4. The board

has delegated significant amounts of authority to the institution's

pregident. 5. The departmen
unit for over a century.
The great diversity in higher education has prodded scholars to

bring order and reason to the chaos that has often typified academic

govermment. The result has been a continual search for theories or
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philosophies of governmance that could be applied to higher education.
Three of the most common theoretical systems used to provide an explana-
tion for what occurs are collegial, bureaucratic, and political struc-
tures.

The collegial approach to academic governance traces its antece-
dents to the concept of the community of scholars. The idea of a "com-
munity" had its origin in the Middle Ages with the fledgling universi-
ties and the companies of scholars. The autonomy and independence from
sacred and secular control enjoyed by the communities have been held as
the goal for contemporary scholars. For the collegial theory to work
several conditions must be satisfied. They are:

(a) there is a readily identifiable commonality of purpose

among participants . . . ; (b) there is at least the appear-

ance of participation satisfying to most; and (c) there is

loyalty to the process which tends to cause participants to

be loyal to the decisions reached. . . . (205, p. 50)

The largest obstacle to attaining these conditions today is the size of
most institutions., The commonality of interests and goals claimed for
faculty and administrators in the past is apparently only a memory
today. The dichotomy of views may increase as édministrators are drawn
from sources other than the ranks of the faculty. Faculty participa-
tion has grown more tenuous as the problems confronting higher education
have become more complex. Extended study is required to become conver-
sant with the options that are available and their relative merits.
Often the faculty have neither the interest nmor the time to devote to

the necessary preparation. As academicians view decisions being made

for them by other members of the institution there is less incentive
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to be loyal to the decisicn-making process.

The collegial approach to governance while it varies among colleges
and universities can be found at all levels within an institution. The
typical medium for collegial participation is the committee. The con-
tributions of these bodies range from weakly worded statements reflect-
ing the consensug of faculty opinion to formal definitive reports (176,
p. 16). Where collegial control exists the faculty generally oversees
the preparation and admission of new members to the profession; the se-
lection, promotion, and retention of colleagues; and the selection of
departmental chairpersons and deans (181, pp. 36, 37). The small facul-
ties of a century ago made collegial governance.a reality. Mazrola indi-
cates that collegiality in today's complex educational organization is
more often a dream of the past.

The apparent lack of siuczcess of the collegial theory necessitated
the application of an alternative system. Max Weber's bureaucratic
model of govermment was extended to higher education. The increasing
size of postsecondary education created conditions suitable for Weber's
system. Baldridge (25, pp. 3, 4) mentions six prominent bureaucratic
elements present in colleges and universities: 1) education institu-
tions are complex organizations chartered by the state making them
corporate entities with public obligations: 2) there is a formal hier-
archy with rules specifying the relations between organizational levels;
3) formal channels of communication exist; 4) definite authority rela-
tionships exist between officials at different layers in the institution;

5) the institution's work is governed by a formal set of rules and
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regulations; 6) bureaucratic characteristics are most evident in the
portions of the organizations that deal with people. The increasing
standardization of procedures and rules in response to federal and state
regulation have provided additional impetus to bureaucratization,

There are limits, however, to the applicability of bureaucratic
theory. Four points are made by Baldridge (25, pp. 4, 5) in explain-

ing the inadequacies.

First, the bureaucratic model tells us much about "authority",
that is legitimate, formalized power, but not much about the
other types of power based on nonlegitimate threats, the force

of mass movements, expertise, and appeals to emotion and senti-
ment . L] . .

Second, the bureaucratic paradigm explains much about the
formal structure but very little about the processes that give
dynamism to the structure. . . .

Third, the bureaucratic paradigm deals with the formal struc-
ture at any one point in time, but does not explain how the
organization changes over time. Finally, the bureaucratic
model does not deal extensively with the crucial task of policy-
formulation. The paradigm explains how policies may be carried
out in the most efficient fashion after they are set, but it
says little about the process by which the policy is established

4 £2 b 1
in the first place. . . .

These and other shortcomings in the bureaucratic system reinforced the
search for additional models of academic governance.

The most recent governance theory proposed for higher education is
the political model. The premise is advanced that complex organizations
can be studied as miniature political systems and the crucial process
to be examined is the policy formation procedures (29, p. 25). The
reason to concentrate on pclicy formation is based on the belief that
major policies commit an organization to certain goals and may dictate

the means used to achieve them. Baldridge, who is the principal
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proponent of the political model, has outlined six assumptions support-
ing his system (25, pp. 9, 10). 1. Conflict in a dynamic organization
is natural and to be expected, 2. A college or univefsity is made up
of many interest groups each trying to affect policy formation so their
goals and values will be given effect. 3. Small groups of politically
active elites control most decisions, but different elite groups con-
trol different decisions. 4. While elites may control the decisions
there is constant pressure to democratize the process., 5. Formai
authority in a bureaucratic sense is severely limited and most decisions
are the result of bargaining among power groups. 6. External forces
exert substantial influence on decisions insuring internal forces to
not make decisions in isolation.

None of these three systems is entirely satisfactory in providing
a theoretical foundation for academic governance. Some combination of
the systems appears to be a better approximation of reality. Whether
other governance models will be proposed in the future is impossible to
forecast. Two variations of the governance themes need to be inciuded
in this review. One is the union model of academic governance and the
other is the shared authority paradigm.

The union model simply transfers the essential principles of collec-
tive bargaining to academe. This model presumes faculty and adminis-
trators do not share the same goals or standards. The former believe
they are being sacrificed to the goal of increased efficiency while the
latter are convinceé@ the stability of the institution is being destroyed

to provide security and improved working conditions for the faculty.
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Conflict between the groups may become intense and stfained relations
may exist for an extended period (53, p. 42).

The shared authority paradigm and the collective bargaining process
have been equated with one another. There is an essential difference,
however, because the collective bargaining relationship is predicated
upon an adversarial stance. This is not true of the other model. A
significant amount of mutual trust and respect must exist among the
parties involved and the structures and functions of governance must be
considered legitimate (198, p. 15). This model provides the faculty
with primary responsibility for decision-making over topics such as ten-
ure, dismissal, curriculum, grades, and both the content and method of
instruction. Final authority, however, still rests with the governing
board (139, pp. 40, 41). Faculty participation must occur early enough
in the decision-making process to result in effective influence in order
for shared authority to exist. The definitive statement on shared
authority was produced in 1966 by the American Association of Univer-
sity Professors, the Ameriran Council on Education, and the Association
of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges. {See Appendix C.)

Many commentators believé shared authority may be the most desir-
able governance relationship for all parties in higher education.
Achieving this arrangement continues to be a long and ardpous task.

Three factors have been identified as being very influential in
determining the governance prccesses in effect, First, the enviromment,
which includes legal control, sources of financial support and relation-

ships with other societal groups, helps determine the conduct of
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decision-making. Second, the goals or the purposes of the institution
are also influential. Third, the size and complexity of the school may
affect governance arrangements (31, pp..27, 28). The diversity of condi-
tions present in higher education guarantees variety in decisisii-maziag
systems.

Riley and Baldridge (221, p. 194) state "there is no simple formula"
for determining who should participate in college or university govern-
ance. They list four categories of individuals who can claim a right to
participate in governing activities. They are (1) individuals who are
affected by campus activities, (2) individuals who are most competent
to do the campus work, (3) individuals whose cooperation is necessary to
the effectiveness of the campus, and (4) individuals who have given their
resources to the institution should be involved in regulating :he tam-
pus.

McConnell and Mortimer (171, p. 7) indicate faculty participation
in governance has come through specific delegation in some instances and
tacit approval in others on the part of governing boards. Active faculty
participation has been a fact-of-life at many institutions for years;
at others it has been a myth maintained to the satisfaction of all
parties.

The enviromment of higher education has resulted in governance pro-
cedures that are unique when compared to other systems. The president
or chief executive officer is appointed for an indefinite term and in
addition, a board of trustees, regents or governors, made up of individ-

uals outside of academe are relied upon very heavily. External
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nongovermmental groups have a significant influence on affairs in post-
secondary education (148, pp. 108, 109). The result is a governance
system for the faculty that culminates in a "faculty senate" which stands
as the symbol of the faculty's hereditary tie to the "community of
scholars®.

Faculty senates and academic departments have often assumed the role
of protectors of the collegial model of governance. Many times the
senate is used to reinforce the claim that the faculty are the univer-
sity.

The political nature of man means many

academic senates function more like legislative than forensic

or collegial bodies. The detailed and routine work is done

through senate committees and through the informal political

communication networks which are part of senate operation.

« « « 5 the votes that a senate takes may be important; but

it is questionable, given political maneuvering before the

meeting, that the debate is meaningful or changes the outcome

on an important issue. . . . (171, p. 41)

The presence of central administrators may confuse the nature of
some faculty senates and their participation may unduly influence the de-
liberations of other senates. Equally as damaging is the domination
of a faculty oligarchy that typically has close ties to the administra-
tion. Unless a topic achieves a high degree of notoriety most faculty
will let the oligarchy control the decision-making.

The growing size of faculties and the proliferation of departments
have caused even the oligarchic control of the senate to lose ground.

Critical issues are now confronted by the faculty as departmental units

or by the administration at the highest levels. In those instances
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where a senate deliberates Kemerer and Baldridge (146, pp. 139, 140)
indicate there is a belief the body responds to administrative rather
than faculty leadership.
The Impact of Faculty Colleétive Bargaining
Upon Academic Governance

The literature examining collective bargaining and its effect upon
academic governance has been separated into two categories for the pur-
poses of this review. One views the impact in broad terms while the

other relies on studies of specific incidents to analyze the impact of

faculty bargaining.

General studies

The advent of faculty unionization upon the campus scene has
prompted a debate on whether academic collective bargaining and the
faculty senate can coexist or are they mutually exclusive., Regin (37),
Brick (46), Garbarino and Aussieker (96), McConnell and Mortimer (171),
and Riley and Baldridge (221), have written about the incompatibility
of the two systems. All of these scholars support the belief that col-
lective bargaining will prove inimical to the faculty senate and that
a diminution of senate power will occur. However, Begin (35, pp. 2, 3)
in 1974, found no ingtances in which a faculty senate had disappeared
at an institution that had experienced faculty bargaining. Duryea et
al. (80, p. 208) believe it is inevitabie that unions will assume the
power presently held by senates, 1In their opinion, this transfer of

power will occur when the union sees its traditional areas of concern
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under fire,

Academic senates and faculty collective bargaining structures have
existed long enough for some comparisons to be made between them. In-
sights (132, pp. 56, 57) indicates that they are:

First, although senates may have some basis for their exist-
ence in the documents of the institution, their scope of
operations is dependent upon board or administrative approval.
In some cases, changes in senate structures and operations
are mandated by the board. . . . In contrast, no such uni-
lateral change could be made in the structure of a faculty
bargaining agent or in the terms of a negotiated contract
without prior approval of the agent and its governing body.

Second, academic senates nommally are dependent on institu-
tional appropriations for their operating funds. . . . A
faculty association or union relies on a dues structure for
its financial support. A local association will often re-
ceive additional funds and support services from its national
affiliate to help the costs of election campaigns and the
negotiation process. . . .

Third, many senates are based on individual campuses and do

not: raflect the statewide or multicampus nature of much of
higher education. Where statewide senates are in existence,
they have yet to develop substantial lobbying or political
power with state legislatures. Some associations, particularly
the National Education Association and the American Federation
of Teachers, claim they have such lobbying power and are ac-
tive in attempting to influence the political decision-making
process as it applies to the interests of education.

Fourth, the membership of senates usually includes faculty,
administrators, and, more recentiy, students. . . . Faculty
associations are more clearly dominated by faculty members--
some even exclude administrators from their membership. 1In
cases where the negotiation process has started, therz is a
legally binding separation between administrators (management)
and the faculty (employees), imposed by the definition of who
is in the "faculty" bargaining unit, . . .

Fifth, senates are likely to be less concerned about adequate
grievance and appeal mechanisms. They often do not provide an
avenue of appeal from thelr own decision., . . . Asscciations
negotiating contracts will almost always specify an avenue of
appeal from decisions made by either the faculty or the admin-
istration. (132, pp. 56, 57)
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In instances where power and influence accrues to the union the
faculty can no longer negotiate individual arrangements with the insti-
tution; an agreement is reached for the professoriate as a whole.
Second, informal persomnel policies and practices become precisely
phrased clauses in the contract. Third, no matter how restrictive the
bargaining law may be in regard to topics that may be negotiated, the
list of permissible subjects will grow.

Once a bargaining agent has the weight of statutory certifi-

cation behind it, a familiar process comes into play. First,

the matter of salaries is linked to the matter of workload;

workload is related directly to class size; class size to

range of offering; and range of offerings to curricular policy.

Pispute over class size may also lead to bargaining over ad-

misgions policies. . . . (48, pp. 1074, 1076)

Increased explicitness and uniformity in rules and regulations, and the
centralization of control appear to be the consequences of faculty
negotiations. Often an increase in faculty control of administrative
activities is forecast as the outcome of collective bargaining, however,
the opposite appears to be true. The concentration of power and decision-
making in the upper levels of the management hierarchy or with the
governing board is facilitated by the bargaining process (146, p. 9;

LY

43, pp. 206, 267).

Specific studies

Ladd and Lipset (151) utilized data from surveys in 1969 and 1972
to provide the earliest sampling of faculty opinion regarding unioniza-
tion. Most of thelr study was a demographic analysis of union sympathiz-
ers and opponents. Data indicate that supporters of collective bargain-

ing are likely to be younger, untenured, in the lower professional
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ranks and from the least prestigious imstitutions when compared with
faculty opposed to collective action (151, p. 16). Advocates also hold
more liberal political views.

The effects of unionism were examined in some detail by Ladd and
Lipset. The first issue reviewed was salary parity. Collective baréain-
ing has been used to install equal pay concepts while removing the
merit pay or "star" system. Where it hasn't been eliminated an attempt
has been made to place the system under faculty or peer review (151, p.
16). Reappoirtment and tenure processes have also felt the impact of
collective negotiations. The emphasis upon a formalization of the rules
and procedures to be followed in granting or denying promotion or tenure
has been widespread. There has also been a trend for unions to demand
that peer judgments be allowed to stand without further review by ad-
ministrators.

Beyond the issues of jobs and salaries there are a number of non-
economic topics encompassed in the governance process that may be influ-
enced by bargaining. In the Ladd and Lipset survey substantial space
was devoted to the question of representation. Historically, faculty
oligarchies have céntrolled governance activities, however, unionization,
normally, ousts this ruling group and installs a different minority.
Ladd and Lipset found that although unions may initially allow any fac-
ulty member a voice in the deliberations of the bargaining unit this
attitude soon changes. Eventually, only dues paying members may par-
ticipate in the deliberations of the group and the ratification of con-

tracts. A basic question left unanswered by Ladd and Lipset's study
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was whether the lot of the average faculty member had improved.

As part of the study the continued existence of traditional faculty
governance mechanisms was reviewed. National faculty associations con-
tend collective bargaining and faculty senates are not incompatible (151,
p. 83). Experience indicates academic senates are weakened the longer
unionization is present. When legally binding contracts assign the bar-
gaining unit specific roles in various governance activities the effect
upon senate contributiong ig dramatic,

Nowhere in the study did Ladd and Lipset question faculty about
specific governance activities and whether they have changed. Reasons
for this were the newness of faculty unionization and not many four-year
ingtitutions were cperating under negotiated contracts. The survey was
not designed to deteruiine faculty evaluations of current governance
conditions,

The Stanford Project on Academic overnance, another nationwide
survey, examined the impact of collective bargaining on governance. This
project, begun in 1971, consisted of two phases., The first in 1971 was
a study of general issues in academic governance at 240 institutions.
The second begun in 1974 examined collective bargaining at a total of

511 institutions. The general faculty was surveyed in the initial phase

but in the gecond phase., only the president of the ingtitution and the
faculty leader of the bargaining unit were questioned., Case studies
were conducted at seven institutions which were at varying stages in
the development of faculty collective barg:ining.

The results of the study were set forth in twenty-seven findings.
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these are particularly relevant to this research.

Several critical factors can influence the effect of
faculty collective bargaining on campus governance, in-
cluding the geographic extent and personnel composition
of the bargaining unit, the scope of bargaining, union
security agreements, and strike sanctions.

One of the most important factors shaping collective
bargaining is the "scope of bargaining" that is
allowed.

Interestingly, the national affiliation of the umion is
one of the least important factors influencing governance.

Unions have made impressive progress in affecting per-
sonnel policies in the short time they have been repre-~
senting faculty.

Faculty unions may help to raise standards in institu-
tions where professional practices, peer judgments, and
faculty rights have had little foothold.

The positive effects on personnel matters may be offset
by a number of negative consequences.

Senates are unlikely to convert to unicns successfully.

Senates and unions have different responsibilities, with
unions addressing economic issues and working conditions,
and senates dealing with curriculum, degree requirement,

and odmd oot Ano
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Senates will not collapse with the arrival of collective
bargaining, but as union infiuence continues to expand
into areas of traditional senate responsibility, the cur-
rent pattern of union and senate influence may not remain
stable.

Presidents on unionized campuses feel they have lost
power to unionized faculty, and foresee a steady erosion
of administrative capacity by faculty unions.

Despite the presidents' feeling of vulnerability, evi-
dence indicates that there is actually a shift toward
greater administrative power.

A majority of both campus presidents and union chair-
persons foresee outside arbitrators and courts playing
a greater role in campus decision making.
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13. Collective bargaining will realign many of the major
blocks in the traditional academic setting.

14. Greater procedural protection for faculty promotions '
and tenure, less arbitrariness about administrative
decisions, more job security and protection for non-
teaching professionals, and greater economic security
in general--all are more likely with unions than with-
out,

15. Other major benefits of unionization are governance-
related--faculties will use unions to establish stronger
faculty participation in decision making in institutions
that have never had a strong tradition of faculty govern-
ance and preserve their role in governance where it is
being challenged.

16. Although the advantages are real, on the negative side
faculty unionization will add one more strong interest
group to campus politics, further complicating the
decision-making process and constituting a potential
veto to beneficial organizational change.
17. Most disturbingly, unionization challenges one of the
more cherished principles of the academic profession--
merit judgments based on peer evaluation. (146, pp. 3-12)
Kemerer and Baldridge cite several factors that influence the shape
of bargaining. Some of these are: (1) There is the issue of which
institutions will be in the bargai

- ~ -

unit? Gingle cempug ingtitutiong

are not confronted with this problem. The eventual bargaining agent

for a statewide system can be influenced by this decision. (2) Who

will be in the bargaining unit? Where are deans and department heads

to be placed? What about nonteaching professionals? Deans are rarely
put in a unit; however, department heads often are made part of the unit.
Nonteaching professionals are commonly added to the unit. Their pres-
ence can drastically affect the orientation of the bargaining since they
may cutnumber the faculty. (3) Which bargeining orgenization will repre-

sent the faculty? The authors believe that despite the rhetoric the
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three major associations are very similar in goals and tactics. (&) The
existence of union security provisions. The strength, in terms of mem-
bership and money, of the union will be influenced by the presence of
"closed”, or "union" shop; maintenance of membership rules; agency shop,
or fair share agreement (146, pp. 87, 88). (5) What issues can be bar-
gained. Usually there is a list of mandatory as well as permissible
subjects that may be bargained. This list may be specifically itemized
or broadly categorized; either way, it will expand and grow as time
passes. Five reasons are given for the continued enlargement of faculty

contracts:

1. 1language specificity, 2. grievance pressures, 3. shifts

from traditional governance operations to the union, 4. con-

tract interpretation, and 5. hard bargaining at the table.

(146, p. 97)

Finally, sanctions may be used as a last resort to influence bargaining.
Faculty at private institutions have the right to strike under the
NLRA. Bmployees of public institutions are usually confined to media-
tion, fact-finding and arbitration procedures to solve the stalemates
that occur,

In the opinion of Kemerer and Baldridge the consequences of col-
lective bargaining for faculty senates are a moot point because most
campus senates seldom address substantive issues. Critical issues for
the faculty are either handled at tne departmental level or by the ad-
ministration, but not by the senate (146, p. 139). These interpretations
generally apply to the lower ranking, less prestigious institutions be-

cause they rarely have a tradition of faculty governance. This category

of colleges and universities has been the most heavily unionized.
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Occasionally the argument is raised that & senate could become the
bargaining agent representing the faculty. Opponents of this view state.
company unions have been declared illegal by the courts and this, in
reality, is what a senate is. Although the legal question has not been
settled, the consensus among academic collective bargaining observers
supports this assessment.

The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) in late
1970 conducted a study of the levels of faculty participation in govern-
ance activities (6). A questionnaire was mailed jointly to the chief
administratiﬁe officer and the AAUP local chapter president at all 1056
AAUP member institutions. Completed instruments were‘received from 970

institutions.

Thirty-one areas of decision-making were listed and five forms of
faculty participation (determination, joint action, consultation, dis-
cussion, and none) were presented in the questionnaire. For the purposes

of the study, the levels of participation were defined by the AAUP as

follows.

DETERMINATION . . . the facuity of an academic unit or its
duly authorized representatives have final legislative or
operaticnal authority with respect to the policy or action
and, any other technicelly required approvals or concur-
rences are only pro forma. . . .

JOINT ACTION . . . formal agreement by both the faculty

and other components of the institution is required for
affirmative action or policy detemmination. Negative
action can be accomplisghed by a veto by any component. . . .

CONSULTATION . . . there is a formal procedure or estab-
lished practice which provides a means for the faculty (as
a whole or through authorized representativer) to present
its judgment in the form of a recommendation, vote, or
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otherlexpression sufficiently explicit t¢ record the posi-

tion, or positions taken by the faculty., This explicit

expression of faculty judgment must take place in time to

- affect the decision made. . . .

DISCUSSION . . . there is only an informal expression of

opinion from the faculty or from individual faculty mem-

bers; or . . . formally expressed opinion only from ad-

ministratively selected committees.

NONE . . . there is no faculty participation. (6, p. 122)
Respondents indicated the percentage of each form of participation
used in a particular decision-making area. The results revealed that
faculty participation for all issues listed was considered by both
faculty and administrators to be slightly below the conmsultaticn level
6, p. 72).

The thirty-one decision-making areas were grouped into eight cate-
gories. While the total average response was near the consultation
level there were wide variances in the level of faculty participation.
Decisions relating to faculty status were placed in the consultation
mode. Operational decisions ranged from faculty-administration joint
action to faculty determination. Issues involving the academic petr-
formance of students were judged to be at the level of faculty detsr-
mination. Faculty involvement in academic planning and policy ranged
from a high of faculty-administration joint action to a low of faculty
discussion. Decision-making concerning the selection of administra-
tors and department chairmen was assessed at the discussion level.
Faculty participation in financial planning and policy decisions was

iower yet, varying between no involvement and discussion or faculty-ad-

ministration joint action., Faculty-administrative joint action was
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the perceived level of decision-making for the organization of faculty
agencies except for one area, the authority of faculty in government.
In this instance, faculty-administration consultation was the rule.
Student affairs decisions began at the joint action level and dropped
to the consuitation range.

The Academic Collective Rargaining Information Service (ACBIS) in

study in 1970 (3). This was the first effort at a longitudinal study of
governance and the effects of collective bargaining. All institutions
included in the 1977 study were in the 1970 survey. Participants in the
ACBIS survey were placed in one of two groups, one containing 137 insti-
tutions that had held bargaining elections and the other a control group
of 276 schools tiat had not held a bargaining election. The original
questionnaire with minor modifications was mailed to the chief adminis-
trative officer and either the bargaining agent representative for a
campus or the AAUP chapter officer or chailrperson of the faculty senate.
Joint responses were encouraged but not mandatory. Total response to
the instrument after several reminders was 46%.

Analysis of the results indicated a general improvement in the
level of faculty participation in decision-making which occurred regard-
less of the presence of collective bargaining (3, p. 11). Respondents
were assigned to one of three groups, collective bargaining, no-agent,
and control, to facilitate a more precise analysis of changes. The sur-
vey questions were analyzed according to personnel, academic and admin-

istrative issues. The personnel category evidenced a general increase
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in faculty participation although the activity was still classified as
consultation. The collective bargaining and no-agent groups revealed
sharper increases in faculty participation than the control unit. Re-
sponses in the academic category revealed no increase for any of the
three groups, due in part to the joint-action level for this category
in 1970. Faculty participation in administrative category activities
moved from discussion to consultation. Adler indicated this was not as
dramatic a change as might appear because there were no large percent-
age changes. Apparently participation has improved everywhere but no
where has the change been significant (3, pp. 14, 16).

Hall studied the impact of collective bargaining on the governance
at a single four-year state college. More specifically, the problem
proposed was an inquiry into the changes in the governance processes
as demonstrated in the collective bargaining contract, and the changes
resulting from the collective bargaiiiing process that were not covered
in the contract itself (110, p. 4).

Fifteen issues were selected to determine governance change.

These were:

(1) faculty appointments, (2) faculty evalution, (3) fringe
benefits, (4) grievance procedure, (5) merit increments,

(6) overload, (7) personnel file, (8) promotion, (9) retrench-
ment of faculty, (10) salaries, (11) scheduling, (12) selec-

tion of central adminigtratora, (13) selection of department
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chairmen, (14) tenure, and (15) workload. (110, p. 18)
Document study, participant observation, interviews, and questionnaires
were used to obtain data. Most important, the instrument was sent to

all full-time teaching faculty members.
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Hall also reported that the governance processés prior to collec-
tive bargaining were dominated and controlled by the administration (110,
p. 40). Although the faculty power base was improved after signing the
first contract, management retained the final decision-making authority.

Faculty dissatisfaction, with internal governance processes, as a
possible basis for collective bargaining was investigated by Opdahl (21%).
Two institutions, one in New Jersey and one ip Pennsylvania, were
studied. The former was operating under a contract while the latter
was not. Respondents from both state colleges indicaied the desire for
increased faculty power was the motivating force for collective bargain-
ing. Present governance arrangements were judged to be administration
dominated or inadequate to withstand thé centralization of power at the
state level (212, pp. 78, 79).

Forty-two institutions of higher education in Pennsylvania that
had experienced faculty collective bargaining or organizational activi-
ties were studied by Gershenfeld and Mortimer (101). Data were collected
regarding the development and consequences of collective bargaining at
each school through a series of interviews with key administrators and
leaders in the faculty associations.

Their responses indicated the most important consequence of collec-
influence over decision-making processes (101, p. 42). Therz was agree-
ment that administrator attitude toward the collective bargaining
process had a substantial effect upon the transition to a contract, Ad-

ministrative roles had been altered in three ways by unionization:
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First, administration has become more difficult, more
complex, and more time~consuming., Second, administration
is highly centralized under collective bargaining--as re-
flected in the modest management roles of deans and de-
partment chairpersons on most campuses. Finally, collec-
tive bargaining has had scme impact on the professional
status of administrators and on their relationships with
the faculty. (101, p. 52)

Several observations were made by Gershenfeld and Mortimer regarding
the impact of bargaining on persomnel policies. (1) The faculty input
had increased and administrators were no longer making unilateral deci-
sions. (2) Except for merit, there had been little substantive change
in personnel policies. (3) Forces other than collective bargaining,
e.8., budget problems and the job market, influence personnel issues
(101, p. 81).

Several conclusions about faculty roles in governance as a conse-
quence of collective bargaining were drawn by the authors. Faculty in-
volvement in governance had increased in almost all cases. Faculty
senates had generally been weakened although they usually continued to
exist, Administrators supported the preservation of socme nonunion
channels for faculty participation in decision-making. On noncontract
questions, the faculty had only an advisory role (101, p. 204).

The major findings relating to governance obtained from the data

were:

GOVERNANCE.

16. Administrators have lost a degree of flexibility as a
result of cullective bargaining, but many administrators
particularly among the state colleges, emphasize the
loss of flexibility may also be attributed to state con-
trols and financial pressures. Collective bargaining
often leads to a clearer delineation of administrative
roles and professional status through limitations on
their associations with academic departments.
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17. Campus administration 1s more centralized under faculty
bargaining, particularly in institutions where depart-
ment chairpersons are included in the faculty bargain-
ing unit,

18, TFaculty participation in governance has increased at
most unionized institutions. The nature of this par-
ticipation varies somewhat with a general tendency for
some faculty governance activities to shift from the
traditional mechanisms to faculty union organization.,
. « . (101, p. 325)

Collective negotiations at the State University of New York at
Cortland was the subject of a study by Hedgepeth (115). Although the
analysis was limited to data gathered at one campus of a state univer-
sity system, it provided valuable information regarding collective bar-
gaining's impact on the faculty.

One of the areas studied included governance structures and proce-
dures. There was agreement the relationships between various groups
had become more precisely defined. Concern was voiced that a consequence
of bargaining was an increasingly impersonal and rigid set of personal
relationships (115, pp. 10, 11)

Two specific alterations in governance activities had occurred as
a result of collective bargaining. First, the nonteaching professionals
became voting members in the decision-making processes. There was no
consensus on the impact this had had or would be likely to have on the
institution. Second, the union assumed some Gf the duties formerly
performed by the faculty senate. Examples of this were the union's ab-
scrbing the yrievance process and the demise of the Faculty Rights Com-

mittee. Most respondents thought it was only a matter of time before

the union achieved de facto control of governance regardless of
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whether it had de jure control (115, p. 15).

Collective bargaining has left its imprint on many areas and activ-
ities in higher education. Kenneth Mortimer, perhaps the leading scholar
of academic bargaining, has forecast additional changes that are already
underway or likely to occur. They are:

the roles and duties of certain administrators are likely
tc change under collective bargaining. In cases where de-
partment chairpersons are in the bargaining unit some in-
stitutions have already increased the authority and scope
of activities performed in the dean's office. . . .

« « « , in many public and private institutions collective
burgaining takes place directly between represeantatives of
the faculty and the board of trustees. In some multi-
campus public institutions the campus administration has
little if any role in negotiating the contract. This direct
accegss of faculty to boards has the potential of undermining
the position and authority of campus administration. . . .

« + « 5 separate jurisdictions and collective bargaining
will require more codification of governance than has been
customary. . . . Institutions simply will not be allowed
to be casual about the way they retain, promote and pay
academic personnel. Faculty rights will be matched more

closely by statements of faculty responsibilities. . . .
(194, pp. 19, 20)

Summary

The literature reviewed in this chapter identifies the existence
of three governance structures, collegial, bureaucratic, and political.
Each of thege philogophiag hag had its perisd of popularity and con-
tinues to be supported in varying degree. Most operating governance
systems probably would combine all three approaches. Collegial govern-
ance contributes the idea of a community of scholars seeking similar

goals. Bureaucratlc governance provides a means for coping with
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increasing size and complexity. The political model of governance

emphasizes the clashing and competing interests of the individuals mak-
ing up higher education. The shared authority paradigm may best repre-
sent a merging of the three systems. Based on mutual trust and respect

it

1=

s the ideal to be achieved. Regardless of how well-defined these
governance structures are collective bargaining presents a number of
problems.

A broad question raised in the literature is the longevity of aca-
demic senates upon the arrival of faculty bargaining. The two institu-
tions can exist and the demise of the senate is not inevitable. When
faculty unions have to exercise their power and prerogatives a decline
in senate power is unavoidable.

Most of the studies conducted to date have concentrated on single
institutions and nearly all the studies have been concentrated in a few
states, e.g., New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey. Also the investi-
gations were conducted so quickly after the decision to organize or the
contract was negotiated that its impact could not be assessed. The re-
search has been conducted almost exclusively at public institutions. The
individuals interviewed or polled have usually been the top administra-

tive figures and the key faculty leaders. The rank-and-file faculty

Except for the work by Kemerer and Baldridge, and Adler there have been
no studies recording the changes in governance activities or perceptions
of these changes.

The findings of these studies indicate an improvement in faculty
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involvement in governance activities. The new levels attained still
do not qualify for the shared authority approach. An inexorable growth
in the power of the union occurs regardless of the institution involved.

Administrator and faculty roles have changed as a consequence.
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RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The problem researched was to determine whether faculty and admin-
istrators at institutions that have negotiated contracts and those that
have voted for 'mo-agent" perceive changes in governance at their insti-
tutions., The data qollected from the questionnaire will permit an anal-
ysig of the degree of governance change that occurs under the two en-
vironments. Further examination of the data may reveal differences in
perceptions among faculty and administrators categorized by bargaining
agent and by institutional type (liberal arts college or comprehensive
college).

This chapter reviews the methodology used in the study. The prin-
cipal sections are: 1) Selection of the Sample Institutions, 2) Selec-
tion of the Faculty Sample, 3) The Data Collection Instrument, 4) Col-

lection of the Data, and 5) Data Analysis.
Selection of the Sample of Imstitutions

Due to specific conditions having to be met, the sample could not
be randomly drawn. The first task was to determine the institutions that
had voted affimmatively for a bargaining agent and those that had voted

negatively selecting the "no-agent" option. The Chronicle of Higher

Education periodically publishes a list titled "Collective Bargaining on
the Campuses"”. The list published on May 31, 1977, was used in this
study. The identified institutions were subdivided by whether they had

chosen a bargaining agent or opted for "no-agent". The goal was to create
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a matrix by selecting two institutions, one private and one public, for
each cell, One side of the matrix was assigned to type of institution
(Liberal Arts Colleges or Comprehensive Univernities and Colleges) and
the other to bargaining agent (AFT, AAUP, NEA, "no-agent").

The instituticns were placed in three categories using the Carnegie
Commission's classification of colleges and universities (56). These
categories were doctoral granting institutions, comprehensive univer-
sities and colleges, and liberal arts colleges. The doctoral granting
institution category was eliminated because multicampus or statewide
systems dominated the entries. The problems in using this category were
further complicated by the small number of institutions available for
each cell. |

Additional data about each institution were obtained from a number
of sources. Student enrollment figures for the academic years beginning
with 1970-71 and type of control, public or private, information were
obtained from National Center for Educational Statistics publications
(242, 263, 244, 265, 246, 247, 248). Number of full-time faculty by rank
and everage compensation by rank data were assembied from annual articles
by the American Association of University Professors (7, 8, 9, 10, 11,
12, 13). Appropriation information when it was available was taken from
the Grapevine (63).

A regularly appearing publication of the Academic Collective Bargain-
ing Information Service (133) was used to verify the bargaining agent
for each institution. This report also provides information about the

institutions that have contracts in force or are negotiating new
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contracts. Each of the institutions selected for this study had to
have negotiated a contract.

A list of institutions was assembled; eight for each type of insti-
tution and four for each bargaining agent category. A list of the in-

stitutions used in this study may be found in Appendix A.
Selection of the Faculty Sample

Fifty randomly selected faculty names and selected administra-
tive personnel were sampled. Faculty lists were obtained from the most
recent copy of the college's catalog available in the Iowa State Univer-
sity Library. The fifty ran&omly selected names included both full- and
part-time faculty. The administrators selected were from predetermined
positions 1if they existed on a given campus. The President, Vice-Presi-
dent for Academic Affairs or Provost, Vice-President for Financial
Affairs or Treasurer, Dean of Students, Graduate Dean, and academic

deans were selected. No attempt was made to balance the sample by sex

The Data Collection Instrument

The questionnaire used in this study was adapted from work done by
the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the American
Asgociation for Higher Education (AAHE). The twenty-five issues used
in the questionnaire were drawn from one constructed and used by the
AAUP in 1970 (6). This questionnaire consisted of thirty-four items
requiring vespondents to select from among five forms of faculty partici-

pation in decision-making., The questions eliminated from the AAUP



47

‘instrument dealt with gtudent affairs and faculty-board communication,
The queries used in the current study were grouped into the following
broad areas, faculty status, academic operation, academic planning and
policy, selection of administrators and department chairmen, financial
planning and policy, professional duties, and organization of faculty
agencies (6, pp. 123, 124).

Part II of the questionnaire was arranged in two columns, one to
each side of the list of issues. Columm A asked each respondent to eval-
uate the decisionr-muking process for each issue at the time of the bar-
gaining representation election. Column B asked for the same evaluation
for each issue today. TFive levels of decision-making were available for
eacnh coiumn. These categories were adopted from the five zones of
authority or effective influence proposed by the American Association
for Higher Education (1). A brief definition of each of these cate-

gories is provided in the instrument. (See Appendix D.)

Eight hundred eighty-six questionnaires were sent out March 28,
1978. A sample of the accompanying cover letter can be found in Appen-

dix D. A second mailing was made on May 1, 1978, to all institutions

that had returned legs than 507 of the ori
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Data Analysis

Questionnaires received prior to June 1, 1978, were uséd in this
study, These were reviewed for completeness and the data wore prepared
for computer analysis. Programs from the Statistical Package for the
Soclal Sciences (SPSS) were run in a multiprocessing environment on an
IBM 360/65-AS/5 coupled system at the Towa State University Computation
Center.

One-way analysis of variance and Scheffé tests were used to deter-
mine the existence and significance of differences in faculty and admin-
istrator perceptions of governance changes at institutions having differ-=
ent bargaining agents. The t-test for the difference between two sample
means was utilized for the comparison of the perceptions of changes in
governance of various groups. All tests were rum using the .05 level

of significance.
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FINDINGS

The responses of 307 faculty and 52 administrators comprise the
data analyzed for this study. The 359 cdmpleted questionnaires repre-
sent a return of 40.57% of the 886 instruments distributed. This re-
sponse rate compares with a 467 return for the questionnaire used in
the study recently completed by Adler (3) for the Academic Collective
Bargaining Information Service., The population of Adler's study was
limited to the chief executive officer of the institutions and the
president of the local bargaining agent or AAUP chapter. The 467 re-
turn rate was reached only after repeated mailings and personal appeals.
Two mailings were used to gain the 40.57 response for the present study.

The returned questionnaires form a balanced response when several
factors are examined. Using the Carnegie Commission Classification of
Institutions of Higher Education eight Liberal Arts Colleges and eight
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges were selected for the sample.
The Liberal Arts Colleges provided 48.27 and the Comprehensive Univer-
sities and Colleges 51.8% of the instruments returned.

Six public and ten private imstitutions made up the sample, Fac-
ulty at public colleges and universities accounted for 43.5% of the re-

11e 18 provided the bal-

turns. Their colleapueg at the
ance of the responses, 56.5%.
Three collective bargaining organizations and the '"mo-agent" op-

tion were represented in the sample used in this study. The returned

questionnaires were distributed 22.0% from faculty at institutions with
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the AAUP as bargaining agent,'26.5% from faculty with the AFT as their
agent, and 24,0% from faculty with the NEA as their agent, and 27.6%
from faculty at campuses where the no-agent option had been chosen.

The questionnaire was sent to 800 faculty and 86 administrators.
Faculty accounted for 85.5% of the returns while administrators con-
tributed 14.5%. The 307 instruments returned by faculty are 38.4% of
the total sent out; the 52 from administrators are 60.6% of the total
distributed.

Returned questionnaires were distributed by academic rank in the
following manner, instructor, 5.0%; assistant professo:, 21.2%; associ-
ate professor, 38.4%; professor, 29.8%; and not applicable, 5.6%. This
last category was comprised of administrators who did not hold academic
rank.

Tenured individuals provided 68.87 of the replies, nontenured per-
sons, 20.3%, and the not applicable category, 10.9%. Again, administra-
tors functioning in positions not protected by tenure created thé last
group.

Table 1, Distribution of Responses, provides the percentage of the
responses assigned to a particular category of decision-making. Column
A responses represent decision-making at the time of the collective bar-
gaining representation election. Column B represents the view of deci-
sion-making at the present time. The percentage in each cell is a per-
centage of the 359 completed questfonnaires.

Each column has had a "no response" category added to account for

the individuals who did not reply to an issue. There were & few



able 1. Percentage distribution of responses by decision-making category
Adminis- Adminis-
No trative trative Shared Faculty Faculty
Types of issues response dominance primacy authority primacy dominance
Column A
1. Faculty appointments 8.1 19.8 32,9 26.7 12,0 0.6
2, Faculty reappointments,
nonrenewal or dismissal
for cause 8.1 32.9 28.4 22.3 7.5 0.8
3. Faculty promotion 8.4 24,2 35.9 23.1 7.5 0.8
4. Paculty tenure awards 10.0 27.6 32.0 22.6 7.2 0.6
5. Selection of the presi-
dent 12.3 29.8 32.6 23.4 0.8 1.1
‘6. Selection of academic
deans 10.3 39.0 35.4 13.9 1.1 0.3
7. Selection of departmental
chairpersons 10.6 25.3 30.6 18.4 9.2 5.8
8. TFaculty salary scales 9.5 50.4 26.5 12.8 0.8 0.0
9. Individual faculty
salaries 9.2 46.8 29.5 12.3 2.2 c.0
10. Physical facilities
building programs 8.6 53.2 29.0 3.6 0.3 0.3
11. Short-range institutional
planning 9.2 29.2 4£0.9 18.9 1.4 0.3
12. Long-range institutional
8.6 38.7 35.9 15.9 0.8 0.0

planning
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14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21

22,

23.

24.

. 25.

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance of
students

Types of degrees offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty teaching
load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Establistment of insti-
tution-wide committees

Membership of institu-
tion-wide committees

8.1

8.6
8.4

8.9
8.9

8.9

48.5
4,5
5.8

2.5
10.3

10.0

22.3

25.6

6.7

3.6

2.5

13.4

10.3

34.0
15.0
13.9

11.1
23.4

27.9

30.9

34.0

20.1

12.5

9.7

26.7

. 23.4

9.5
32.0
35.1

20.6
39.8

39.3
26.2
26.5

29.5

21.2

21.4

36.8

38.7

0.0
30.9
25.9

29.5
13.6

11.4
10.0

3.9
23.4
21.7
21.7

11.4

12.3

0.0
8.9
10.9

27.3
3.9

2.5
1.9
1.4
12.0
31.5
35.4
2.5

6.1

(A



Table 1 (Continued)

Adminis- Adminis-
No trative trative Shared Faculty Faculty
Types of lssues response dominance primacy  authority primacy dominance
Column B
1. PFaculty appointments 3.3 10.3 30.1 38.2 16.4 1.7
2. Faculty reappointments,
nonrenewal or dismissal :
for cause 3.6 15.0 33.4 32.9 14.5 0.6
3. Faculty promotion *3.6 13.9 33.1 34.3 13.6 1.4
4., Faculty tenure awards 5.3 15.0 32.6 33.1 12.8 1.1
5. 8Selection of the presi- .
dent 7.5 17.3 40.1 33.1 1.1 0.8
6. Selection of academic
deans 5.0 25.9 43,2 23.7 1.9 0.3
7. Selection of departmental
chalrpersons 4.7 12.8 21.7 26.7 19.5 i4.5
8. Faculty salary scales 3.9 18.4 24,2 46.2 6.1 1.1
9., TIndividual faculty
salaries 4.2 18.4 28.7 39.0 8.4 1.4
10. Physical facilities
building programs 3.6 40.9 44 .0 10.3 0.8 0.3
11. Short-range institutional
planning 3.9 14.5 45.7 32.0 3.6 0.3
12, ILong-range institutional
. planning 4.2 22.6 43.5 27.9 1.9 0.0
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14.
15.
16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

24.

25.

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty teaching
load

Faculty teaching
assigmments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Establishment of insti-
tution-wide committees

Membership of institu-
tion-wide committees

3.3
3.6
3.6

4.2
4.2

4.2

3.9

37.9
2.5
2.2

1.4
7.0

17.8

14.5

3.6

1.9

8.1

5.8

40.1
10.0
11.1

5.8
20.6

22.0

33.7

21.7

13.9

5.8

20.6

15.9

17.8
33.7
38.2

23.7
49.6

47 .4

31.5

48,2

34.8

21.2

19.2

44.0

44.8

0.8
39.6
32.0

33.1
13.6

14.8

10.9

8.6

29.0

22.6

22.3

16.4

18.9

0.0
10.6
12.8

31.8
5.0

3.6

3.3

15.0

41.5

46.0

6.7

10.3

%S
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individuals who did not complete Cclumn A because they arrived after
the election had occurred. Issue 5 had the largest percentage of no
responses. Some individuals indicated they were not answering this item
because their institution had not experienced selecting a new president
since they were employed. There were other instances involving several
issues where respondent did not provide a reply because neither the
faculty nor administration controlled the decision-making process.

An examination of Table 1 reveals a movement from administrative
control toward increased faculty participation in the decision-making
process on all issues. The most dramatic shift in percentages occurs on
Issue 8, Faculty salary scales and Issue 9, Individual faculty salaries.
In Column A of Issue 8, 50.4% of the respondents selected adﬁinistrative
dominance, 26.5% to administrative primacy, and 12.8% to shared authority
In Column B administrative dominance was selected by 18.4% of the re-
sponses, administratove primacy by 24.2%, and shared authority by 46.2%.
The impetus fqr this change is not indicated. Column A of Issue 9 had re-
sponses distributed as fcllows, 46.8% administrative dominance; 29.5%,
administrative primacy; and 12.37% shared authority. The shift in
Column B for Issue 9 parallels that of Issue 8, 18.47%, administrative
dominance; 28.7%, administrative primacy; and 39.0%, shared authority.

Issue 1, Faculty appointments; Issue 2, Faculty reappointments,
nonrenewal or dismissal for cause; Issue 3, Faculty promotion; and
Issue 4, Faculty tenure awards all indicate substantial shifts in the
percentage distribution of responses. There is & move away from

administrative control toward shared authority and faculty primacy.



The motivations for these changes are open to conjecture.

Issue 13, Budget formulation indicates that while there may have
been some changes in participation, the administration still retains fis-
cal control, Column A of this issue reflects 48.5%, administrative
dominance; 34.07%, administrative primacy; and 9.5%, shared authority,
while Column B reports 37.9%, administrative dominan ; 40,17 adminis-
trative primacy; and 17.8%, shared authority. Although there may be the
initial stages of change, the data indicate the administration is still
responsible for the budget.

| The twenty-five governance issues from the questionnaire are con-

sidered individually for each of the nine hypotheses. Similar issues are

grouped for the purposes of discussing each hypothesis.

Hypothesis I: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between faculty at institutions haviﬁg different
bargaining agents.

A oune-way analyvsis of variance and Scheffe test was used to assess
the significance of the dependent variables representing the twenty-five
governance issues in the questionnaire. The dependent variables, DIFF 1
through DIFF 25, were obtained by subtracting the mean perception of
decison-making at the time of the collective bargaining representation
election from the perception of decision-making at the time the question-
naire was completed. Table 2 presents for each issue the means and
standard deviations of each bargaining agent and the F statistic. An
examination of Table 2 reveals there are no significant differences in

the perceptions of changes in governance between faculty at insitutions



Table 2.

Analysis of faculty perceptions of changes in governance by bargaimning agent--table
of means, standard deviations and F statistics

AAUP AFT NEA
Standard Standard Standard F
Type of issue Mean  deviation Mean deviation Mean deviation statistic
. Faculty appointments .2941 1.3501 5625 1.1675 .5890 1.0519 .2695
2. Faculty reappointments,
nonrenewal or dismissal
for cause 5735 1.3194 .7375 1.2091 .6301 1.0476 .6955
3. PFaculty promotion .4853 1.2518 .6375 1.1278 .6575 1.0700 .6243
4. Faculty tenure awards . 6029 1.3060 .5375 1.1794 .6712 .8984 .7685
5. Selection of the '
president .5000 1.0148 .3000 .9057 .3836 .8271 4173
6. Selection of academic
deans 412 .9365 .3250 ,9908 4932 .9298 .5358
7. Selection of depart- .
mental chairpersons .9559 1.6790 .9250 1.4650 1.0274 1.3014 .9101
8. Faculty salary scales 1.1471 .9814 1.1125 1.1023 1.2877 1.0734 .5636
9. Individual faculty .
salaries 1.1324 1.1833 .9125 1.1273 1.2192 1.1211 .2317
10. Physical facilities
building programs .3382 .6374 .2875 .6787 .2329 .5657 .6118
11. Short-range institu-
tional planning .5588 .7203 .5125 .8567 4247 .8806 .6164
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25.

Long-range institu-

tional planning . 5441
Budget formulation .3088
Curriculum offerings .2500
Degree requirements .2206
Academic performance

of students .2647
Types of degrees

offered .2206
Establishment of new

academic programs .3235
Student admission

requirements .2059
Average faculty

teaching load .7647
Faculty teaching

assigmments 2941
Establishment of de-

partmental committees .3824
Membership of depart-

mental committees .3971
Establishment of insti-
tution-wide committees .4706

Membership of institu-
tion-wide committees 4706

.8364
.6749
1.0978
1.2198

1.2047

.9596

1.0987

1.1003

1.1605

1.0798

1.1333

1.2595

.9692

1.0576

.5000
.3000
.5500
4625

.5375

.3875

.4750

.3375

.8250

.5750

.6500

.6000

.6000

.6000

L9413
.9057
1.1896
.9539

1.1467

<9479

1.1135

.8560

1.1559

1.3759

1.3789

1.3743

1.0626

1.2386

.3836
.2877
.5205
.4932

4521

.3973

.3425

.2603

.6849

.5205

4521

.3836

.5205

.5068

.7751
7724
1.0015
.9298

1.1309

.7948

.9009

.6461

.8800

1.0423

.9286

.8918

.8678

.8680

5124
.9875
.2046
.2343

3532

.4288

.6217

.6580

.7226

.3248

.3474

4569

.7154

.7470

8¢
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having different bargaining agents, therefore the null hypothesis is

not rejected at the .05 level.

Hypothesis II: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between administrators at institutions having differ-
ent bargaining agents.

A one-way analysis of variance and Scheffé test was used to assess
the significance of the dependent variables representing the twenty-five

- 1 ey

~n svsam mded meman o e a - A A2 oo LT v
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8

governance issues Ir
1 through DIFF 25, were obtained by subtracting the mean perception of
decision-making at the time of the collective bargaining representation
election from the perception of decision-making at the time the question-
naire was completed., Table 3 presents the means and standard deviations
of each bargaining agent and the F statistic for each issue. An examina-

tion of Table 3 reveals there are no significant differences in the per-

havine different bargaining agents, again not rejecting the anull hy-
S & E 4k L A =]

pothesis.

Hypothesis III: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in
governance between administrators and faculty at in-
stitutions having different bargaining agents.

Resuits of the data analyzed for this hypothesis are found in Tables

4, 5, and 6. Each of the tables represents one of the bargaining agents,

the AAUP, AFT, and NEA. T-tests were run on the mean differences be-

tween faculty and administrator responses for each of the twenty-five



Table 3. Analysis of administrator perceptions of changes in governance by bargaining agent--~
table of means, standard deviations and F statistics

AAUP AFT NEA

Standard ~ Standard Standard F
Type of issue Mean deviation Mean deviation Mean deviation statistic
1. Faculty appointments 1.0909 1.2210 .8000 1.0823 1.0000 .8165 .7654
2. Faculty reappointments,
nonrenewal or dismissal
for cause 1.0000 1.0954 .8667 1.3020 .8462 .6887 .9313
3. Faculty promotion 1.0000 1.1832 .8000 1.2071 1.0000 .9129 .8615
4. PFaculty tenure awards 1.0909 1.1362 .8667 1.4573 . 3462 1.0682 .8708
5. Selection of the
president .7273 .7862 4667 .6399 .3846 .6504 .4589
6. Selection of academic
deans .7273 1.1909 4667 .6399 .6923 .9473 .7278
7. Selection of depart-
mental chairpersons 1.2727 1.2721 1.0000 1.0000 1.4615 1.3301 .5938
8. Faculty salary scales 1.6364 1.1201 1.3333 1.3973 1.2308 1.0919 .7092
9. Individual faculty
salaries 1.5455 1.1282 .9333 .9611 1.2308 1.2352 .3856
10. Physical facilities
building pregrams .3636 .9244 .4000 .5071 .6923 .8549 .4968

11. Short-range institu-
tional planning .7273 1.1037 .5333 .5164 1.0000 1.0000 .3849
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Faculty teaching
assigmments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Establishing of insti-
tution-wide committees

Membership of institu-
tion-wide committees

.6364
.8182
1.1818
1.0909

1.2727

1.1818

.9091

.9091

1.3636

1.5455

1.1818

1.2727

1.1818

.9091

9244
.7508
1.4709
1.5136

2.0045

1.6624

1.6404

1.3003

1.4334

1.4397

1.6011

1.6787

1.1677

1.0445

4000
.4000
.7333
.8000

.2667

.5333

.5333

. 2667

1.0667

.6000

.7333

.8000

1.2000

1.0667

.5071
.5071
.7988
1.1464

.5936
1.1872
.6399
.7988
1.0998
1.1212
1.0328
.9411
1.0823

1.0328

.9231
.8462
.6154
.6923

.6154

.3077

.6923

.5385

.7692

.5385

.6154

.7692

.6923

.7692

.8623
.8006
1.4456
1.2506

1.6093
.8549
.8549
;9674

1.2352

1.1983

1.6093

1.5892

1.0316

1.0919

.2104
.1722
.5138
7432

. 2304

.2260

.6802

.2927

.5125

.1018

.5950

.6243

4108

.7592

19



Table 4.

Comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at
unionized institutions--AAUP bargaining agent

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 68 .2941 1.350 ~1.84 0.070
Administrators 11 1.0909 1.221
2. Faculty reappointments, Faculty 68 .5735 ©1.319 -1.02 0.313
nonrenewal or dismissal Administrators 11 1.0000 1.095
for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 68 .4853 1.252 -1.27 0.206
Administrators 11 1.0000 1.183
4. Faculty tenure awards Faculty 68 .6029 1.306 -1.17 0.246
Administrators 11 1.0909 1.136
5. Selection of the Faculty 68 .5000 1.015 -0.71 0.481
president Administrators 11 7273 0.786
6. Selection of academic Faculty 68 4412 0.937 -0.90 0.369
deans Administrators - 11 .7273 1.191
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 68 .9559 1.679 -0.60 0.552
mental chairpersons Administrators 11 1.2727 1.272
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 68 1.1471 0.981 -1.50 0.136
Administrators 11 1.636% 1.120
9. 1Individual faculty Paculty 68 1.1324 1.183 ~-1.08 0.283
salaries Administrators 11 1.5455 1.128
10. Physical facilities Faculty 68 .3382 0.637 -0.11 0.909
Administrators 11 .3636 0.924

building programs
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Adminlstrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculfiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculiy
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculiy
Administrators

68
11

68
11

63
11

68
11

68
11

68
11

68
11

68
11

68
11

68
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68
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3588
7273

.5441
.6364

.3088
.8182

.2500
1.1818

.2206
1.0909

.2647
1.2727

.2206
1.1818

.3235
.9091

.2059
.9091
7647
1.3636

<2941
1.5455

0.720
1.104

0.836
0.924

0.675
0.751

1.098
1.471

1.220
1.514

1.205
2.005

0.960
1.662

1.099
1.640

1.100
1.300

1.161
1.433

1.080
1.440

-0.49

-0.33

-2.39%

-2.49

-2.12

-1.62

-1.87

-1.52

-1.92

-1.54

-3.40

0.634
0.739
0.025"
0.015"
0.037"
0.133%
0.0892
0.132
0.059
0.129

0.001""

8The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula
separate variances was used.

13
’Significant at the .05 level.

ok
Significant at the .01 level.
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Table 4 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
22. Establishment of de- Faculty 68 .3824 1.133 -2.04 0.045"
partmental committees Administrators 11 1.1818 1.601
23. Membership of depart- Faculty 68 .3971 1.259 -2.04 0.045*
mental committees Administrators 11 1.2727 1.679
*
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 68 4706 0.969 -2.19 0.031
tution-wide committees Administrators 11 1.1818 1.168 )
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 68 4706 1.058 -1.28 0.205
tion-wide committees Administrators 11 .9091 1.044

79



Table 5.

Comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at
unionized institutions--AFT bargaining agent

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
i. Faculty appointments Faculty 80 .5625 1,168 -0.73 0.467
Administrators 15 .8000 1.082
2. Faculty reappointments, Faculry 80 .7375 1.209 -0.38 0.708
nonrenewal or dismissal Administrators 15 .8667 1.302
for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculiy 80 .6375 1.128 -0.51 0.614
Administrators 15 .8000 1.207
4. Faculty tenure Faculicy 80 .5375 1.179 -0.95 0.342
awards Administrators 15 .8667 1.457
5. Selection of the Paculty 80 .3000 0.906 -0.68 0.498
president Administrators 15 4667 0.640
6. Selection of academic Faculrky 80 3250 0.991 -0.53 0.596
deans Administrators 15 4667 0.640 :
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 80 .9250 1.465 -0.19 0.850
mental chairpersons Administrators 15 1.0000 1.000
8. Faculty salary Faculry 80 1.1125 1.102 ~0.68 0.497
scales Administrators 15 1.3333 1.397
9, Individual faculty Faculty 80 .9125 1.127 -0.07 0.947
salaries Administrators 15 .9333 0.961
10. Physical facilities Faculty 80 .2875 0.679 -0.61 0.544
building progirams Administrators 15 4000 0.507
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80
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.5125
.5333

.5000
4000

.3000
.4000

.5500
.7333

4625
.8000

«5375
.2667

.3875
.5333

4750
.5333

.3375
.2667

.8250
1.0667

.5750
.6000

.6500
.7333

0.857
0.516

0.9241
0.507

0.906
0.507

1.190
0.799

0.954
1.146

1.147
0.59%

0.948
1.187

1.113
0.640

0.856
0.799

1.156
1.100

1.376
1.121

1.379
1.033

-0.13

0.60

-0.60

-0.57

-1.22

1.36

-0.52

-0.28

0.30

-0.75

-0.07

-0.22

0.900%
0.555%
0.550%
0.569
0.227
0.184%
0.601

0.780°
0.767

0.456

0.947

0.825

%The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula

11. Short-range institu-
tional planniug

12. Long-range institu-
tional planning

13. Budget formulation

14. Curriculum offerings

15. Degree requirements

16. Academic performance
of students

17. Types of degrees
of fered

18. Establishment of new
academic programs

19. Student admission
requirements

20. Average faculty
teaching load

21. Paculty teaching
assignments

22, Establishment of de-
partmental committees

for separate variances was used.
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Table 5 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
23. Membership of depart- Faculty 80 .6000 1.374 -0.54 0.591

mental committees Administrators 15 . 8000 0.941

&

24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 80 .6000 1.063 -2.00 0.048

tion-wide committees Administrators 15 1.2000 1.082
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 80 .6000 1.239 -1.37 0.174

tion-wide committees Administrators 15 1.0667 1.033

*Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 6.

Comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at
unionized institutions--NE4 bargaining agent

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 73 .5890 1.052 -1.34 0.185
Administrators 13 1.0000 0.816
2. Faculty reappointments Faculty 73 .6301 1.048 -0.71 0.477
nonrenewal or dismissal Administrators 13 . 8462 0.689
for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 73 .6575 1.070 -1.08 0.281
Administrators 13 1.0000 0.913
4. PFaculty tenure Faculty 73 .6712 0.898 -G.63 0.531
awards Administrators 13 .8462 1.068
5. Selection of the Faculty 73 .3836 0.827 -0.01 0.997
president Administrators 13 .3846 0.650
6. Selection of academic Faculty 73 4932 0.930 -0.71 0.480
deans Administrators 13 .6923 0.947
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 73 1.0274 1.301 -1.10 0.272
mental chairpersons Administrators 13 1.4615 1.330
8. Faculty salary Faculty 73 1.2877 1.073 0.18 0.861
scales Administrators 13 1.2308 1.092
9. Individual faculty Faculty 73 1.2192 1.121 -0.03 0.973
salaries Administrators 13 1.2308 1.235
a
10. Physical facilities Faculty 73 .2329 0.566 -1.87 0.083
building programs Administrators 13 .6923 0.855
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4247
1.0000

.3836
.9231

.2877
.8462

.5205
.6154

4932
.6923

4521
6154

3973
.3077

.3425
.6923

.2603
.5385

.6849
.7692

.5205
.5385

4521
.6154

0.881
1.000

0.775
0.862

0.772
0.801

1.002
1.446

0.930
1.251

1.131
1.609

0.795
0.855

0.901
0.855

0.646
0.967

0.880
1.235

1.042
1.198

0.929
1.609

-2.13

-2.27

-2.39

-0.29

-0.67

-0.45

0.37

-1.30

-1.00

-0.30

-0.06

-0.36

0.036"
0.026 "
0.019"
0.770
0.502
0.655
0.712
0.197
0.335%
0.766
0.956

0.7282

8The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variations therefore the T formula

separate variances was used.

*
Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 6 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value Probability
23, Membership of depart- Faculry 73 .3836 0.892 -0.85 0.410
mental committ.ees Administrators 13 .7692 1.589
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 73 .5205 0.868 -0.64 0.525
tution-wide committees Adninistrators 13 .6923 1.032
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 73 .5068 0.868 -0.96 0.337
tion-wide comomittees Administrators 13 .7692 1.092

0L
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governance issues. The T formula for pooled variance was used for most
of the issues reported in Tables 4, 5, and 6., When the t-test indicated
unequal sample variances the T formula for separate variances was used.

Table 4, presents the results of t-tests on the mean differences
between faculty and administrator perceptions at institutions having the
AAUP as the bargaining agent. No significant statistical difference is
reported between faculty and administrator perceptions for the issues con-
cerned with feculty status. These axe Issue 1, Faculty appointments;
Issue 2, Faculty reappointments, nonrenewal or dismissal for cause;

Issue 3, Faculty promotion; and Issue 4, Faculty tenure awards. The null
hypothesis is not rejected for these issues. The means of both groups
indicate a similar perception of change in the decision-making processes
for these issues toward greater faculty involvement.

No significant statistical difference is noted between faculty and
administrator perceptions for Issue 5, Selection of the president, Issue
6, Selection of academic deans; and Issue 7, Selection of departmental
chairperson. The null hypothesis is not rejected for these issues. The
means of both groups for these issues also indicate a similar perception
of change toward increased faculty participation.

A significant statistical difference between faculty and adminis-

trator percentions
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financial planning and policy matters. No significant statistical dif-
ference was recorded for Issue 8, Faculty salary scales; Issue 9, Indi-
vidual faculty salaries; Issue 10, Physical facilities building programs;

Issue 11, Short-range institutional planning; and Issue 12, Long-range
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institutional planning. Ihe null hypothesis is not rejected for these
issues. The means of both groups evidenced an increased faculty role
in decision-making.

There was a significant statistical difference.between faculty and
administrator perceptions of changes in governance for Issue 13, Budget
formulation. A t-value of -2.29 (p < .025) is produced. Although both
groups perceived an increase in faculty involvement in the decision-
making process, administrators see a much greater shift from administra-
tive dominance toward faculty dominance. The null hypothesis is re-
jected for Issue 13.

Two of the three issues that can be grouped under the heading aca-
demic operations reveal significant statistical differences between
faculty and administrator perceptions. Issue 14, Curriculum offerings
has a t-value of 2.49 (p < .015). 1Issue i5, Degree requirements pro-
duced a t-value of -2.12 {p < ,037). Administrators perceive greater
movement from administrative dominance toward faculty dominance on both
issues. The null hypothesis is rejected for Issues 14 and 135,

Issue 16, Academic performance of students does not produce a sig-
nificant statistical difference when faculty and administrator perceptiociis
are compared, The null hypothesis is not rejected for this issue. The

,,,,, s indicate a perception of increased faculty participa-
tion in decision-making.

Academic planning and policy matters are covered by Issues 17, 18,
and 19. Issue 17, Type of degree offered; Issue 18, Establishment of

new academic programs; and Issue 19, Student admission requirements
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present no significant statistical differences between faculty and ad-
miniscrator perceptions. The null hypothesis is not rejected for these
issues. Faculty and administrator means, also, indicate an increase
in faculty involvement.

Issue 20, Average faculty teaching load shows no significant sta-
tistical difference between faculty and administrators, therefore the
null hypothesié is not rejected.

A highly significant statistical difference between faculty and
administration perceptions is found in Issue 21, Faculty teaching assign-
ments. A t-value of -3.40 (p < .001) is recorded. Administrators per-
ceive a greater shift along the decision-making continuum from adminis-
trative dominance toﬁard faculty dominance thus rejecting the null hy-

pothesis.
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nifi cal differences between faculty and adminis-
trator perceptions are slsc recorded for Issues 22, 23, and 24, Issue
22, Establishment of departmental committees has a t-value of -2.04

{(p < .045). 1ssue 23, Membership of departmental committees presents

a t-value of -2.04 (p < .045). Issue 24, Establishment of institution-

of -2.19 (p < .031),
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has the administratore perceiving greater movement from administrative

Membership of institution-wide committees, Issue 25, presents no
significant statistical difference between faculty and administrator
perceptions. The null hypothesis is not rejected.

Table 5, gives the results of t-tests on the mean differences
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between faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance
at institutions having the AFT as the bargaining agent., An examination
of this Table indicates that only for Issue 24, Establishment of insti-
tution-wide committees is there a significant statistical difference
between faculty and administrators. A t-value of -2.00 (p < .048) is
reported for this issue. Administrators perceive a greater change
from administrative dominance toward faculty dominance on this issue.
The null hypothesis is rejected for Issue 24 and not rejected for the
other issues. |

Table 6, presents the results of t-tests on the mean differences
between faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance
at institutions having the NEA as the bargaining agent. Only three of
the twenty-five issues have significant statistical differences, These
are Issue 11, Shorit-range institutional planning; Issue 12, Long-range
institutional planning; and Issue 13, Budget formulation. A t-value
of -2,13 (p < .026) was calculated for Issue 11. Issue 12 has a t-
value of -2.27 (p < .026) and Isswe 13, & t-valuc of -2.39 (p < .019).
The faculty do not perceive as great a shift on the decision-mzking
scale toward faculty dominance as the administrators. The null hypoth-

esls is rejected for Issues 11, 12, and 13 but not for the vest of the

4 aanas
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Hypothesis IV: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in
governance between faculty at unionized institutions

and those that voted '"no-agent".
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The results of the data analysis for this hypothesis are found
in Table 7. Faculty responses were identified and t-tests run on the
mean differences between the unionized and no-agent replies for the
twenty-five governance issues. The T formula for separate variances
was used for most of the issues. A footnote in the Table identifies
the igsues where the T formula for pooled variances was used.

Only Issue 13, Budget formulation, did not produce a significant
statistical difference between faculty perceptions of changes in
govefnance at unionized and "no-agent" institutions.

The rest of the governance issues reported highly significant sta-
tistical differences between faculty perceptions at unionized andvno-
agent Institutions, Without exception, faculty at unionized institu-
tions perceived a greater shift in decision-making along the scale
from administrative dominance toward faculty dominance. Six issues
merit special mention. Issue 3, Faculty promotion; Issue 4, Faculty
tenure awards; Issue 14, Curriculum offerings; Issue 17, Types of de-
grees offered; Issue 18, Establishment of new academic programs; and
Issue 15, Student admission requirements were perceived by faculty at
no-agent institutions as having shifted on the decision-making scale
from faculty dominance toward administrator dominance. The null hypoth-

esis 1s rejected for all issues except Issue 13.

Hypothesis V: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between administrators at unionized institutions and

those that voted 'mo-agent".



Comparison of perceptions of changes in governance between faculty at unionized
institutions and those that: voted '"mo-agent"

Table 7.

Variance
No. of Standard Separate Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
. *k
1. Faculty appointments Unioni.zed 221 .4887 1.193 3.52 0.001
No-agent 86 .1163 0.640
doke
2. TFaculty reappointments, Unionized 221 .6516 1.191 5.40 0.001
nonrenewal or dismissal No-agent 86 .0233 0.782
for cause
*%
3. Faculty promotion Unioni.zed 221 .5973 1.146 6.57 0.001
No-agent 86 -.0814 0.636
4. Faculty tenure awards Unioni.zed 321 .6018 1.134 5.76 0.001**
No-agent 86 -.0814 0.843
*%
5. Selection of the Unionized 221 .3891 0.916 3.97 0.001
president No-agent 86 .0698 0.480
*k
6. Selection of academic Unionized 221 .4163 0.953 3.41 0.001
deans No-agert 86 .0698 0.732
oo
7. Selection of depart- Unionized 221 .9683 1.478 5.22 0.001
mental chairpersons No-agent 856 .2093 0.984
ke
8. Faculty salary Unionized 221 1.1810 1.055 10.96 0.001
scales No-agent 86 .0930 0.644
*k
9. Individual faculty Unionized 221 1.0814 1.145 10.30 0.001
salaries No-agent 86 .0581 0.581
K&
10. Physical facilities Unionized 221 .2851 0.629 3.43 0.001
building programs No-agent 86 .0581 0.494
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Average faculty
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Faculty teaching
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Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

221
86

4977
.1395

4751
.0814

.2986
1744

4480
.0233

.3982
.0349

4253
.0581

.3394
.0581

.3846
.0581

.2715
.0116

.7602
.0116

4706
.0000

.5023
.1512

0.824
0.722

0.856
0.785

0.793
0.754

1.105
0.811

1.038
0.727

1.160
0.772

0.903
0.657

1.041

0.675

0.878
0.584

1.071
0.473

1.185
0.812

1.170
0.819

"3.54

3.70

1.25

4.10

3.46

3.22

4.26

4.38

3.28

8.48

3.97

2.97

*k
0.0017">
0.001*"
0.212%
0.001*%

ok
0.001

Sk
0.001

sk
0.001

*ek
0.001

%
0.001
0.001**

*%
0.001

*k
0.003

%fhe F test which was performed indicated equal variances therefore the T formula for pooled
variances was used.

ke

Significant at the .0l level.

a

a

LL



Table 7 (Continued)

Variznce
No. of Standard Separate Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t~-value ability
*k
23. Membership of depart- Unionized 221 .4661 1.197 3.01 0.003
mental committees No-agent 86 .0930 0.876
*%
24, Establishment of insti- Unionized 221 .5339 0.970 4,63 0.001
tution-wide committees No-agent 86 .0465 0.766
&k
25. Membership of insti- Unionized 221 .5294 1.068 3.06 0.002
tution-wide committees No-agent 86 1744 0.843

8L
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Table 8, gives the results of the data analyzed for this hypoth-
esis. Administrator_responses were identified and t-tests run on the
mean differences between the unionized and no-agent replies for the
governance 1lssues. The T formula for separate variances was used for
most of the issues. Exceptions where the T formula for pooled vari-
ances was used are identified by footnote.

Significant statistical differences are presented for Issues 5, 7,
and 18. 1Issue 5, Selection of the president has a t-value of 2.12 (p <
.039) . Selection of departmental chairperson, Issue 7, records a t-
value of 2,64 (p < .011). A t-value of 2,47 (p < .017) is calculated
for Issue 18, Establishment of new academic programs. Highly signif-
icant statistical differences are produced for the remainder of the
issues. The null hypothesis is rejected for these twenty-two issues.

Issue 6, Selection of academic deans; Issue 10, Physical facili-
ties building progiams; and Issue 12, Long-range institutional planning
report no significant statistical difference between administrator per-
ceptions at unionized and no-agent ingtitucions. The null hypothesis
is not rejected for these issues.

Administrators from unionized institutions perceived a greater
shift in the decision-making scale from administrative dominance toward
faculty dominance than their no-agent counterparts. There were ten
igsues where the administrators at no-agent imstitutions perceived a
shift along the decision-making secale from faculty dominance toward ad-
ministrative dominance. The issues where this ocrurred are: Issue 1,

Faculty appointments; Issue 15, Degree requirements; Issue 16, Academic



Table 8. Comparison of perceptions of changes in governance between administrators at unionized

institutions and those that voted "no-agent"

Variance
No. of Standard Separate Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Unionized 39 .9487 1.025 4.90 0.001**
No-agent 13 -.1538 0.555
*eke
2. PFaculty reappoint- Unionized 39 .8974 1.046 4.44 0.001
ments, nonrencwal or No-agent 13 .0000 0.408
dismissal for cause
Kk
3. Faculty promotion Unionized 39 9231 1.085 4.45 0.001
No-agant 13 .0000 0.408
K%
4. Faculty tenure Unionized 39 .9231 1.222 3.54 0.001
awards No-agent 13 .0769 0.494
%*
5. Selection of the Unionized 39 .5128 0.683 2,12 0.039 °%
president No-agaent 13 .0769 0.494
6. Selection of academic Unionized 39 .6154 0.907 1.10 0.276>
deans No-agent 13 .3077 0.751
*
7. Selection of depart~ Unionized 39 1.2308 1.180 2.64 0.011 °%
mental chairpersons No-agent 13 .3077 0.751
*%
8. Faculty salary Unionized 39 1.3846 1.206 3.61 0.001
scales No-agent 13 .1538 0.376
Kk
9. 1Individual faculty Unicnized 39 1.2051 1.105 5.12 0.001
salaries No-agent 13 .1538 D.376
10. Physical facilities Unionized 39 4872 D.756 1.49 0.144
building programs No-agent 13 .2308 0.439
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aThe F test which was

pooled variances was used.

Unionized
No-agent
Unioni.zed
No-agent
Unioni.zed
No-agent
Unioni.zed
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent
Unioni zed
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent
Unionized
No-agent

Unionized
No-agent

*Significant at the .05 level.

Kk .
Significant at the .0l lewvel.

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13

39
13
39
13

39
13

.7436
.2308

.6410
.3077

.6667
.0769

.8205
.00060

.8462
-.0769

.6667
- 01538

.6410
-.1538

.6923
-.0769

.5385
-.1538

1.0513
-.0769

. 8462
.0000

.5205
-.1538

0.880
0.439

0.778
0.855

0,701
0.277

1.233
048

1.268
0.277

1.475
0.555

1.267

" 0.555

1.055
0.641

1.022
0.555

1.234
0.641

1.288
0.707

1.393

0.555

performed indicated equal variances therefore the T formula for:

2.75

1.31

4.33

3.61

4.25

2.91

3.12

2.47

3.08

4.25

2.97

3.60

%%
0.009
0.1972

*%
0.001
0.001" "

sk
0.001
0.005" "
0.003"*
0.017°°2
0.004
0.001°"

Jooke
0.005

0.001""

18



Table 8 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Separate Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases deviation t-value ability
*k
23. Membership of depart- Unioni.zed 39 .9231 1.384 3.99 0.001
mental committees No-agent 13 -.1538 0.555
24, Establishment of insti- Unioni.zed 39 1.0256 1.088 3.17 0.003**’a
tution-wide committees No-agent 13 .0000 0.707
. *k
25. Membership of institu- Unionized 39 .9231 1.036 3.27 0.002 °2
tion-wide committees No-agent 13 -.0769 0.641

z8
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performance of students; Issue 17, Types of degrees offered; Issue 18,
Establishment of new academic programs; Issue 19, Studernt admission re-
quirements; Issue 20, Average faculty teaching load; Issue 2Z, Estab-
lishment of departmental committees; Issue 23, Membership of depart-

mental committees; and Issue 25, Membership of institution-wide com-

mittees.

Hypothesis VI: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between faculty and administrators at unionized
institutions and those that voted "no-agent".

The results of the data analyzed for this hypothesis are found in
Tables 9 and 10, Table 9, presents the comparison for unionized insti-
tutions while Table 10 presents the same only for no-agent institutions.
T-tests were run on the mean differences between faculty and administra-
tor responses to the governance issues, The T formula for pooled vari-
ances was used for most of the issues in the two tables., Where it was
necessary to use the T formuia for geparate variasnces,
are identified by footnote.

Significant statistical differences on four issues (1, 15, 23 and
25) and highly significant statistical differences on two other issues
are reported in Table 9, A t-value of -2.26 (p < .024) is calculated
for Issue 1, Faculty appointments, Issue 15, Degree requirements has a
t-value of -2,40 (p < .017). Membership of departmental committees,
Igsue 23 records a t-value of -2.15 (p < .033) and a t-value of -2.13
(p < .034) for Issue 25, Membership of institution-wide committees.

Issues 13 and 24 provide the highly significant differences. Issue



Table 9. Comparison of perceptions of changes in governance between faculty and administrators
at unionized institutions
Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 221 .4887 1.193 -2.26 0.024"
Administrators 39 .9487 1.025
2. Paculty reappoint- Faculty 221 .6516 1.191 -1.21 0.228
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 39 .8974 1.046
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 221 .5973 1.146 -1.65 0.100
Administrators 39 .9231 1.085
4. Faculty tenure Faculty 221 .6018 1.134 -1.61 0.108
awards Adnministrators 39 .9231 1.222
5. Selection of the Faculty 221 .3891 0.916 -0.98 0.3282
president Administrators 39 .5128 0.683
6. Selection of academic Faculty 221 4163 0.953 -1.21 0.227
deans Administrators 39 .6154 0.907
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 221 .9683 1.478 -1.05 0.29%
mental chairpersons Administrators 39 1.2308 1.180
8. Faculty salary Faculty 221 1.1810 1.055 -1.09 0.278
scales Administrators 39 1.3846 1.206
9. Individual faculty Faculty 221 1.0814 1.145 -0.63 0.533
salaries Administrators 39 1.2051 1.105
10. Physical facilities Faculty 221 .2851 0.629 -1.79 0.074
building programs Administrators 39 4872 0.756
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FPaculty
Administrators

Faculry
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
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Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

221

39

221

39

221
39

221
39

221

39

221
39

221
39
221
39
221
39

221
39

221
39

221
39

4977
.7436

4751
.6410

.2986
.6667

4480
.8250

"~ .3982

.8462

4253
.6667

.339%4
.6410

.3846
.6923

2715
.5385

.7602
1.0513

4706
.8462

.5023
.8205

0.824
0.880

0.856
0.778

0.793
0.701

1.105
1.233

1.038
1.268

1.160
1.475

0.903
1.267

1.041
1.055

0.878
1.022

1.071
1.234

1.185
1.288

1.170
1.393

-1070

-1.13

-2072

-1.91

-2.40

-0.97

-1.42

-1.70

-1.71

-1.53

-1.80

-1052

0.090
0.259
0.007"*
0.058
0.017"
0.3372
0.1612
0.091
0.089
0.128
0.073

0.130

“The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula

il. Short-range insti-
tutional plamning

12. Long-range institu-
tional planning

13. Budget formulation

14. Curriculum offerings

15. Degree requirements

16. Academic performance
of students

17. Types of degrees
offered

18. Establishment of new
academic programs

19. Student admission
requirements

20. Average faculty
teaching load

2i. Faculty teaching
assignments

22, Establishment of de-
partmental committees

for

separate variances was used.

*significant at the .05 level.

**Significant at the .01 level.

c8



Table 9 (Continued)

. Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
*
23. Membership of depart- Faculry 221 4661 1.197 -2.15 0.033
mental committees Administrators 39 .9231 1.384
24. Establishment of insti- Faculcy 221 .5339 0.970 -2.86 0.005""
tution-wide committees Administrators 39 1.0256 1.088
*
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 221 .5294 1.068 -2.13 0.034
tion-wide comnittees Administrators 39 .9231 1.036

928



Table 10.

tors at institutiomns that wvoted "no-agent"

Comparison of perceptions of changes in governance between faculty and administra-

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 86 .1163 0.640 1.44 0.153
Administrators 13 -.1538 0.555
2. Faculty reappoint- Paculty 86 .0233 0.782 0.16 0.8702
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 13 .0000 0.408
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 86 -.0814 0.636 -0.45 0.656
Administrators 13 .0000 0.408
4. Faculty tenure Faculty 86 -.0814 0.843 -0.96 0.345%
awards Administrators 13 .0769 0.494
5. Selection of the Paculty 86 .0693 0.480 -0.05 0.960
president Administrators 13 .0769 0.494
6. Selection of academic Faculty 86 .0698 0.732 -1.09 0.279
deans Adminigtrators 13 .3077 0.751
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 86 .2093 0.984 -0.35 0.731
mental chairpersons Administrators 13 .3077 0.751
. a
8. Faculty salary TFaculty 86 .0930 0.644 -0.49 0.631
scales Administrators 13 .1538 0.376
9. Individual faculty Faculty 86 .0581 0.581 -0.57 0.567
salaries Administrators 13 .1538 0.376
19. Physical facilities Faculty 86 .0581 0.494 -1.19 0.237
building programs Administrators 13 .2308 0.439
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.1395
.2308

.0814
.3077
1744
.0769

.0233
.0000

.0349
-.0769

.0581
-.1538

.0581
.1538

-.0581
-.0769

.0116
-.1538

.0116
.0769

.0000
.0000

.1512
-.1538

0.722
0.439

0.785
0.855
0.754
0.277

0.811
0.408

0.727
0.277

0.772
0.555

0.657
0.555

0.675
0.641

0.584
0.555

0.473
0.641

0.812
0.707

0.819
0.555

-0.44

"0096

0.87

-0.16

1.02

0.95

0.50

0.09

0.82

0.60

0.00

1.30

0.659
0.341
a

0.388

0.8722

0.314

0.344

0.619

0.925

0.412

0.550

1.000

0.198

8The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula
for separate variances was used.
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Table 10 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
23. Membership of depart- Faculty 86 .0930 0.876 0.98 0.328
mental committees Administrators 13 -.1538 0.555
24, Establishment of insti-  Faculty 86 .0465 0.766 0.21 0.837
tution-wide ccmmittees Adminigtrators 13 .000C 0.707 »
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 86 1744 0.843 1.03 0.306
tion-wvide committees Administrators 13 -.0769 0.641

68
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13, Budget formulation has a t-value of -2.72 (p < .007). A t-value of
~-2.86 (p < .005) is reported for Issue 24, Esﬁablishment of institution-
wide committees. The null hypothesis is rejected for these six issues.
The null hypothesis is not rejected for the remainder of the issues.
Table 10, presents no significant statistical differences between
faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at no-
agent institutions on any of the governance issues. The null hypothesis

cannot be rejected for any of the issues.

Hypothesis VII: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in
governance between faculty at the different categories
of unionized institutionms.

Table 11, gives the results of the data analyzed for this hypoth-
esis. Faculty responses from unionized institutions were identified
and t-tests run on the mean differences between the liberal arts colleges
#nd the comprehensive universities and colleges' replies for the govern-
ance issues. The T formula for pooled variances was used for most of
the issues. Instances when the T formula for separate variances was
used are identified in the Table.

Highly significant statistical differences are produced for four
issues. These are Issues 2, 4, 5, and 7. A t-value of -3.00 (p < .003)
is reported for Issue 2, Faculty reappointments, nonrenewal or dismissal
‘for cause. 1Issue 4, Faculty tenure awards has a t-value of -3.76 (p <
.001). Selection of the president, Issue 5 records a t-value of -3.39
(p < .001) while Issue 7, Selection of departmental chairperson has a

t-value of -3.91 {p < .001). The null hypothesis is rejected for these



Table 11.

of unionized institutions

Comparison of faculty perceptions of changes in governance at different categories

. Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Liberal Arts 106 .3113 1.166 -2.14 0.034*
Comprehensive 115 .6522 1.200
. dede
2. Faculty reappoint- Liberal Arts 106 4057 1.153 -3.00 0.003
ments, nonrenewal or Comprehensive 115 .8783 1.186
dismissal fox cause
3. PFaculty promotion Liberal Arts 106 4434 1.180 -1.93 0.055
Comprehensive 115 .7391 1.101
4., Faculty tenure Liberal Arts 106 .3113 1.124 -3.76 0.001**
awards Comprehensive . 115 8696 1.080
' %k
5. Selection of the Liberal Arts 106 .1792 0.714 -3.39 0.001 *2
president Comprehensive 115 .5826 1.034 '
6. Selection of academic Liberal Arts 106 4057 0.924 -0.16 0.874
deans Comprehensive 115 4261 0.983
. Rk
7. Selection of depart- Liberal Arts 106 .5755 1.294 -3.91 0.001
mental chairpersons Comprehensgive 115 1.3304 1.549
8. Faculty salary Liberal Arts 106 1.3209 1,019 1.90 0.058
scales Comprehensive 115 1.0522 1.075
9., Individual faculty Liberal Arts 106 1.2170 1.171 1.70 0.091
salaries Comprehensive 115 .9565 1.111
10. Physical facilities Liberal Arts 106 . 2547 0.536 -0.70 0.488%
building programs Comprehensive 115 .3130 0.705
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106
115

106
115

106
115

106
115

106
115

106
115

106
i15

106
115

106
115
106
115

106
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.5094
.4870

.3868
.5565

.2264
.3652

.3208
5652

. 2547
.5304

.3113
.5304

.2358
.4348

.2736
.4870

.1604
3739

.5943
.9130

.2925
.6348

4245
.5739

0.771
0.872

0.711
0.966

0.666
0.892

1.074
1.125

06.996
1.062

1.036
1.259

0.857
0.938

1.100
0.977

0.896
0.853

1.031
1.089

1.042
1.286

1.014
1.298

0.20

-1.50

-1.32

-1.65

-1.99

-1.42

-1.64

-1.53

-1.82

-2.23

-2.18

-0.96

0.840
0.1362
0.189%
0.100
*
0.048
0.1582
0.102
0.128
0.071
*
0.027
*
0.030 °2

0.3392

8fhe F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula
separate variances was used.

*
Significant at the .05 level.

£ ‘
Significant at the .01 level.
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Table 11 (Continued)

__Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
23. Membership of depart- Liberal Arts 106 «3585 0.997 -1.30 0.195%
mental commit:tees Comprehensive 115 5652 1.352
24. Establishment: of insti-  Liberal Arts 106 4340 0.884 -1.47 0.142
tution-wide committees Compiehensive 115 .6261 1.038
25. Membership of institu- Liberal Arts 106 .3962 1.011 -1.79 0.075
tion-wide committees Compichensive 115 .6522 1.109

£6
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issues.

Four other Issues, 1, 15, 20, and 21, report significant statis-
tical differences between faculty perceptions at liberal arts colleges
and comprehensive universities and colleges. Issue 1, Faculty appoint-
ments produced a t-value of -2.14 (p < .034). A t-value of -1,99 (p <
.048) was caluclated for Issue 15; Degree requirements. Average faculty
teaching load, Issue 20 has a t-value of -2,33 (p < .027) and Issue 21,
Faculty teaching assigmnments presents a t-value of -2.18 (p < .030).

The null hypothesis is rejected for these four issues also.

The eight issues that reported either a significant or highly sig-

nificant &ifference all had the faculty at the comprehensive universi-

ties and colleges perceiving a greater shift on the decision-making

continuum from administrative dominance toward faculty dominance.

Hypothesis VIII: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in

governance between administrators at the different

Results of the data analyzed for this hypothesis are givgn in Table
12. Administrator responses from unionized institutions were identi-
fied and t-tests run on the mean differences between the liberal arts
colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges' replies on the
governance issues. The T formula for pooled variances was used on all
but one issue where the T formula for separate variances was applied.

Significant statistical differences were calculated for two issues.
Issue 8, Faculty salary scales has a t-value of 2.72 (p < .010) and

Issue 24, Establishment of institution-wide committees produced a t-value



Table 12.

categories of unionized institutions

Comparison of administrator perceptions of changes in governance at different

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Liberal Arts 15 1.1333 0.990 0.89 0.381
Comprehensive 24 .8333 1.049
2. PFaculty reappoint- Liberal Arts 15 .9333 0.884 0.17 0.868
" ments, nonrenewal or Comprehensive 24 .8750 1.154
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Liberal Arts 15 1.0667 1.033 0.65 0.521
Comprehensive 24 .8333 1.129 ;
4, Faculty tenure Liberal Arts 15 .9333 1.335 0.04 0.968
awards Comprehensive 24 .9167 1.176
5. Selection of the Liberal Arts 15 .6000 0.737 0.62 .0.536
president Comprehensive 24 .4583 0.658
6. Selection of academic Liberal Arts 15 .7333 1.163 0.57 0.573%
deans Comprehensive 24 .5417 0.721
7. Selection of depart- Liberal Arts 15 1.1333 0.834 -0.40 0.689
mental chairpersons Comprehensive 24 1.2917 1.367
*
8. Faculty salary scales Liberal Arts 15 2.0000 1.309 2.72 0.010
Comprehensive 24 1.0000 0.978
9. Individual faculty Liberal Arts 15 1.6000 1.121 1.82 0.077
salaries Comprehensive 24 .9583 1.042
10. Physical facilities Liberal Arts 15 .6000 0.737 0.73 0.469
building programs Comprehensive 24 4167 0.776
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12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17‘

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Short~range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning
Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings

Degree requirements

Academic performance

of students

Types of degrees

offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission

requirements

Average faculty

teaching load

Faculty teaching

assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

for

Liberal Arts
Comprechensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

Liberal Arts
Comprehensive

15

24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

15
24

1.0000
.5833

.8000
.5417

.7333
.6250

1.0667
. 6667

1.2000
.6250

1.0667

© .4167

. 8000
.5417

.8000
.6250

.7333
4167

1.4000
.8333

1.0000
.7500

.9333
.7500

0.845
0.881

0.862
0.721

0.704
0.711

1.486

-1.049

1.474
1.096

1.668
1.316

1.474
1.141

1.207
0.970

1.163
0.929

1.454
1.049

1.464
1.189

1.438
1.391

1.46

1.01

0.46

0.99

1.40

1.35

0.61

0.50

0.9

1.41

0.58

0.40

0.153

0.319

0.645

0.331

0.171

0.184

0.543

0.621

0.353

0.166

0.562

0.695

8The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula
separate variances was used.

*
Significant at the .05 level.
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Table 12 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
23. Membership of depart- Liberal Arts 15 1.2667 1.387 1.23 0.225
mental committ:ees Comprchensive 24 .7083 1.367
26. Establishment of imsti- Liberal Arts 15 1.4667 1.187 2.09 0.044%
tution-wide committees Comprehensive 24 .7500 0.944
25. Membership of institu- Liberal Arts 15 1.2667 0.961 1.68 0.102
tion-wide committees Comprehensive 24 .7083 1.042

L6
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of 2.09 (p < .044). Administrators at liberal arts colleges perceive
greater movement along the continuum from administrative dominance toward
faculty dominance than their counterparts. The null hypothesis is re-

jected for these two issues.,

Hypothesis IX: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
| ance between faculty and administrators at the different
categories of unionized institutions.

Tables 13 and .14, provide the results of the data analyzed for this
hypothesis. Faculty and administrator perceptions for unionized liberal
arts colleges are presented in Table 13; a similar comparison for union-
ized comprehensive universities and colleges occurs in Table 1l4. T-tests
were run on the mean differences between faculty and administrator re-
sponses to the governance issues. The T formula for pooled variances
was used for most of the issues in the tables. Where it was necessary
to use the T formula for separate variances the instances are indicated
by footnote.

Significant statistical differences are presented for ten issues in
Table 13. TIssue 1, Faculty appointments has a t-value of -2,60 (p < .011).
Selection of the president, Issue 6 shows a t-value of -2.13 (p < .035).
A t-value of -2.33 (p < .022) is given for issue 8, Faculty salary
scales while Issue 10, Physical facilities building programs has a t~
value of -2.28 (p < .024) and Issue 12, Long-range institutional plan-
ning shows a t-value of -2.05 (p < .043). TIssue 14, Curriculum offer-
ings has a t-value of -2.39 (p < .018) and Issue 15, Degree require-

ments presents a t-value of -2.41 (p < .028). Student admission



Table 13.

unionjized liberal arts colleges

Comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t~value ability
1l. Faculty appointments Paculty 106 .3113 1.166 -2.60 0.011*
Administrators 15 1.1333 0.990
2. Faculty reappoint- Paculty 106 .4057 1.153 -1.70 0.092
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 15 .9333 0.884
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 106 L4434 1.180 -1.94 0.055
Administrators 15 1.0667 1.033
4. Faculty tenure Faculty 106 .3113 1.124 -1.96 0.052
awvards Administrators 15 .9333 1.335
%*
5. Selection of the Faculty 105 .1792 0.714 -2,13 0.35
president Administrators 15 . 6000 0.737
6. Selection of academic Faculty 106 .4057 0.924 -1.24 0.216
deans Administrators 15 .7333 1.163
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 106 .5755 1.294 ~-1.62 0.198
mental chairpersons Administrators 15 1.1333 0.834
®
8. Faculty salary Faculty 106 1.3208 1.019 -2.33 0.022
scales Administrators 15 2.0000 1.309
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 106 1.2170 1.171 -1.19 0.236
salaries Administrators 15 1.6000 1.121
*
10. Physical facilities Faculty v 106 .2547 0.536 -2.22 0.028
building programs Administrators 15 .6000 0.737



Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Paculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Adminlistrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Paculty
Administrators

106
15

106
15

106
15

106
15

106
15

106
15

106
15
106
15
106
15

106
15

106
15

106
15

.5094%
1.0000

.3868
.8000

. 2264
.7333

.3208
1.0667
. 2547
1.2000

.3113
1.0667

.2358
.8000

.2736
.8000

.1604
.7333

.5943
1.4000

.2925
1.0000

4245
.9333

0.771
0.845

0.711
0.862

0.666
0.704

1.074
1.486

0.996
1.474

1.036
1.668

0.857
1.474

1.100
1.207

0.896

1.163

1.031
1.454

1.042
1.464

1.014
1.438

-2.28

-2505

-2.74

-2.39

-2.41

-1.71

-1.45

-1.71

-2.23

-2.68

-2-33

-1.32

0.024"
0.043"
0.007™"
*®
0.018
0.028%-2
0.107%
0.1682
0.089
0.028%
0.008™"
*
0.021

0.204%

3The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula

11. Short-range insti-
tutional planning

12. Long-range institu-
tional planning

13, Budget fommulation

14. Curriculum offerings

15. Degree requirements

16, Academic performance
of students

17. Types of degrees
offered

18, Establishment of new
academic programs

19, Student admission
requirements

20. Average faculty
teaching load

21. Paculty teaching
assigmments

22, Establishment of de-
partmental committees

for

separate variances was used.

*Significant at the .05 level.

LT3
Significant at the .01 level.
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Table 13 (Continued)

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
ok
23. Membership of depart- Faculty 106 .3585 0.997 -3.13 0.002
mental committees Administrators 15 1.2667 1.387
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 106 .4340 0.884 -4.05 0.001™*
tution-wide committees Administrators 15 1.4667 1.187
25. Membership of institu~  Faculty 106 .3962 1.011 -3.14 0.002""
tion-wide comrittees Administrators 15 1.2667 0.961

101



Table 14.

unionized comprehensive universities and colleges

Comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions of changes in governance at

Variance
No. of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation  t-value ability
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 115 .6522 1.200 -0.69 0.494
Administrators 24 .8333 1.049
2. Paculty reappoint- Faculty 115 .8783 1.186 0.01 0.990
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 24 .8750 1.154
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 115 .7391 1.101 -0.38 0.705
Administrators 24 .8333 1.129
4. TFaculty tenure Faculty 115 .8696 1.080 -0.19 0.849
awards Administrators 24 .9167 1.176
5. Selection of the Faculry 115 .5826 1.034 0.75 0.4562
president Administrators 24 .4583 0.658
6. Selection of academic Faculicy 115 4261 0.983 -0.55 0.586
deans Administrators 24 5417 0.721
7. Selection of depart- Faculry 115 1.3304 1.549 0.11 0.910
mental chairpersons Administrators 24 1.2917 1.367
8. Faculty salary scales Faculfry 115 1.0522 1.075 0.22 0.827
Administrators 24 1.0000 0.978
9. Individual faculty Facult:y 115 .9565 1.111 -0.01 0.994
salaries Administrators 24 .9583 1.042
10. Physical facilities Faculty 115 .3130 0.705 -0.64 0.521
Administrators 24 4167 0.776

building programs
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Faculty teaching
assignments
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for

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Admiaistrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

115
24

4870
.5833

.5565
. 5417

.3652
.6250

.5652
.6667

.5304
.6250

.5304
4167

4348
.5417
.4870
.6250

-3739
4167

.9130
.8333

.6348
.7500

.3739
.7500

0.872
0.881

0.966
0.721

0.892
0.711

1.125
1.049
1.062
1.09%6
1.259
1.316

0.938
1.141

0.977
0.970

0.853
0.929

1.089
1.049

1.286
1.189

1.298
1.391

-0.49

0.07

-1.34

-0.41

-0039

0.40

0.624

0.943

0.183

0.685

0.69

0.690

0.626

0.529

0.826

0.743

0.687

0.551

%The F test which was performed indicated unequal sample variances therefore the T formula

separate variances was used,
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Table 14 (Continued)

Variance
No, of Standard Pooled Prob-
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation t-value ability
23. Membership of depart- Faculty 115 .5652 1.352 -0.47 0.638
mental committees Administrators 24 .7083 1.367
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 115 .6261 1.038 -0.54 0.590
tution-wide committees Administrators 24 .7500 0.944
25. Membership of insti- Faculty 115 .6522 1.109 -0.23 0.820
tution-wide committees Administrators 24 .7083 1.042

401
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requirements, Issue 19 has a t-value of -2,23 (p < .028) while Issue 21,
Faculty teaching assignmenits records a t-value of -2.33 (p < .021).
Tke null hypothesis is rejected for these issues.

Highly significant statistical differences are calculated for five
issues. 1Issue 13, Budget formulation has a t-value of -2.74 (p < .007),
Issue 20, Average faculty teaching load a t-value of -2.68 (p < .008),
and Issue 23, Membership of departmental committees a f-value of -3.13
(p < .002). Establishment of institution-wide committees, Issue 24
presents a t-value of -4.,05 (p < .001) and Issue 25, Membership of in-
stitution-wide committees shows a t-value of -3.14 (p < .002). The null
hypothesis is also rejected for these five issues.

No significant statistical differences are reported between faculty
and administrator perceptions at unionized comprechensive universities
and colleges in Table 14, The null hypothesis is not rejected for any

of the twenty-five governance issues.
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DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Discussion

In discussing the findings from Chapter 4, twenty-five issues
have been grouped into seven broad groups. Results of the data analy-
ses have then been assessed across the nine hypotheses. These results
are then exzmined in terms of the responses for each institution, Gen-
eral conclusions have been drawn with specific conclusions for the in-
dividual sample institutions added where appropriate. Finally, recom-
mendations for further study have been made.

The AAUP in its 1971 study of faculty participation in governance
grouped its questions into nine categories (6, pp. 123, 124). This
grouping has been followed; seven divisions and the issues to be used in
this discussion have been identified., They are:

I. Faculty Status
1, Faculty appointments
2. TFaculty reappointments, nonrenewal or dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion
&, Faculty tenure awards
II. Selection of Administrators
5. Selection of the president
6. Selection of academic deans
7. Selection of departmental chairperson

III. Financial Planning and Policy

8. TFaculty salary scales
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9. Individual faculty salaries
10. Physical facilities building programs
11. Short-range institutional planning
12. Long-range institutional planning
13. Budget formulation

IV. Academic Operation
14. Curriculum offerings
15, Degree requirements
16. Academic performance of students

V. Academic Planning and Policy
17. Types of degrees offered
18, Establishment of new academic programs
19. Student admission requirements

VI. Professional Duties
20. Average faculty teaching load
21. Faculty teaching assignments

VII. Organization of Faculty Agencies

22, Establishment of departmental commitiees
23, HMembership of departmental committees
24, Establishment of institution-wide committees
25. Membership of institution-wide committees

Reference may be made to the tables found in the preceding chapter

and those in Appendix E. Table 31 may be examined for instituional

characteristics for the institutions studied.
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Faculty status

The issues referenced by this class, when inadequate, often pro-

vide the impetus to move a faculty toward unionization, Differences of
opinion between faculty and administrators regarding the balance of con-
trol in this area are common to higher education. Significant differ-
ences found on these issues based on the research are reported in Table 7.
The presence of highly significant differences between faculty at union-
ized and no-agent institutions might have been anticipated if governance
documents from the institﬁtion could have been examined. If the unions
are affecting governance conditions in any manner, faculfy status is
one of the fi;st areas in which change will occur. An interesting per-
ception différence occurs in Faculty promotion (Issue 3) and Faculty
tenure awards (Issue 4) reported in Table 7 for the no-agent faculty.
A comparison of means of the two issues indicate no-agent faculty per-
ceive a retrogression toward administrative dominance in the decision-
making process. If such changes occur, is it based on administration
retribution or is it due to submission on the part of the faculty?

The results show highly significant differences between the per-
ceptions of unionized and no-agent administrators. The mean responses
of administrators at no-agent institutions for the issue of faculty
appointment was not anticipated. The data provide an indication that
decision-making has moved toward administrative dominance. This may
tend to confirm that administrative control is reasserted, and even ex-
panded, on many isgsues after a no-agent vote has passed.

Significant differences in perceptions between faculty and
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administrators regarding faculty appointments were found at unionized
ingtitutions. The mean responses of administrators indicate a per-
ceived shift in decision-making toward faculty dominance from the time
of the representation election to the time the questionnaire was com-
pleted. It appears that regardless of the amount of actual change,
administrators may perceive substantial alterations in their ability to
make decisions after a contract is in force. While there were no signif-
icant differences in percepéions between faculty and administrators at
no-agent institutions Table 10 does indicate administrators perceive a
movement toward administrative dominance of faculty appointments. Fac-
ulty also perceive a similar shift toward administrative dominance on
Faculty promotion (Issue 3) and Faculty tenure awards (Issue &),

Significant or highly significant differences were found on three
of the four issues in the faculty status group between faculty at union-
ized liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities. The means
indicate faculty at the comprehensive universities perceived a greater
tendency toward faculty dominance in the decision-making process, however,
no significant differences were recorded between administrators inm the
two categories of schools.

A significant difference was noted between faculty and administra-
tor perceptions at unionized liberal arts colleges. Administrators per-
ceived a much greater movement toward faculty deminance, possibly be-
cause administrators have traditionally dominated the operation of many
liberal arts colleges. Any change, therefore, in the policies and pro-

cedures is likely to be viewed as a move toward faculty dominance. No
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significant differences were reported between faculty and administra-
tor perceptions at unionized comprehensive universities and colleges.

AnAexamination of faculty and administrator mean responses on an
institutional basis reveals there is a perceived shift toward faculty
dominance. There were some exceptions, however as Institution 4, a no-
agent, public, comprehensive university reports both faculty and admin-
istrators perceiving a shift toward administrative dominance. Institu-
tion 6, a no-agent, private, liberal avts, indicates the faculty per-
ceived a change toward faculty dominance on Issue 1, Faculty appoint-
ments and a move toward administrative dominance on Issues 3, Faculty
promotion'and 4, Faculty tenure awards. The faculty at Institution 9,
a public, 1ibefa1 arts college with the AAUP as an agent, reveal the
largest shift toward administrative dominance.

Whether a faculty member or an administrator is located at a union-
ized or no-agent institution does affect their perceptions of changes
in governance. The perceived shift toward faculty dominance at union-
ized institutions may be anticipéted although the data from Institu-
tion 9 would tend to contradict this. Both groups at no-agent institu-
tions perceived a move toward administrative dominance. Although the
experience of a bargaining representation election should act as a deter-
rent to the unilateral exercise of administrative authority the data

reporited by this study do not support this theory.
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" gelection of administrators

No significant differences were found for the issues in this classi-
fication until faculty were compared at unionized and no-agent institu-
tions, Highly significant differences were reported on all three of the
issues relsted to the selection of administrators in Table 7. The liter-
ature of higher education ind;cates the selection of the president has
been traditionally controlled by the governing board with varying amounts
of input from other groups. If faculty participation is to increase
the contract would be the place for a faculty role to be codified. The
means of both groups, ﬁnionized and no-agent, indicated little movement
even though it is in the direction of faculty dominance.

The selection of academic deans while usually open to greater
faculty participation has traditionally been controlled by the adminis-
tration. faculty at unionized institutions report a perceived shift
toward faculty dominance in the selection of academic deans. Given the
reality of many campuses this may mean faculty input is more readily
accepted now than in the past.

The means of the two groups on the selection of departmental chair-
persons revealed the greatest difiference. Unionized faculty perceived
a shift toward faculty dominance on this issue. This perception may be
due to the existence of contract clauses making the chalrperson a mem-
ber of the bargaining unit and arranging for the chairperson's selection
from the membership of a department. Faculty at no-agent institutions
may be confronted with cheirpersons who are still appointed by the ad-

ministration with little or no faculty input.
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Significant differences were noted in perceptions of administra-
tors at unionized and no-agent institutions on the selection of the
president and departmental chairperson. Administrators at unionized
campuses perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance in these
areas. In some instances the presidential selection process may guaran-
tee faculty s place on the selection committee where there had previ-
ously been none, however, they may still be excluded from participation
in the selection process at the no-agent school,

Significant differences between faculty perceptions at unionized
liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges were
indicated for Selection of the president (Issue 5) and Selection of de-
partmental chalrpersons (Issue 7). TFaculty at the comprehensive univer-
sities perceived a large movement toward faculty dominance. The auto-
cratic administrative control often found at liberal arts colleges may
be the cause of these differences. A significant difference in percep-
tions was reported between faculty and administrators at unionized 1ib-
eral arts colleges on these issues. Administrators percecived a greater
shift toward facuity dominance. If administrative control had been
dominant in the past then almost any restructuring would be viewed with
dismay.

Mean faculty and administrator responses for Institution 4 indicated
a tendency toward administrative dominance. If this perception accu-
rately reflects reality, the administration is, no doubt, asserting more
control and implementing what it considers to be its prerogatives. The

mean faculty responses for Institution 6 also indicated a move toward
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administrative dominance on Selection of the president (Issue 5) and
Selection of academic deans (iIssue 6). The same shift toward adminis-
trative dominance was found in the mean faculty responses to the issues
in this set from Imstitution 9.

The results for ﬁhe three issues concerned with the selection of
administrators support the assertion that faculty participation in
governance is increasing. Contracts that specify the participants in
the selection process and the standard proce&ures for providing input
confirm to faculty their role is increasing. At the same time these

occurrences reinforce administrator beliefs that their authority is be-

ing undermined.

Financial planning and policy

The allocation of limited resources and the roles various campus
groups should have in the distribution of these resources are often
issues in the unionization campaign. The literature indicates that
faculty have traditionally been excluded in fiscal matters or involved
only peripherally. The major decisions are often made by the central
administraition of the institution, its governing board, or in the case
of a public institution, the state legislature. In the eyes of faculty,
this has placed them in the role of hapless victims at the mercy of the
administration,

Highly significant differences are presented for Faculty salary
scales (Issue 8) and Individual faculty salaries (Issue 9) in Table 7
which records the changes of perceptions between faculty at unionized

and no-agent institutions., The differences should be anticipated because
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many contracts specify in detail the pay matrices, salary schedules,
compensation formulas and seniority rules influencing salaries. Non-
union ingtitutions often present a significant contrast with no salary
schedules or any definitive statement regarding the distribution of
salary monies available. The no-agent institutions' faculty mean re-
flects a perception of slight change toward faculty dominance. Table 8,
which compares administrators at unionized and no-agent institutions
also recorded highly significant differences on these issues. Adminis-
trators at the unionized institutions perceived a greater shift toward
faculty dominance.

A significant difference was shown between administrators at union-
ized liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges
on Faculty salary scales (Issue 8). Administrators at liberal arts
colleges perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance. This may
be in response tc the failure of many liberal arts colleges to have any
printed salary information available to their faculty. Within the union-
ized 1liberal arts colleges there was a significant difference in percep-
tions between faculty and administrators on the above issue. The admin-
igtrators, in this comparison, also, perceived a movement toward faculty
dominance., Although the administrators at these campuses may feel the
changes have been dramatic when compared to previous salary procedures,
faculty may sense only minute changes in policy.

As in previous instances, Institution 4 faculty mean responses indi-
cated 2 move toward administrative dominance while the administrators’

responses reflected no change in decision-making. The same type of
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faculty perception was recorded for Institution 6. The faculty at these
two schools, both of which voted for no-agent, appear to be losing
whatever voice they may have had in salary matters.

The faculty at Institution 9, a public, 1liberal arts college with
the AAUP for an agent, reversed its pattern of perceptions on these two
issﬁee when compared to previous responses as they perceived a shift
toward faculty dominance. The existence of a contract with tightly writ-
ten salary clauges mey provide the basis for their perception although
it is difficult to understand why the same perceptions would not have
occurred for the faculty status issues.

The results on the salary issues were not unusual. Many negotiated
contracts contain detailed, lengthy statements covering the distribution
of salary dollars causing both sides at the bargaining table to per-
ceive changes. Even though the perception will usually be in favor of

an increased faculty role, the appropriateness of their role is open

to debate.

The first significant differences between faculty and admini
perceptions of changes in governance on the subset of planning issues,
11 and 12, occurred in the responses from the NEA bargaining agent
group., These two issues and Budget formulation (Issue 13) were the only
instances in which there were significant differences between faculty
and administrator perceptions categorized by bargaining agent. The ad-
ministrators perceived greater movement toward faculty dominance on
both planning issues.

Highly significant differences were again noted between faculty at
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unionized and no-agent institutions on Short-range institutional plan-
ning (Issue 11) and Long-range institutional plamning (Issue 12). Union-
ized faculty perceived a larger shift toward faculty dominance on these
two issues. This perception may be an expected one because planning on
many campuses hés traditionally taken place at administrative levels
above the faculty., Planning has tended to be a closely guarded responsi-
bility and in ﬁany cases, the faculty often learn of plams only after
they have been initiated. Any contractual change in this process, such
as providing for more faculty participation would be perceived as move-
ment in the faculty's favor. There was a highly significant difference
between administrators' perceptions of Short-range institutional plan-
ning (Issue 11) at unionized and no-agent schools. Administrators of
unionized institutions perceived greater movement toward faculty domi-
nance. The highly significant'difference for short-range planning and
not for long-range planning raises an interesting question. Do faculty
and administrators define these activities the same way?

Table 13, which compares faculty and administrator perceptions of
governance changes at unionized liberal arts colleges notes significant
differences on Issues 11 and 12, On both issues, administrators per-
ceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance. No similar significant
differences were reported for unionized comprehensive universities and
colleges. This may be due, in part, to a lower level of faculty involve-
ment in these issues at the liberal arts colleges.

Individually, Institution 4 data reflects faculty perceiving a

shift toward administrative dominance while administrators perceived
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just the opposite. The same contrast in perceptions was also recorded
for Institution 6. These were the first issues for Institution 15 to
report faculty perceptions of a move toward administrative dominance.
Administrator perceptions on these issues were in the opposite direction.

The differences found in these issues were not unexpected. As
mentioned previously, planning activities at many institutions have been
considered outside the faculty purview. Participation in planning was
limited to the central administration. At the smaller institutions any
shift from the traditional planning processes might be viewed as a sub-
stantial step toward facﬁlty domination. This may explain, at least
partially, the varying perceptions at the three institutions discussed
in the preceding paragraph.

Only two significant differences were found involving physical
facilities building programs (Issue 1G). One of these was the compari-
son of faculty at unionized and no-agent institutions which produced a
highly significant difference where unionized faculty perceived a shift
toward faculty dominance. The other was a significant difference between
faculty and admiﬁistfatdr perceptions at unionized liberal arts colleges
where administrators, in this comparison, perceived a greater movement

toward faculty dominance.

dency toward administrative dominance while administrators at the school
indicated an opposite perception. Similar perceptions are reported at
Institutions 6 and 15.

Budget formulation (Issue 13) would appear to be the most critical
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issue in the entire groﬁp. Tables 4 and 6 indicate the first signifi-
cant differences, between faculty and administrators, for this issue.
Table 4 reports for institutions with the AAUP as bargaining agent the
comparison of faculty and administrator perceptions. Administrators
perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance of budget formulation.
Table 6 éresents the same comparison as Table 4 except with the NEA as
bargaining agent. Here, too, administrators perceived a move toward
faculty dominance.

No significant difference was reported in faculty perceptions at
unionized and no-agent institutions for Budget formulation (Issue 13).
A highly significanﬁ difference, however, was reported between adminis-
trators at unionized and no-agent institutions on this issue as adminis-
trators at unionized campuses perceived a shift toward faculty dominance.

A highly significant difference was noted between the perceptions
of faculty and administrators at unionized institutions on budget formu-
lation with administrators perceiving a greater shift toward faculty
dominance. Another highly significant difference was reported between
faculty and administrator perceptions at unionized liberal arts col-
leges. The administrators, in this instance, too, perceived a tendency
toward faculty dominance.

Institution 4 data indicated faculty perceived a move toward ad-
mnistrative dominance while the administrators reported né change in
perceptions, Similar perceptions were held by faculty and administra-
tors at Institution 6. It should be noted that Imstitution 9 faculty

returned to their earlier perceptions of a move toward administrative
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dominance. The faculty at Institution 15, a public, comprehensive
university, with the NEA as bargaining agent perceived a move toward
administrative dominance and the administrators a move toward faculty
dominance,

Budget formulation has usually been an administrative function
with little if any contribution from the facﬁlty. Contracts that allow
for regular faculty input into the budget process may be assessed by
administfators as examples of increasing faculty domination in decision-
making activities. Faculty viewing the same changes from their end
of the spectrum may regard them as bringing little change. There is
little queétion administrators want to retain as much control as pos-

sible.

Academic operation

The issues encompassed in this category are regularly considered
by many academicians to be under the auspices of the faculty. Whether
reality on a campus coincides with these perceptions is ancther
As institutions aie faced with increased financial concerns and declin-
ing enrollments, administrators may tend to expand their control of
academic operations. Expanded curriculum offerings and the faculty to
support new programs require additional fiscal support. Are existing
programs to be discontinued before new curriculum offerings are added?
Which programs will be cost effective and which will attract the most
students? Who will control these decisions, the faculty or the adminis-
trators? Will degree requirements be based on the need to attract

students or to maintain academic quality? The same question applies to
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academic performance of students.

Significant differences on all three issues in this area occurred
between facultv and aduwinistrator perceptions at unionized institutions
where the AAUP is the bargs. 'ng agent. Administrator responses indicate
they perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance.

Highly significant differences were noted in the perception of
faculty at unionized and no-agent campuses of the three issues. Faculty
at unionized schools perceived a larger movement toward faculty deomi-
nance while at no-agent institutions they perceived a move toward ad-
ministrative dominance on Curriculum offerings (Issue 14).

Highly significant differences were also found between administra-
tors at unionized and no-agent campuses for these issues. Administra-
tors at unionized institutions perceived a greater tendency toward fac-
ulty dominance while at no-agent schools they perceived a move toward
administrative dominance on Degree requirements (Issue 15) and Academic
performance of students (Issue 16). Whether these perceptions reflect
substantive changes is another question, and one that cannot be answered
by this study.

A significant difference in perceptions between fuculty and admin-

istrators at unionized institutions was indicated for Degree require-

faculty dcminance. While no significent differences in perceptions of
faculty and administrators at no-agent schools were recorded, some note
gshould be made of the means calculated for these issues. The faculty

mean for Curriculum offerings (Issue 14) indicates a move toward



120

administrative dominance. Administrator means for Degree requirements
(Issue 15) and Academic performance of students (Issue 16) indicate a
similar perception.

Significant differences in perceptions were exhibited between fac-
ulty and administrators at unionized liberal arts colleges.

On the Issues of Curriculum offerings and Degree requirement ad-
ministrators perceived a larger shift toward faculty dominance on these
igsues.,

Most of the differences reported for the issues in this group are
expected, Faculty have traditionally controlled the decision-making on
these 1ssues and present contract language often confirms this, 1In
this enviromment administrators may perceive themselves as losing con-
trol or influence over another area. Intriguing questions are raised
by these analyses that reveal the perception of a move toward adminis-
trative dominance. Unforéunately, data are not available to pursue the
questions of how much of a shift has actually occurred and what the moti-
vating forces were.

Again, Institution &4 could be used as a site for a case study of
these issues because mean reébonses on faculty and administrator per-

ceptions both indicated a shift toward administrative dominance. Mean

faculty responges to Curriculim offeringe (Igsue 14) for TInstitution 6,
also, indicated a perceived move toward administrative dominance, At
Institution 9 a move toward administrative dominance on all three issues

was detected in analyzing the mean faculty responses.
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Academic planning and policy

Many of the preliminary comments made in the preceding section
are equally applicable to academic planning. Each of the issues may in-
fluence the financial stability of an institution. These are areas
where administrators have generally expected the faculty to provide the
impetus for change. A question arises as to whether the fiscal stabil-
ity of the institution can be protected by faculty decision-making on
these issues. The alternative for faculty, of course, is to have the
administration retain total control of deciding how and when changes
will be made.

Highly significant differences in perceptions were reported between
faculty at unionized and no-agent institutions on all three issues.
Faculty at uﬁieﬁized schools perceived a shift toward faculty dominance
on each issue, while a move toward administrative dominance was per-
celved by faculty at no-agent campuses. Highly significant differences
in perceptions were recorded between administrators at unionized and
no-agent institutions on Types of degrees offered (Issue 17) and Student
admission requirements (Issue 19). A significant difference was noted
for Establishment of new academic programs (Issue 18). The administra-
tors at the no-agent locations perceived a shift toward administrative
dominance while the opposite perception was presented by administrators
on unionized campuses.

Although no significant differences were recorded between faculty
and administrators at no-agent institutions on these issues, their mean

responses should be noted. Both faculty and administrators perceived
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a shift toward administrative dominance. Whether or not these percep-
tions coincide with reality is a subject for further study. If percep-
tions and reality do agree then the reasons for this change should be
explored. One may postulate whether the consequence of a no-agent
victory causes administrators to assert their control or is it in re-
sponse to fiscal problems?

Significant differences between faculty and administrators' percep-
tions at unionized 1liberal arte colleges were shown for Types of degrees
offered (Issue 17) and Student admission requirements (Issue 19). In
both issues administrators perceived a shift toward faculty dominance.

Faculty and administrators at Institution 4 both perceived a move
toward administrative dominance on the three issues. The faculty at
Institutions 6 and 9 also perceived a tendency toward administrative
doninance, while faculty at Institution 13 perceived no change, the ad-
ministrators perceived a shift toward administrative dominance.

While differences recorded between faculty and administrator per-
ceptions could have been anticipated, the shift toward administrative
dominance by both faculty and administrators at no-agent Institutions

needs further study.

Professional duties

Average Faculty teaching load and Faculty teaching assignments
are the two Issues in this class. Teaching responsibilities are often
determined by departmental faculty meeting as a whole and adjustments
are made from term to term based on the needs of individual and depart-

mental feaculty. Many factors may impinge upon the equitable distribution
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of assigmments or teaching load.

As enrollments decline, administrative control of these issues can
facilitate the reduction of faculty positions by assigning each faculty
member more hours of classroom contact and reducing the number of fac-
ulty. This administrative control also permits increasing enrollments
to be absorbed.

A highly significant difference between perceptions of faculty and
administrators at unionized institutions with the AAUP as bargaining
agent was noted for Faculty teaching assigmments (Issue 21). Adminis-
trators perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance.

Highly significant differences between faculty perceptions at union-
ized and no-agent institutions were indicated in Table 7. Faculty at
unionized campuses perceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance.
Highly significant differences in perceptions were also recorded between
administrators at unionized and no-agent schools. Administrators at
unionized sites perceived a tendency toward faculty dominance. Their
counterparts at no-agent schools, however, perceived a move toward ad-
ministrative dominance.

No significant differences in perceptions were noted between faculty
and administrators at no-agent institutions but on Average faculty teach-
trative dominance.

Significant differences in the perceptions of faculty at unionized
liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges were

reported for Average faculty teaching load (Issue 20) and Faculty
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teaching assigﬁments (Issue 12), Faculty at the latter institutions
perceived a greater tendency toward faculty dominance on both issues,

A highly significant difference in perceptions was recorded between
faculty and administrators at unionized liberal arts colleges for Aver-
age faculty teaching load (Issue 20). Administrators perceived a larger
shift toward faculty dominance. A significant difference was shown
between faculty and administrators' perceptions of Faculty teaching
assignments (Issue 21) at unionized liberal arts colleges. Administra-
tors again perceived a greater change toward faculty dominance.

Once again faculty and administrators, both, perceived a shift
toward administrative dominance on Average faculty teaching load (Issue
20) and Faculty teaching assignments (Issue 21) at Institution 4. Fac-
ulty perceived a move toward administrative dominance at Institutions
6 and 9 on these issues,

Administrator perceptions of a shift toward faculty dominance may
be anticipated as a result of codifying many previously unwritten prac-
tices. As activities are stated in a contract and responsibilities
and obligations assigned to the parties, differences in perceptions may
occur, This is evident where unwritten rules and procedures have per-

mitted both sides to claim control over a particular activity.

Organizaticn of faculty agencies

Committees, and other bodies of a similar nature, have been used
by faculty to insure their participation in and control of decision-mak-
ing processes on many campuses. The procedures available for establish-

ing these bodies and the methods used for appointing the membership
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influence the success of these groups, If the faculty monitor the estab-
lishment and selection process they will be more amenable to the find-
ings and decisions. When the administration controls directly or indi-
rectly the establishment and selection of a committee its decisions may
become suspect In the eyes of the faculty. Faculty views are further
influenced by their position on the campus. An administrator may be-
lieve the faculty are participating when they have one or two faculty
representatives on a committee;, while the faculty member may feel ex~
cluded unless his or her department or college is represented.
Significant differences were noted between the perceptions of fac-
ulty and administmtors at unionized institutions with the AAUP as a bar-
gaining agent for Establishment of departmental committees (Issue 22),
Membership of departmental committees (Issue 23) and Establishment of
institution-wide committees (Issue 24)., The administrators perceived

a

aQ

reater shift toward faculty dominance on all of these issues. A sig-
nificant difference was also reflected in the perceptions of faculty and
administrators at unionized campuses having the AFT as the bargaining
agent for Establishment of institution-wide committees (Issue 24). The
administrators in this instance perceived a larger change toward faculty
dominance., No significant differences were indicated between faculty
and administrators at the institutions where the NEA is the bargaining
agent.

Highly significant differences were shown for all four issues in
the perceptions of faculty and administrators at unionized and no-agent

institutions. Both groups at the unionized locations perceived a
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greater tendency toward faculty dominance. On Establishment of depart-
mental committees (Issue 22), Membership of departmental cummittees
(Issue 23) and Establishing of institution-wide committees (Issue 24)
administrators at no-agent institutions perceived a shift toward admin-
istrative dominance.

A perceived move toward faculty dominance on the part of faculty and
administrators may be the result of placing the procedures for estab-
lishing committees in a contract. If these clauses also specify the
membership then it is understandable for administrators to believe their
control is eroding. What is difficult to accept is the perception by
the administration of a shift toward administrative dominance at no-agent
institutions. If their perceptions and reality agree, is this shift
part of an assertion of administrative authority or an act of retribu-
tion?

Significant differences in perceptions were noted between faculty
and administrators at unionized institutions on Membership of depart-
mental committees (Issue 23) and Establishment of institution-wide
committees (Issue 24). A highly significant difference between faculty
and administrator perceptions at unionized institutions was recorded
on Establishment of institution-wide committees (Issue 24), Administra-
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s hift tow Facu dominance on all three
issues. Although there were no significant differences between faculty
and administrator perceptions at no-agent institutions the administrators

perceived a shift toward administrative dominance.

A significant difference in the perceptions of administrators at
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unionized liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and col-
leges was recorded for Establishment of institution-wide committees
(Issue 24). Administrators at the unionized liberal arts colleges per-
ceived a greater shift toward faculty dominance. This may be due to
the administrative domination of activities that have occurred at some
small liberal arts colleges.

Highly significant differences were noted between the perceptions
of faculty and administrators at unionized liberal arts colleges on
Membership of departmental committees (Issue 23), Establishment of insti-
tution-wide committees (Issue 24) and Membership of institution-wide
committees (Issue 25). Administrators perceived a larger move toward
faculty dominance on these three issues. Thig finding may reinforce the
comments in the preceding paragraph that as procedures for establishing
committees and selecting members become part cf the contract administra-
tors may suspect that their control is declining.

Faculty and administrators at Institution & perceived a shift toward
administrative dominance on all four issues. Faculty at Institution 6
percelved a shift toward administrative dominance on Establishment of
institution-wide committees (Issue 24) and Membership of institution-

wide committees (Issue 25) while faculty at Institution 9 recorded this

type of shift only on Membership of institution-wide
25).

The questionnaire used in this study provided respondents with the
opportunity to make additional comments on changes in governance since

the collective bargaining representation election, A number of the
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reépondents did add comments that amplified or clarified their answers.

A selection of these comments 1s found in Appendix F.
Conclusions

There are differences in the perceptions of changes in governance
between the faculty and the administrators at.unionized ingtitutions
and their colleagues at no-agent campuses. The experience of negotiat-
ing a contract and, then, 1living by its provisions influences the views
of both faculty and administrators.

There also exist differences in perceptions of governance change
between faculty and administrators at unionized institutions. Faculty
perceive an improvement in their participation in the decision-making
process although it may not be as substantial as they would prefer. Ad-
ministrators will perceive a diwinution in their power and authority
at the time a contract takes effect although it may not be altered as
much as they had anticipated.

Some differences in perceptions occur between faculty and adminis-
trators at unionized liberal arts colleges and their counterparts at
unionized comprehensive universities and colleges. Respondents at the
unionized liberal arts colleges perceive a larger shift toward faculty
dominance. This may be due; in part; to the nregence of 2

more auto-
cratic governance scheme at many of the smaller 1iberal arts colleges.
Comprehensive universities and colleges which encompass emerging univer-
sities and former teacher's colleges may have experienced extensive

governance changes before unionization.
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Taculty and administrators at no-agent institutions perceive a movae
toward administrative dominance. If perceptions and reality agree then
the bases are being built again for future problems. In the aftermath
of a representation election which has selected the no-agent option it
would seem appropriate for changes in governanée to occur very slowly.

If perceptions and reality coincide do they indicate a desire for retribu-
‘tion on the part of the administration or is it only a tendency to assert
what are considered administrative prerogatives. The other alternative
is a resignation on the part of the faculty who had supported collec~
tive bargaining,

It would appear that Insitutions 4, 6, and 9 might be headed for
governance problems based on the faculty perceptions. The uniform view
of a shift toward administrative dominance on almost all issues at these
campuses contrasts with the faculty perceptions at other institutions,

Many of these differences in faculty and administrator perceptions
probably do not need to exist. They are predicated on a biased or in-
accurate view of the way in which governance works on a particular
campus. A serious review of the way in which an institution has been
governed may cause a revision of perceptions. Mutually agreed upon
institutionel goals and objectives may also bring faculty and adminis-

trator perceptions closer together.
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Recommendations for Further Study

Governance at institutions that have voted no-agent should be
exemined to detevmine if actual changes coincide with perceived changes,
If there is no change then why does the perception exist. Several of
the institutions used in this study would be excellent candidates for
study.

The governance history of unionized liberal arts colleges and
unionized comprehensive universities and colleges should be studied to
determine which type of institution has experienced the greatest change
in governance. A study of this nature may be difficult to conduct be-
cause of the diversity in governance. The only practical approach may
be individual case studies.

This study should be replicated in about two years to ascertain
the extent of changes in governance at these institutions over a longer

period of time. One of the deficiencies in academic collective bargain-

The impact of coliective bargaining on each of the twenty-five
governance issues could be studied on a case study basis or longitudi-

nally. The absence of research on these topics means the opportunities

are almost endless,
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SUMMARY

The purpose of thig study was to determine the congruence between
faculty and administrator perceptions of governance changes at selected
four-year institutions that have negotiatéd collective bargaining con-
tracts and those that have voted "no-agent".

Studies that had been conducted in the past were either nation-
wide in their scope (145, 146) or limited to the presidents of institu-
tions and the campus representatives of bargaining agents (3). These
studies were further limited because they did not examine the impact of
collective bargaining upon campus changes.

To study the congruence between faculty and acministrator percep-
tions a group of sixteen institutions was selected. Eight were liberal
arts colleges and eight were comprehensive universities and colleges as
classified by the Carneglie Commission on Higher Education. Within these
categories each of the major faculty organizations, the AAUP, AFT, and
NEA, as well as the no-agent csmpuses were equally represented. An
attempt was made to represent publicly end privetely controlled institu-
tions equally within each category but this could not be achieved,

For the purposes of this situdy, a questionnaire was designed to
ascertain faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making
process on twenty-five governance issues. Respondents were asked to
compare their perception of decision-making processes at the time of
the representation election and the present status of the decision-mak-

ing process.
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Fifty faculty were randomly selected from each of the sixteen in-
stitutions as well as specifically identified administrators. An ini-
tial mailing of 886 questionnaires was made. A second mailing was made
to the faculty and administrators at fourteen of the institutions. Com-
pleted questionnaires from 359 respondents, 40.57% of the sample, were
analyzed for the study.

One-way analysis of variance and Scheffé tests were used to deter-
mine the existence and significance of differences in faculty and admin-
istrator perceptions of governance changes at institutions having
different bargaining agents. The t-test was used to compare the per-
ceptions of changes in governance of various groups. All tests were
run at the .05 level of significance.

Each of the twenty-five governance issues was examined for each of

the following hypotheses,

Hypothesls I: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between faculty at institutions having different
bargaining agents.

No significant differences in perceptions between faculty were
noted for any of the twenty-five governance issues, therefore, the null

hypothesis was not rejected for all issues.

Hypothesis II: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-

ance between administrators at institutions having dif-
ferent bargaining agents.

No significant differences in perceptions between administrators
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were shown for any of the twenty-filve governance issues, therefore, the

null hypothesis was not rejected for all issues.

Hypothegis IIY: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between administrators and faculty at institutions
having different bargaining agents.

Significant differences were reported between faculty and adminis-
trator perceptions at institutions with the AAUP as bargaining agent

for the following issues: 1Issue 13, Budget formulation; Issue 14, Cur-

ricvium offerings; Issue 22, Establishment of departmental committees;

Issue 23, Membership of departmental committees; and Issue 24, Establish-

ment of institution-wide committees. The null hypothesis was rejected

for these issues.
Only one issue: Establishment of institution-wide committees

(Issue 24) revealed a significant difference between faculty and admin-

istrator perceptions at institutions with the AFT as bargaining agent.
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Significant differences between faculty and administrator percep-
tions at institutions with the NEA as bargaining agent were noted on
three different issues. The null hypothesis was rejected for Issue 11,
Short-range institutional planning; Issue 12, Long-range institutional
planning; and Issue 13, Budget formulation.

Apparently, there is agreement between faculty and administrators
regarding changes in governance at institutions that have the AFT as
bargaining agent. There are the beginnings of differences in percep-

tions between faculty and administrators at institutions with the NEA
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as bargaining agent. The largest differences occur at institutions with

the AAUP as bargaining agent.

Hypothesis IV: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between faculty at unionized insﬁitutions and those
that voted '"no-agent".

Highly gignificant differences in the perceptions of faculty at
unionized and no-agent institutions were fopnd on twenty-four of the
issues. The null hypothesls was not rejected on Issue 13, Budget formu-

lation, the only issue to not produce a significant difference.

Hypothesis V: There wili be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between administrators at unionized institutions
and those that voted "no-agent",

No significant differences were found for Issue 6, Selection of aca-
demic deans; Issue 10, Physical facilities building programs; and Issue
12, Long-range institutional planning. The null hypothesis was not
rejected for these issues. Significant or highly significant differ-

ences were recorded on the rest of the issues.

Hypothesis VI: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in govern-
ance between faculty and administrators at unionized
institutions and those that voted "no-agent".

Significant differences between the perceptions of faculty and ad-
ministrators at unionized institutions were presented for Issue 1, Fac-
ulty appointments; Issue 14, Degree requirements; Issue 23, Membership

of departmental committees; and Issue 25, Membership of institution-wide
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committees. Highly significant differences were noted for Issue 13,
Budget formulation and Issue 24, Establishment of institution-wide com-
mittees. The null hypothesis was rejected for these six issues.

No significant differences were presented between faculty and ad-
ministrator perceptions of the changes in governance at no-agent insti-

tutions for the twenty-five issues.

Hypothesis VII: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in
governance between faculty at the different categories
of unionized institutioms.

The categories of institutions used te test this hypothesis were
liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges.

Significant or highly significant differences were calculated for
eight issues: Issue 1, Faculty appointments; Issue 2, Faculty reappoint-
ments; Issue 4, Faculty tenure awards; Issue 5, Selection of the presi-
dent; Issue 7, Selection of departmental chairpersons; Issue 15, Degree

requirements; Issue 20, Average faculty teaching load; and Issue 21,

Faculty teaching assignments. The null hypotheses was rejected for

thege issues.

Hypothesis VIII: There will be congruent perceptions of changes in
governance between administrators at the different
categories of unionized institutionms.

The categories of institutions used to test this hypothesis were
liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities and colleges.

Issue 8, Faculty salary scales, and Issue 24, Establishment of
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institution-wide committees produced significant differences in percep-

tions between administrators, thereby rejecﬁing the null hypothesis.

Hypothesis IX: There will be congruent perceptioms of chamges in goveran-
aﬁce between faculty and administrators at the differ-
ent categories of unionized institutionms.

Significant differences between faculty and administrator percep-
tions at unionized liberal arts colleges were reported on fourteen
issues: Faculty appointments, Selection of the president, Faculty sal-
ary scales, Physical facilities building programs, Long-range institu-
tional planning, Curriculum offerings, Degree requirements, Student
admission requirements, Faculty teaching assigmments, Budget formula-
tion, Average faculty teaching load, Membership of departmental commit-
tees, Establishment of institution-wide committees, and Membership of
institution-wide committees. The null hypothesis was rejected for these
issues.

No gignificant differences were vecorded between faculty and admin-
istrator perceptions at unionized comprehensive universities and col-
leges so the null hypothesis was not rejected for any of the issues.

Differences do occur between faculty and administrator percept-
tions of changes in governance. The differences occurring between
faculty and administrators at unionized institutions could be antici-
pated. Unless the two groups work together to soften their differences
a widening gap may develop. This would certainly work against the best
interests of the individual institutions and higher education, in gen-

eral.



137

Other perceptions of change were not anticipated. The views re-
corded by both faculty and administrators at no-agent institutions of a
shift toward administrative dominance hold the promise for more problems
in the future. Faculty and administration interests must be balanced
somehow so the institution can achieve its goals. If an equilibrium
is not achieved then higher education will become less effective in the

years ahead.
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APPENDIX B

Position Statements on Academic Governance by

National Faculiy Organizations

American Association of University Professors.
The Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities adopted
in 1966 still is accepted as the organization's position on governance.

This statement is found in Appendix C.

American Federation of Labor.

Policy statements of the Federation take the form of resolutions
adopted by the annual convention of the membership. Convention resolu-
tions passed during the period 1973-1977 concernéd with governance topics
are included in this Appendix. These were received from Mr. Robert

Nielsen, Higher Education Director, American Federation of Labor.

TENURE QUOTAS

WHEREAS, many colleges and universities are considering or have already
implemented quota systems, sometimes retroactively, under the
guise of ensuring "healthy ratios" between tenured and non-
tenured members of their staffs, apd

en have the effect of excluding the
young, women, and minorities from a career in their chosen
professions, be it

RESOLVED, that the American Federation of Teachers strongly opposes the

impogition of tenure quotas, and be it further



RESOLVED,
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that the American Federation of Teachers urges all of its
college and university locals to fight against implementa-

tion of systems of tenure quotas, and to incorporate language

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

into collective bargaining agreements prohibiting tenure

quotas.

movement through the traditional academic ranks has been a
normal expectation of any individual entering service in a
college or university, and

there are those who call for "national studies" in order to
impose artificial ratios on the academic ranks, and

academic rank ratios deprive many individuals of recognition

of their professional attainments

BE IT RESOLVED, that the American Federation of Teachers oppose arbi-

RESOLVED,

WHEREAS,

trary ratios among the ranks in the colleges and universities,
and be it further

that college and university locals are encouraged to fight
any attempt to introduce such quantitative elements into
their institutions, and to incorporate language into collec-

tive bargaining agreements prohibiting academic rank quotas.

DUE PROCESS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

probationary members of the instructional staffs of colleges
and universities are generally not accorded written reasons

for the denial of reappointment and tenure, and



WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,

RESOLVED,
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all members of the instructional staffs of colleges and uni-
versities are generally not accorded written reasons for the
denial of promotion, and

the denial of reasons sanctions personnel decisions that are
arbitrary, discriminatory, capricious, grievously injurious
to the careers of professionals, and detrimental to their
students and institutions, therefore be it

that the Convention of AFT calls upon all institutions to
divulge the reasons for all personnel actions to the individ-
uals directly affected by them and requesting them, and be

it further

that the AFT pledges its support to all instructional staff
members seeking redress of grievances through academic due
process and legal procedures, and be it further

that the AFT calls upon all locals to incorporate these prin-

ciples in collective bargaining proposals for negotiations

and agreemenis.

National Education Association.

Although no specific policy statement has been produced regarding

academic governance a resolution dealing with collective bargaining and

grievance procedures has been adopted by the Representative Assembly.

This resolution is not restricted to higher education.
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E.6. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AND GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

The National Education Association believes that local affiliates
and governing boards must negotlate written master contracts. Such con-
tracts shall result from negotiation in good faith between associations
and governing boards through representatives of thelr choosing, to es-
tablish, maintain, protect, and improve terms and conditicns for profes-
sional service and other matters of concern, including a provision for
agency shep.,

Grievance procedures shall be provided in the master contract with
definite steps to appeal the application or interpretation of the con-
tract, Binding arbitration shall be a part of the grievance procedure.

The Association also recommends that state affiliates seek statutory
penalties for governing boards that do not bargain in good faith or do
not comply with negotlated contracts.

The Association believes in the necessity of federal collective
bargaining for teachers, but it will also pursue collective bargaining

1
- M o .. - - . ~ s 4
legislation in each state to protect the rights of teachers,

1
"NEA Handbook 1976-77, pp. 219, 220.
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APPENDIX C

American Association of University Professors

American Council on Education

Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges

Statement on

Govermment of Colleges and Universities

I. Introduction

This Statement is a call to mutual understanding regarding the
government of colleges and universities. Understanding, based on commu-
nity of interest, and producing joint effort, is essential for at least
three reasons. First, the academic institution, public or private, often
had beccme less autonomous; buildings, research, and student tuition are
supported by funds over which the college or university exercises a dimin-
ishing control. Legislative and executive govermmental authority, at all
levels, plays a part in the making of important decisions in academic
policy. 1If these voices and forces are to be successfully heard and
integrated, the academic institution must be in a position to meet them
with its own generally unified view. Second, regard for the welfare of
the institution remains important despite the mobility and interchange
of scholars. Third, a college or university in which all the components
are aware of their interdependence, of the usefulnzss of communication
emong themsgelves, and of the force of joint action will enjoy increased

capacity to solve educational problems.
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II. The Academic Institution: Joint Effort

A. Preliminary Considerations

The variety and complexity of the tasks performed by institutions
of higher education produce an inescapable interdependence among govern-
ing board, administration, faculty, students and others. The relation-
ship calls for adequate communication among these components, and full
opportunity for appropriate joint planning and effort.

Joint effort in an academic institution will take a variety of fomms
appropriate to the kinds of situations. encountered. In some instances,
an initial exploration or recommendation will be made by the president
with consideration by the faculty at a later stage; in other instances,

a first and essentially definitive recommendation will be made by the
faculty, subject to the endorsement of the president and the governing
board. In still others, a substantive contribution can be made when stu-
dent leaders are responsibly involved in the process. Although the vari-
ety of such approaches may be wide, at least two general conclusions re-
garding joint effort seem clearly warranted: (1) important areas of
action involve at one time o# another the initiating capacity and deci-
sion-making participation of all the institutional components, and (2)
differences in the weight of each voice, from one point to the next,
should be determined by reference to the responsibility of each component
for the particular matter at hand, as deveioped hereinafter.

B. Determination of General Educational Policy

The general educational policy, i.e., the objectives of an institu-

tion and the nature, range, and pace of its efforts, is shaped by the
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institutional charter or by law, by tradition and historical development,
by the present needs of the community of the institution, and by the pro-
fessional aspirations and standards of those directly involved in its
work. Every board will wish to go beyond its formal trustee obligation

to conserve the accomplishment of the past and to engage seriously with
the future; every faculty will seek to conduct an operation worthy of
scholarly standards of learning; every administrative officer will strive
to meet his charge and to attain the goals of the institution. The inter-
ests of all are coordinate and related, and unilateral effort can lead

to confusion or conflict., Essential to a solution is a reasonsbly explicit
statement on general educational pdlicy. Operating responsibility and
authority, and procedures for continuing review, should be clearly defined
in official regulatioms.

When an educational goal has been established, it becomes the re-
sponsibility primarily of the faculty to determine appropriate curriculum
and procedures of student instruction.

Special considerations may require particular accommodations: (1) a
publicly supported institution may be regulated by statutory provisions,

and (2) a church-controlled institution may be limited by its charter or
bylaws. When such external requirements influence course content and
manner of instruction or research, they impair the educational effective-
ness of the institution.

Such matters as major changes in the size or composition of the stu-
dent body and the relative emphasis to be given to the various elements

of the educational and résearch program should involve participation



168

of governing board, administration and faculty prior to final decision.

C. Internal Operations of the Institution

The framing and execution of long-range plans, one of the most im-
portant aspects of institutional responsibility, should be a central and
continuing concern in the academic community.

Effective planning demands that the broadest possible exchange of
information and opinion should be the rule for communication among the
components of a college or university. The channels of communication
should be established and maintained by joint endeavor. Distinction
should be observed between the institutional system of communication and
the System of responsibility for the making of decisions.

A second area calling for joint effort in internal cperatioms is
that of decisions regarding existing or prospective physical resources.
The board, president and faculty should all seek agreement on basic deci-
sions regarding buildings and other facilities to be used in the educa-
tional work of the institution.

A third area is budgeting. The allocation of resources among compet-
ing demands is central in the formal responsibility of the governing
board, in the administrative authority of the president, and in the edu-
cational function of the faculty. Each component should therefore have
a voice in the determination of short- and long-range priorities, and
each should receive appropriate analyses ofi past budgetary experience,
reports on current budgets and expenditures, and short- and long-range
budgetary projections. The function of each component in budgetary mat-

ters should be understood by all; the allocation of authority will
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determine the flow of information and the scope of participation in de-
cisions.

Joint effort of a most critical kind must be taken when an institu-
tion chooses a new president. The selection of a chief administrative
officer should follow upon cooperative search by the governing board and
the faculty, taking into consideration the opinions of others who are

appropriately interested. The president should be equally qualified to

_  sgerve both ag the evecutive officer of the gowverning

chief academic officer of the institution and the faculty. His dual role
requires that he be able to interpret to board and faculty the educa-
tional views and concepts of institutional government of the other. He
should have the confidence of the board and the faculty.

The selection of academic deans and other chief academic officers
should be the responsibility of the president with the advice of and in
consultation with the appropriate faculty.

Determinations of faculty status, normally based on the recommenda-
tions of the faculty groups involved, are discussed in Part V of this
Statement; but it should here be noted that the building of a strong
faculty requires careful joint effort in such actions as staff selection
and promotion and the granting of tenure. Joint action should also
govern dismissals; the applicable principles and procedures in these
matters are well-established.

D. External Relations of the Imnstitution

Anyone--a member of the governing board, the president or other mem-

ber of the administration, a member of the faculty, or a member of the
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student body or the alummni--affects the institution when he speaks of it
in public. An individual who speaks unofficially should so indicate.

An official spokesman for the institution, the board, the administration,
the faculty, or the student body should be guided by established policy.

It should be noted that only the board speaks legally for the whole
institution, although it may delegate responsibility to an agent.

The right of a board member, an administrative officer, a faculty
member, or a student to speak on general educational questions or about
the administration and operations of his own institution is a part of his
right as a citizen and should not be abridged by the institution. There
exist, of course, legal bounds relating to defamation of character, and
there are questions of propriety.

III. The Academic Institution:
The Governing Board

The governing board has a special obligation to assure that the
history of the college or university shall serve as a prelude and inspi-
ration to the future. The board helps relate the institution to its
chief community: e.g., the community college to serve the educational
needs of a defined population area or group, the church-controlled col-
lege to be cognizant of the announced position of its denomination, and
the comprehensive university to discharge the many duties and to accept
the appropriate new challenges which are its concern at the several
levels of higher education.

The governing board of an institution of higher education in the

United States operates, with few exceptions, as the final institutional
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authority. Private institutions are established by charters; public
institutions are established by constitutional or statutory provisions.
In private institutions the board is frequently self-perpetuating; in
public colleges and universities the present membership of a board may
be asked to suggest candidates for appointment. As a whole and individ-
ually when the governing board confronts the problem of succession, seri-
ous attention should be given to obta'ning properly qualified persons.
Where public law calls for election of governing board members, means
should be found to insure the nomination of fully suited persons, and the
electorate should be informed of the relevant criteria for board member-
ship.

Since the membership of the board may embrace both individual and
collective competence of recognized weight, its advice or help may be
sought through established channels by other cbmponents of the academic
community. The governing board of an institution of higher education,
while maintaining a general overview, entrusts the conduct of administra-
tion to the administrative officers, the president and the d eans, and the
conduct of teaching and research to the faculty. The board should under-
take appropriate self-limitation.

One of the governing board's important tasks is to ensure the pub-
lication of codified statements that define the over-all policies and
procedures of the institution under its jurisdiction.

The board plays a central role in relating the likely needs of the
future to predictable resources; it has the responsibility for husband-

ing the endowment; it is responsible for obtaining needed capital and
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operating funds; and in the broadest sense of the term it should pay at-
tention to personnel policy. In order to fulfill these duties, the
board should be aided by, and may insist upon, the development of long-
range planning by the administration and faculty.

When ignorance or ill-will threatens the institution or any part
of it, the governing board must be available for support. In grave crises
it will be expected to serve as a champion. Although the action to be
taken by it will usually be on behalf of the president, the faculty, or
the student body, the board should make clear that the protection it
offers to an individual or a group is, in fact, a fundamental defense of

the vested interests of society in the educational institution.

1IV. The Academic Institution: The President

The president, as the chief executive officer of an institution of
higher education, is measured largely by his capacity for institutional
leadership. He shares responsibility for the definition and attainment
of goals, for administrative action, and for operating the communications
system which links the components of the academic community. He repre-
sents his institution tc its many publics. His leadership role is sup-
‘ported by delegated authority from the board and faculty.

Ae the chief planning officer of an instituticn, the president has
a special obligation to innovate and initiate., The degree to which a
president can envision new horizons for his institution, and can per-
suade others to see them and to work toward them, will often constitute

the chief measure of his administration.
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The president must at times, with or without support, infuse new
life into a department; relatedly, he may at times be required, working
within the concept of tenure, to solve problems of obsolescence. The
president will necessarily utilize the judgments of the faculty, but in
the interest of academic standards he may also seek outside evaluations
by scholars of acknowledged competence.

It is the duty of the president to see to it that the standards and
procedures in operational use within the college or university conform
to the policy established.by the governing board and to the standards.of
sound academic practice. It is also incumbent on the president to in-
sure that faculty views, including dissenting views, are presented to the
board in those areas and on those issues where responsibilities are
shared. Similarly the faculty should be informed of the views of the
board and the administration on like issues.

The president is 1arée1y responsible for the maintenance of exist-
ing institutional resources and the creation of new resources; he has
ultimate managerial responsibility for a large area of nonacademic
activities, he is responsible for public understanding, and by the nature
of his office is the chief spokesman of his institution. In these and

other areas his work is to plan, to organize, to direct, and to repre-

sent. The presidential function ghould recaive the

o . n.
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board and faculty.
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V. The Academic Institution: The Faculty

The faculty has primary responsibility for such fundamental areas
as curriculum, subject matter and methods of instruction, research,
faculty status, and those aspects of student life which relate to the
educational process. On these matters the power of review or final de-
cision lodged in the governing board or delegated by it to the presi-
dent should be exercised adversely only in exceptional circumstances,
and for reasons communicated to the faculty. It is desirable that the
faculty should, following such communication, have opportunity for fur-
ther consideration and further transmittal of its views to the president
or board. Budgets, manpower limitations, the time element and the poli-
cies of other groups, bodies and agencies having jurisdiction over the
ingtitution may set limits to realization of faculty advice.

The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees offered in course,
determines when the requirements have been met, and authorizes the presi-
dent and board to grant the degrees thus achieved,

Faculty status and related matters are primarily a faculty respon-
sibility; this area includes appointments, reappointments, decisions
not to reappoint, promotions, the granting of tenure, and dismissal.

The primary responsibility of the faculty for such matters 1s based upon
the fact that its judgment 1s central to general educational policy.
Furthermore, scholars in a particular field or activity have the chief
competence for judging the work of the colleagues; in such competence it
is implicit that responsibility exists for both adverse and favorable

judgments. Likewlse there is the more general competence of experienced
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faculty personnel committees having a broader charge. Determinations
in these matters should first be by faculty action through established
procedures, reviewed by the chief academic officers with the concurrence
of the board. The governing board and president should, on questions
of faculty status, as in other matters where the faculty has primary re~
sponsibility, concur with the faculty judgment except in rare instances
and for compelling reasons which should be stated in detail.

The faculty should actively participate in the determination of
policies and procedures governing salary increases.

The cheirman or head of a department, who serves as the chief repre-
sentative of his department within an institution, should be selected
either by departmental election or by appointment following consultation
with members of the department and of related departments; appointments
should normally be in conformity with department members' judgment. The
chairman or department head should not have tenure in his office; his
tenure as a faculty member is a matter of separate right. He should
serve for a stated term but without prejudice to re-election or to re-
appointment by procedures which involve appropriate faculty consultation.
Board, administration, and faculity should all bear in mind that the de-
partment chalrman has & special obligation to build a department strong
in scholarship and teaching capacity.

Agencies for faculty participation in the govermment of the college
or university should be established at each level where faculty respon-
sibility is present. An agency should exist for the presentation of éhe

views of the whole faculty, The structure and procedures for faculty
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participation should be designed, approved and established by joint
action of the components of the institution. Faculty representatives
should be selected by the faculty according to procedures determined by
the faculty.

The agenciles may consist of meetings of all faculty members of a
department, school, college, division or university system, or may take
the form of faculty-elected executive committees in departments and
schools and a faculty-elected senate or council for larger divisions or
the institution as a whole.

Among the means of communication among the faculty, administration,
and governing board now in use are: (1) circulation of memoranda and
reports by board committees, the administration, and faculty committees,
(2) joint ad hoc committees, (3) standing liaison committees, (4) member-
ship of faculty members on administrative bodies, and (5) membership of
faculty members on governing boards. Whatever the channels of communi-

cation, they should be clearly understood and observed.

On Student Status

s

When students in American colleges and universities desire to par-
ticipate responsibly in the govermment of the institution they attend,
their wish should be recognized as a claim to opportunity both for educa-
tional experience and for involvement in the affairs of *heir college or
university. Ways should be found to permit significant student partici-
pation within the limits of attainable effectiveness. The obstacles to

such participation are large and should not be minimized: inexperience,
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untested capacity, a transitory status which means that present action
does not carry with it subsequent responsibility, and the inescapable
fact that the other components of the institution are in a position of
judgment over the students, It is important to recognize that student
needs are strongly related to educational experience, both formal and
informal. Students expect, and have a right to expect, that the educa-
tional process will be structured, that they will be stimulated by it
to become independent adults, and that they will have effectively trans-
mitted to them the cultural heritage of the larger society. If insti-
tutional support is to have its fullest possible meaning it should in-
corporate the strength, freshness of view and idealism of the student
body.

The respect of students for their ccllege or university can be en-
hanced if they are given at least these opportunities: (1) to be listened
to in the classroom without fear of institutional reprisal for the sub-
stance of their views, (2) freedom to discuss questions of institutional
policy and operation, (3) the right to academic due process when charged
with serious violations of institutional reguiations, and (4) the same
right to hear speakers of their own choice as is enjoyed by other

components of the institution.
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APPENDIX D



PART I1
DISIRIBUTION OF DECISION-MAKING

The American Assoc:latien for Higher Education in its Facult‘; Partici ation in Academic Governance published in 1967, proposed a Distribution of Authonty
Model that could be used to detexmine the extent of famulty «md aﬁ%gtratﬁ Involvement in academic governance. The model consists of Five categaries:
Adminigtrative Dominance, Adminlstrative Primacy, Shared Auh_horit:y, Faculty Primacy, and Faculty Dominance, Fach of these categories is briefly d.escribed

as follows:
, 1/ Administrative Dominance -~ Decisions are made unilaterally by the administration;
2/ Administrative Primacy -- Decision-making authority rests primarily with the a(hrmistz'ation but the faculty is actively consulted;

3/ Shared Authority .-~ Faculty and administration both exercise effective influence in decision-making;
4/ Faculty Primacy -~ Decision-making authority rests primarily with the faculty but: the administration is actively consulted;

5/ Faculty Dominance -~ Decisions are made unilaterally by the faculty.

Using these definitions, please c:I.rvle the mmber that best represents your perception of the distribution of authority as it relates to the way eacy issue
was decdded at the time of the colléctive bargaining representation election (Colum A) and is presently decided (Colum B).

;'6[1

COLIMN A . A : COLIMN B
At the time of the collective baLr%aining representation . : . c o S R
election on your campus, which of the categories best At the present time which of the categories best describes ...
describes the decision-msking process for each issue. the decision-making process for each issue on your campus
Admndstrative Administrative Shared Faculty Faculty Administrative Administrative Shared Faculty Faculty :
Dontinznce Primacy Authority Primacy Dominance Types of Issues Domdnance Primacy Authority - Primacy Dominance- = -
1 2 3 4 5 1/ Faculty appointments 1 2 ; 3 5
1 2 3 4 5 2/ Faculty reappointments, 1 2 3 4 5
nonrenewal or dismissal ] : .
for cause _ :
1 2 3 4 5 3/ Faculty promotion 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 4/ Faculty temwe awards 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 5/ Selection of the president 1 2 3 4 -5
1 2 3 4 5 6/ Selection of academic deans 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 7/ Selection of departmental 1 2 3 4 5
chairpersons .
1 2 3 5 8/ Faculty salary scales 1 3 & 5
! e
1 2 5 9/ Individual faculty salaries 1 2 .3 4 - .5
1 2 3 4 .5 10/ Physical facilities 5
R T BIESRTE Ue i By i 41 HiE
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At the =ime of the collective bar

representation

election on your campus, which of the categories best
describes the decision-making process for each issue.

Administrative Administrative

Shared Faculty Faculty

At the present time which of the categori.éé best descm.bes L
the decision-making process for each issue on your campus.: -

Administrative Administrative Shared = Faculty Faculty .

Dominance Primacy Authority Primacy Dominance Types of Issues Dominance Authority - Primacy Daminance .
1 2 3 4 5 1/ Faculty appointments 1 2 3.4 5
1 2 3 4 5 2/ Faculty reappointments, 1 2 3 4 5 -

’ nonrenewal or dismissal S
for. cause
1 2 3 4 5 3/ Faculty promotion 1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 5 4/ Faculty tenure awards 1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 5 5/ Selection of the president 1 z 3 b
1 2 3 4 5 6/ Selection of academic deans 1 2 3 A
1 2 3 4 5 7/ Selection of departmental i 2 3 4
. chairpersons :
1 3 4 5 8/ Faculty salary scales 1 3 4
1 2 3 5 9/ Individual faculty salaries 3 4
1 2 3 5 10/ Physical facilities 1 2
building programs ) i
1 2 3 4 5 11/ short-range institutional 1, 2 3 4
plamming L
1 2 3 4 5 12/ Long-range institutional 1 2 3 4
P
1 2 3 4 5 13/ Budget formulation 1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 5 14/ Curricuhum offerings 1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4 5 15/ Degree requirements 1 2 3 b
1 2 3 4 5 16/ Academic performance of 1 2 3 4
students .
2 3 4 5 17/ Types of degrees offered 2 3 4 '
4 13/ Establishment of new 3 4
academic programs .
1 2 3 4 5 19/ Student admission 1 2 3 4
requirements ,
1 2 3 4 5 20/ Average faculty teaching 1 2 3 4
load S
1 2 3 4 5 21/ Faculty teaching 1 2 3 4
assignments
2 3 4 TR
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1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 }
1 2 3
1 2 3
1. 2 )
1 2 3
1 2 4
1 3
1 3
1 2 3
1 2 )
1 2 «
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3

[ A

H
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17/ T:pes of degrees offered

T “chairpersons ¢ 7
8/ Faculty salary scales
9/ Individual faculty salaries

10/ Physical facilities
building programs

11/ Short-renge institutional
plaming ,

12/ Long-range institutional
plamning

13/ Budget formulation
14/ Curriculum offerings
15/ Degree requirements

16/ Academic performance of
- students

18/ Esvablishment of new
acalemic programs

19/ Student admission
requirements

20/ Average faculty teaching
lcad :

21/ Faculty teaching

2 asslgrments

22/ Establishment of
departmental committees

23/ Menbership of departmental
"~ ccumittees -

24/ Estsblishment of
institution-wide committees!

25/ Mexbership of institution-
wide committees

)

]

N ONdNN
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Please use this space if you would like to make additional comments on changes in governance gince the collective bargaining represen'batiorr}ialreqtior’z{




: “12/ Artlcles' publ:.shed in the past o years
Yo 32 S 5/ 4. RE
Y1 43 8/ 5or more - 181~

: ,.“B/Bookspubhshedmthepasttmyears I RO PR CL N S E T
IR A Z,/ ' 43 »_5_/ 5 or more - - “ o

, 14/ Have you served ona deparunental coumittee in the past two years
1/ Yes .
2/ o

15/ Have you served on an institution-wide cmmlttee in the past two years:
- 1/ Yes '
2/ No

If you were included in: the bargmmng umt at the time of the vepresentation-election, please
ansver the next three questions. If not, proceed to Question 19.

18/ Were you a member of 2 ‘““‘ga:r"‘ organization at the time of the representation election:
L/ ies
2/ %

17/ Did you voiz for coliective bargaining:
1/ Yes
2/ Yo

18/ Are you ncy a member of a bargaining orgamzatlon:
1/ Yes
2 Yo

'Q/ Was there a faculty senate or similar body in existence at the time of the vote on collective bargaining:
1/ Yes '

27 N
= =

If yes, dees the faculty senate or similar body still exist:
1/ Yes
2/ Yo

20/ If you answered question 19 affirmatively, how would -you categorize the change in senate influence or power:
1/ Decreased significantly 3/ No change 5/ Increased significantly
2/ Decreased slightly ' 4/ TIncreased slightly

21/ How would you categorize the change in mfluence or power of the Board of Trustees (Regents, Governors) since
the vete on collective bargaining:

1/ Decxreased significantly 3/ No change 5/ Increased significantly
2/ Decreased slightly 4/ Tncreased slightly '

22/ Eow would you categonze the change in the influence or power of the chief executive officer (Presidsnt, -
Chancellor) since the vote on collective bargaining:

1/ Decreased significantly 3/ No change 5/ Tncreased significantly
2/ Decreased sh,,btlv 4/ Increased slightly

[T L e TR E Gt
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-, DIRECTIONS:' .Please eirele ‘only one response for each question; - Angwer the qu,ebtic‘ma‘ on the fz"':‘ﬁntv and '
o . back sides of the form, ‘then comvlete the questions on the ineide of the questionnaire. - =
1/ College or university position: -~ . ' ] R o
. Y Faolty SR | | |

- 2/ Aduinistrator S

' _2_/ Academic rank:

T 1/ Tnstructor 3/ Associate Professor 5/ Not applicable
: 2/ Assistant Professor 4/ Professor

B §/ “Enployment status:
‘ 1/ Full-time
2/ Part-time

B 4/ Temare status:

1/ Temmed 3/ Yot applicable
2/ Nontemured -

: 5/ Highest degree eamned: »
1/ Bachelor 3/ Ph.D., Ed.D., or equivalent

2/ Master 4/ Professional {e.g., J.D., M.D.)

6/ Discipline:

1/ thmanities 4/ Biological Science 7/ Other
2/ Social Science . 5/ Engineering
3/ Physical Science . 6/ Agricultwre
1/ salary: |
17 Delow $5,555 47 $E0,050-524,555 7/ Yore than $35,000
2/ $10,000-$14,999 5/ $25,000-$29,999
3/ $15,000-519,999 6/ $30,000-$34, 559
8/ Age:
1/ 21-30 years 3/ 41-50 years 5/ Over 60 years
2{ 31-40 years 4f 51-60 years

“'S7 Wumber of yezrs on staff at present institutien:

1/ 1-3 years 3/ 7-9 years 5/ More than 12 years
2/ 4-6 years 4/ 10-12 years

- 10/ tamber of colleges or universities where you have been a member of the staff:

i/1 3/3 5/ 5 or mre
2/ 2 4 &

o/ Muber of professional groups to which you belong:
e 32 5/ 4
& 1 4/ 3 6/ 5 or wore
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IOWG State UniVQrSitg of Science and Technology g Ames, Towa 50011

Research Institute for Studies in Education
College of Education

The Quadrangle

Teleprione 515-2%4-70G%

Dear Colleague:

Goverance and collective bargaining in higher education are two processes
that have influenced one another during the past decade. You are being
asked to participate in a study of faculty and administrator perceptions
of changes in governance that have occurred since your faculty chose the
"no agent" option in the representation election. Your institution along
with a number of other colleges and universities has been selected for
this analysis.

Enclosed is a questionnaire asking for your perceptions of the changes

in governance that have taken place at your institution since the bargain-
ing election. The instrument is brief; it should take no more than
twenty minutes to complete. A postage paid return envelope is enclosed
for your convenience. Please feel free to add any comments you would

like in the space provided on the inside page.

The name of your institution has been placed in the upper right hand
corner of the questionnaire, in order that responses may be analyzed by
category of institution. The instrument has not been coded in any other
way. All responses to this questionnaire will be kept strictly confi-
dential. No identification will be made of individuals or of specific
institutions in reporting the results. If you would care to identify
yourself I will be happy to send you a copy cf the results.

Your responses will be extremely important in order to compare faculty
and administrator perceptions at different institutions. I appreciate
your participation and hope you will find the questicmnaire interesting.
Sincerely,

Kenneth E. Marks

Enclosure
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IUWG State Un{VCrSﬁg of Science and Technology Ji| || Ames, Iowa 50011

Research institute for Studies in Education
College of Education

The Quadrangle
Telephone 513-294-7009

Dear Colleague:

Governance and collective bargaining in higher education are two processes
that have influenced one another during the past decade. You are being
asked to participate in a study of faculty and administrator perceptions
of changes in governance that have occurred since your faculty voted to
bargain collectively. Your institution along with a number of other
colleges and universities has been selected for this analysis.

Enclosed is a questionnaire asking for your perceptions of the changes

in governance that have taken place at your institution since the bargain-
ing election. The instrument is brief; it should take no more than twenty
minutes to complete. A postage paid return envelope is enclosed for your

convenience. Please feel free to add any comments you would like in the
space provided on the inside page.

The name of your institution has been placed in the upper right hand
corner of the questionnaire, in order that responses may be analyzed hy
bargaining agent and category of institution. The instrument has not
been coded in any other way. All responses to this questionnaire will be

kept strictly confidential. No identification will be made of individuals

Uil sy

or of specific institution in reporting the results. If you would care
to identify yourself I will be happy to send you a copy of the results.

Your responses will be extremely important in order to compare faculty and

administrator perceptions at different institutions. I appreciate your
participation and hope you will find the questionmaire interesting.

Sincerely,

Rewnet, EMaLs

Kenneth E. Marks

Enclosure
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APPENDIX E



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 1

Table 15.

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 17 1.8235 .8090 3.0000 .5000
Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2.6667 .5774
2. PFaculty reappoint- Faculty 17 1.3529 .6063 2.7647 .8314
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.6667 .5774

dismissal

3. Faculty promotion Faculty 17 1.6471 . 7859 2.0000 1.0000
Administrators 3 1.0008 1.0000 2.6667 .3333
4, Paculty tenure awards Faculty 17 1.7647 .8314 3.2353 -7524
Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.6667 5774
5. Selection of the Faculty 17 1.5294 .6243 2.7647 4372
president Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 1.6667 1.5275
6. Selection of academic Faculty 17 1.1765 .3930 2.0588 .8269
deans Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.0000 1.0000
7. Selection of depart- Faculcy 17 1.6471 .9315 3.8235 .9510
mental chairpersons Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.3333 .5774
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 17 1.5882 .8703 3.0588 .7475
Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.6667 .5774
9, Individual facuilty Faculty 17 1.2353 .8314 2.6471 1.0572
salaries Administrators 3 1.06000 1.0000 2.6667 5774
10. Physical facilities Faculty 17 1.2353 .5623 2.0000 .7071
building programs Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 1.6667 5774



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range insti.-
tutional planning

Long-range insti-
tutional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offersings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of de-
partmental committees

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

1.6471
1.0000

1.5294
1.0000

1.2353
1.0000

3.1176
1.0000

2.9412
1.0000

3.5294
1.3333

2.5294
1.0000

2.7059
1.0000

1.7647
1.0000

2.1176
1.0000

2.8235
1.3333

3.4118
2.0000

3.4118
2.0000

1.0572
1.0000

.8745
1.0000

4372
1.0000

.9926
1.0000

.8269
1.0000

1.1789
1.1547

.7998
1.0000

.8489
1.0000

.6642
1.0000

1.0537
1.0000

1.0146
1.1547

1.2277
2.0000

1.1213
2,0000

2.7059
2.0000

2,.8824
2.0000

2.0000
1.6667

3.8235
2.6667

3.5882
2.6667

4.0588
3.0000

3.1176
3.0000

3.3529
2,.6667

2,7059
2.6667

3.5882
2.6667

3.6417
3.6667

4.2941
4,0000

4.2353
4.3333

.9196
.0001

.8575
.0001

«5000
.5774

.9510
.5774

.8703
.5774

.7475
1.0000

.8575
1.0000

.6063
1.5275

.9196
.5774

1.1213
.5774

.8618
.5774

.9196
.0001

.9034
.5774
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Table 15 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24. Establishment of insti- Faculty 17 2.7647 1.1472 3.7647 .9034
tution-wide committees Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.3333 .5774
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 17- 3.0588 1.0290 3.9412 .8269
tion-wide committees Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 2.3333 .5774
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Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for
governarice issues by institution--Institution No. 2

Table 16,

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 10 2.2000 1.1353 2.6000 .9661
: Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 2.3000 .5774
2, Faculty reappointments, Faculty 10 1.8000 .5189 2.5000 .5270
nonrenewal or dismis- Adminigtrators 3 .6667 1.1547 2.0000 .0001
sal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 10 1.6000 .8433 2.4000 .6992
Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 2.3333 5774
4., Faculty tenure awards Faculty 10 1.90060 .9944 2.5000 .5270
Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 2.3333 .5774
5. Selection of the Faculty 10 1.3000 .8233 1.5000 .7071
president Administrators 3 .3333 .5774 2.0000 .0001
6. Selection of academic Faculty 10 1.4000 .8433 1.7000 .4830
deans Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 2.3333 .5774
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 10 1.8000 .9189 2.5000 .7071
mental chairpersons Administrators 3 .3333 .5774 2.0000 .0001
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 10 1.6000 .9661 2.8000 .91389
Administrators 3 .3333 .5774 3.0000 .0001
9. Individual faculty Faculty 10 1.5000 .8498 2.7000 .9487
salaries Administrators 3 .3333 .5774 3.0000 .0001
10. Physical facilities Faculty 10 1.5000 1.0801 1.7000 .9487
building programs Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 1.3333 .5774



11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignmments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Paculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Adainistrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Paculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

1.6000
.3333

1.5000
.3333

1.5000
.3333

3.3000
1.6667

3.2000
1.6667

3.5000
1.6667

1.9000
.3333

2.0000
1.0000

2.6000
1.3333

2.1000

.0000

2.8000
.6667

3.4000
.0000

3.4000
.0000

.6992
.53774

.7071
.5774

.8498
5774

1.4944
2.8868

1.6865

2.8868

1.7795
2.8868

1.2867
.5774

1.0541
1.7321

1.5055
2.3094

1.1005
.0000

1.3984
1.1547

1.5055
.0000

1.5055
.0000

2.2000
2.0000

2.0000
1.6667

1.7000
1.6667

3.9000
4.0000

3.9000
4.,0000

4.0000
4.6667

2.4000
2.6667

2.7000
2.6667

3.0000
2.6667

3.1000
2.3333

3.3000
2.6667

4.0000
2.0000

3.9000
2.3333

4216
1.0000

.6667
.5774

.8233
.5774

.3162
1.0000

.8756
1.0000

. 9428
.5774

1.1738
1.5275

.8233
.5774

1.0541
.5774

.3162
2.0817

4820
.5774

.8165
2.0000

.99%44
2.0817

061



Table 16 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 10 2.3000 1.1595 3.0000 . 9428
tution-wide committees Adminlstrators 3 .6667 1.1547 3.3333 1.5275
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 10 2.5000 1.0801 3.6000 .9661
tion-wide committees Adninilstrators 3 .6667 1.1547 2.6667 1.1547
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Table 17.

governance issues by institution--Institution No. 3

Mean faculty and admlinistrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Perceptions at time
of representation

Perceptions today

election
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 21 1.8571 .9636 2.5714 .9258
Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2.3333 5774
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 21 1.2857 4629 2.0952 .7003
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 3 .6667 .5774 1.3333 1.1547
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 21 1.4762 .5118 2.1429 .8536
Administrators 3 .6667 .5774 2.0000 .0001
4. VFaculty tenvre awards Faculty 21 1.4286 .5071 2.0000 5477
Administrators 3 .6667 5774 2.0020 .0001
5. Selection of the Faculty 21 1.6667 .7303 2,.0000 7746
president Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 1.3333 .5774
6. Selection of academic Faculty 21 1.8095 .6796 2.3810 1.0235
deans Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2,3333 .5774
7. Selection of depart- TFaculty .2) 2.5238 1.2091 3.6667 .8563
mental chairpersons Adminifstrators 3 1.00C0 1.0000 2.3333 .5774
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 21 1.0476 .2182 3.2381 .6249
Administrators 3 .6667 5774 3.0000 1.0000
9. 1Individual faculty Facul.ty 21 1.1429 .3586 3.0952 .7684
salaries Administrators 3 .6667 .5774 3.3333 .5774
10. Physical facilities Faculty 21 1.3333 .4830 1.7143 .6437
building programs Administrators 3 .6667 5774 1.3333 .5774



11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long~-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-

partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

1.8095
1.3333

1.6667
1.0000

1.2857
.6667

3.7619
2.6667

3.9524
2.6667

4.7381
3.0000

3.5238
1.6667

3.0952
1.6667

2.8571
1.6667

2.3810
1.3333

3.2381
2.0000

%4.0476
2.3333

4.2381
2,.0000

.9284
1.1547

5774
1.0000

.4629
.5774

.7684
2.5166

.8646
2.5166

.8309
2.6458

.8136
1.5275

.8309
1.5275

1.1526
1.5275

.8047
1.1547

1.0911
2.0000

.8646
2.0817

.8309
1.7321

2.6190
2.3333

2.3810
2.0000

1.7619
1.6667

4.0476
3.6667

4.2381
3.6667

4.3810
4.0000

3.7619
2.3333

3.3333
2.3333

3.0000
2.6667

3.2857
3.0000

3.7619
3.0000

4.4286
3.3333

4.5238
3.3333

.6690
.5774

.5896
.0001

.8309
.5774

.6690
1.1547

.7003
1.5275

.8047
1.0000

.8309
.5774

.8563
.5774

1.0954
.5774

.7838
.0001

.7684
1.0000

.5976
.5774

.6796
5774

€61



Table 17 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

electicn Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment: of insti- Faculty 21 2.6667 .8563 2.9524 .5896
tution-wide committees Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2.3333 5774
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 21 3.0000 1.2247 3.3333 .9661
tion-wide committees Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2.6667 .5774
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Table 18.

governance issues by institution--Institution No. &

Mean faculty and adminisirator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Perceptions at time

of representation

election Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 24 2.1167 .7614 2.0000 .7802
Administrators 6 3.0000 .0001 2.6667 .8165
2. Faculty reappoint- TFaculty 24 1.9167 .7755 1.6250 . 6469
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 6 2.6667 .5164 2.5000 .8367

dismissal for cause

3. Faculty promotion Faculty 24 2.0833 .7755 1.7500 L7372
Administrators 6 2.6667 .5164 2.5000 .8367
4. Paculty tenure awards Faculty 24 2.0417 .6241 1.6250 .6469
Administrators 6 2.6667 .5164 2.5000 .8367
5. Selection of the Faculty 24 2.4167 1.2129 2.3333 1.1672
president Administrators 6 2.8333 .4082 2.6667 .8165
6. Selection of academic Faculty 24 1.8333 .8165 1.5833 .7173
deans Administrators 6 2.3333 .8165 2.3333 .8165
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 24 1.8750 .9918 1.50000 .8341
mental chairpersons Administrators 6 2.0000 1.2649 2.0000 1.2649
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 24 1.7500 9441 1.6250 .8754
Administrators 6 2.3333 .8165 2.3333 .8165
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 24 1.7917 .7790 1.6250 .7697
salaries Administratcrs 6 2.3333 .8165 2.3333 .8165
10. Physical facilities Faculty 24 1.9167 .7173 1.8333 .7020
building programs Administrators 6 2.0000 .6325 2.1667 .7528



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range Insti-
tutional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-

partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental coomitiees

Faculiy
Admini strators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Adminilstrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculgy
Administrators

Faculty
Adminilstrators

Faculiy
Administrators

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

24

2.1250
2.1667

2.1667
2.3333

1.6667
2.6667

3.0833
3.3333

3.1250
3.5000

3.5833
4.0000

2.7083
3.1667

2.5833
3.5000
2.5833
2.66%7

2.3333
3.0000

3.1250
3.0000

2.7917
3.3333

3.2083
3.3333

.6124
.7528

.6370
.8165

.7020
.8165

.9743
.8165

. 9470
.8367

1.4116
. 8944

. 9546
.4082

L7173
.5477

1.1389
1.3663

.8681
.6325

.9470
.6325

1.1413
1.0328

1.2151
1.0328

2.0833
2.3333

2.1250
2.5000

1.5417
2.6667

2.7917
3.1667

3.0833
3.3333

3.4583
3.6667

2.5417
2.8333

2.2917
3.16567

2.3750
2.3333

2.2083
2.6667

2.7917
2.6667

2.7500
3.0000

3.0417
3.0000

.6539
.8165

7974
.8367

.6580
.8165

.9315
1.1690

.9286

1.2111

1.3825
1.5055

.9771
.9832

.7506
1.1690

1.0555
1.5055

.8330
1.0328

1.0206
1.0328

1.1516
1.4142

1.3015
1.4142

961



Table 18 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 24 2.1250 .8999 2.0417 .9079
tution-wide committees Administrators 6 3.0000 .0001 2.6667 .8165
25, Membership of insti- Faculty 24 2.1667 1.0072 2,0417 1.0417
tution-wide committees Administrators 6 3.0000 .0001 2.6667 .8165

L61



Table 19.

governance issues by inst:itution--Institution No. 5

Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue ‘Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appcintments Faculty 16 1.9375 .7719 2.2500 7746
Administrators 4 2.0000 .0001 3.2500 .9574
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 16 1.9375 1.1236 2.6250 .6191
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 4 1.2500 .5000 2.7500 .5000
dismissal for cause -
3. PFzculty promotion Faculty 16 2.0000 .7303 2.8750 .8062
Administrators 4 1.7500 .5000 3.0000 .8165
4. Faculty tenure awaxds Faculty 16 1.1875 1.0468 1.7500 1.5706
Administrators 4 2.0000 .8165 3.2500 1.2583
5. Selection of the Faculty 16 1.0625 4425 1.3750 .7188
president Administrators 4 1.5000 1.0600 2.0000 .8165
6. Selection of academic Paculty 16 1.1875 .4031 1.7500 .5774
deans Administrators 4 1.2500 .5000 1.7500 .5000
7. Selection of depart- Paculty 16 1.6250 .7188 2,1250 .9574
mental chairpersons Administrators 4 1.5000 .5774 2.7500 .9574
8. PFaculty salary Faculty 16 1.1875 .5439 2.3750 .8062
scales Adminilstrators 4 1.2500 .5000 2.5000 1.2910
9. Individual faculty Faculty 16 1.2500 .5774 2.562% 1.1529
salaries Administrators 4 1.2500 .5000 2.500< 1.2910.
16. Physical facilities Faculty 16 1.0625 .2500 1.1875 4031
building programs Adninistrators 4 1.0000 .0001 1.7500 .5000



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulzation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
bLdministrators
¥aculty
Ldministrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Adminjistrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

1.4375
1.2500

1.2500
1.5000

1.2500
1.2500

2.9375
2.0060

2.8750
2.0000

3.2500
2.7500

2.0625
1.2500

2.2500
1.7500

1.1875
1.0000

1.6875
1.2500

2.8750
1.7500

3.0000
2.5000

3.5000
2.2500

.5123
.5000

4472
.5774

4472
.5000

1.2366
.8165

1.0247
.8165

1.5706
.9574

1.1236
.5000

1.0000
.5000

.4031
.0001

.7932
.5000

1.1475
.9574

1.5492
1.2910

1.3166
L9574

2.2500
2,2500

1.9373
2.2500

1.4375
1.7500

3.2500
3.5000

3.2500
3.7500

3.7500
3.5000

2.5625
2,5000

2.9375
3.0000

1.6875
1.7500

2.5000
3.2500

2.9375
3.2500

3.5000
3.7500

3.7500
4.0000

.7746
.5000

«3737
.5000

.6292
.9574

1.1255
.5774

1.0000
.9574

1.4376
.5774

1.0935
1.0000

.9287
.0001

.7042
. 5000

.8944
.9574

.8539
.9574

1.4142
.5000

1.3416
.8165

661



Table 19 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of institu- Faculty 16 2.1250 1.3601 2.5000 .8944
tion-wide committees Administrators 4 1.2500 . 5000 2.5000 .5774
25. Membership of institu- Faculiy 16 2.8125 1.3769 2.8750 . 5000
tion-wide committees Administrators 4 1.5000 1.0000 2.5000 .5774

00¢



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Table 20.
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 6

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. pf Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Paculty appointments Faculry 21 2.9524 1.3593 3.1429 1.1952
Administrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 21 2.9048 1.3002 2.9048 1.1360
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 1 3.000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promot:ion Faculiy 21 2.8571 1.2364 2.7619 1.0443
Administrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
4. PFaculty tenure awards Faculty 21 2.7143 1.2306 2.3810 1.1609
Adnministrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
5. Selection of the Faculty 21 2.1429 1.2762 2.0952 1.3002
president Administrators 1 2.0000 .0000 2.0000 .0C00
6. Selection of academic Faculty 21 1.6667 1.3166 1.5238 1.0779
deans Administrators 1 2.0000 .0000 2.0000 .0000
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 21 2.5238 1.4359 2.6190 1.4310
mental chairpersons Administrators 1 2.0000 .0000 2.0000 .0000
8. Faculty salary Faculty 21 1.8571 1.0142 1.8095 .8729
scales Administrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 21 2.2381 1.2209 2.1905 1.0779
salaries Administrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
10. Physical facilities Faculty 21 1.6190 .7400 1.5238 .6796
building programs Administrators 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000



11.

12,

i3.

14.

15‘

16.

17.

18.

19‘

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range ingtitu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offferings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrces
offered

Establislment of new
academic progirams

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignmments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators
Faculiy
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculcy
Adninlstrators

Faculry
Adninistrators
Paculty
Administrators

Faculty
Adninlstrators

Faculey
Adminlstrators

Faculiy
Adminlstrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Paculty
Administrators

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

21

2.1905
3.0000

2.0925
3.0000

1.8571
2.0000

3.5238
4.0000

3.5714
4.0000

3.9524
4.0000

3.0476
4.0000

2.8095
3.0000

2.2857
3.0000
2.3333
2.0000

3.5238
3.0000

4.1429
3.0000

4.0476
3.0000

1.1233
.0800

.9952
.0000

.7928
.0000

1.5690
.0000

1.4343
.0000

1.5645
.0000

1.4655
.0000

1.4359
.0000

1.2306
.0000

1.3166
.0000

1.4359
.0000

1.6213
.0000

1.6875
.0000

1.9524
3.0000

1.7619
3.0000

1.7619
2.0000

3.4762
4.0000

3.5714
4.0000

4.0000
4..0000

2.7619
4.0000

2.5714
3.0000

2.0952
3.0000

2.2381
2.0000

3.4762
3.0000

4.3810
3.0000

4..2857
3.0000

1.0713
.0000

.9952
.0000

.8309
.0000

1.5040
.0000

1.3990
.0000

1.4491
.0000

1.3749
.0000

1.3990
.0000

1.1792
.0000

1.2611
.0000

1.3645
.0000

1.3220
.0000

1.4880
.0000

20¢



Table 20 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 21 2.4286 1.2873 2.1905 1.2498
tution-wide committees Administrator 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 21 2.3333 1.1547 2.2857 1.1019
tion-wide commnittees Administrator 1 3.0000 .0000 3.0000 .0000

€07



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for
governance issues by institution~-Institution No. 7

Table 21.

Perceptions at time
of represeatation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 15 2.0667 .8837 2.3333 .9759
Administrators 2 2.5000 .7071 2.5000 .7071
2. PFaculty reappoint- Faculty 15 1.3333 .7237 1.5333 .9155
ments, nonrencwal or Administrators 2 2.0000 1.4142 2,.5000 .7071
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 15 1.2667 .5936 1.2667 .5936
Administrators 2 1.5000 .7071 2.0000 .0001
4. Paculty tenurez awards Faculty 15 1.2000 .5606 1.3333 .6172
Administrators 2 1.5000 .7071 2.5000 .7071
5. Selection of the Faculty 15 1.1333 . 7432 1.2667 .8837
president Administrators 2 2.5000 .7071 3.0000 .0001
6. Selection of academic Faculty 15 1.3333 .7237 1.5333 .7432
deans Administrators 2 2.0000 1.4142 3.0000 .0001
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 15 1.4667 .7432 2.2000 1.0142
mental chairpersons Administrators 2 2.0000 1.4142 3.0000 .0001
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 15 1.1333 5164 1.0667 4577
Administrators 2 1.0000 .6001 1.5000 .7071
9. Individual faculty Faculty 15 1.1333 .5164 1.2000 .5606
salaries Admipnistrators 2 1.0000 .0001 1.5000 .7071
10. Physical facilities Paculty 15 1.3333 .7237 1.6000 .8281
bullding programs Administrators 2 1.5000 . 7071 2.0000 .0001



11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range ingtitu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignmments

Establishment of de-

partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Facultiy
Adninistrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Facultiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

15

1
N

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

1.9333
2.0000

1.4667
2,5000

1.1333
1.0000

3.4000
3.5000

3.1333
4.0000

3.6667
4.0000

2.8667
2.5000

2.6667
3.0000

2.2000
2.5000

1.4667
3.0000

2.4000
3.0000

2.8667
4.0000

2.8667
4.,0000

.8837
1.4142

L7432
.7071

.5164
.0001

1.2984
7071

1.3020
1.4142

1.4475
1.4142

1.1255
.7071

1.2344
.0001

1.0142
.7071
L7432
.0001

1.2984
.0001

1.3558
1.4142

1.35583
1.4142

2.2000
2.5000

1.6000
2.5000

1.4000
1.0060

3.4667
3.5000

3.1333
4.0000

3.6667
4.0000

2.8667
2.5000

2.8000
3.0000

2.2667
2.5000

1.4667
3.0000

2.5333
3.0000

3.0000
4.0000

3.0000
4.0000

.9411
.7071

.8281
.7071

.6325
.0001

1.2459
.7071

1.3020
1.4142

1.4475
1.4142

1.1255
.7071

1.2071
.0001

1.0328
7071

.0001

1.3020
.0001

1.4142
1.4142

1.4142
1.4142

607



Table 21 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 15 1.9333 .9612 2.2000 9411
tution-wide committees Administrators 2 2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 1.4142
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 15 2.0000 1.1339 2,7333 1.2228
tion-wide committees Administrators 2 3.0000 .0001 3.0000 .0001

902



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Table 22.
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 8

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Percaeptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. PFaculty appointments Faculty 22 1.9091 .8112 2.1364 .7743
Administrators 3 2.3333 5774 3.0000 1.0000
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 22 1.9091 .8112 2.1364 .7102
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 3 2.3333 5774 2.3333 .5774
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 22 1.8182 .8528 2.0909 .7502
Administrators 3 2.3333 .5774 2.6667 .5774
4. Faculty tenure awards Faculty 22 1.7273 .8827 1.9091 .7502
Administrators 3 2.0000 1.0000 2.3333 5774
5. Selection of the Faculty 22 2.0909 .7502 2,0909 .6838
president Administrators 3 1.6667 .5774 1.6667 .5774
6. Selection of academic Faculty 22 1.5909 7341 1.8132 .7950
deans Administrators 3 1.6667 5774 2.0000 1.0000
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 22 1.8182 1.1396 2.1818 1.0527
mental chairpersons Administrators 3 1.3333 1.1547 2.0000 2.0000
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 22 1.4091 .7964 2.4545 .9117
Administrators 3 1.0000 1.0000 3.6667 1.5275
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 22 1.7273 1.0320 2.3636 .9535
salaries Administrators 3 1.3333 .5774 2.0000 1.0000
10. Physical facilities Faculty 22 1.3636 .5811 1.5000 .6726
building programs Administrators 3 1.0000 .0001 1.3333 .5774



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16-

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range institu~
tional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental commitiees

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administratoru

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

1.8636
1.3333

1.7273
1.3333

1.5909
1.3333

2.6364
2.6667

2.7273
2.6667

3.2727
3.3333

2.1818
2.6667

2.2273
2.6667

2.2273
2.6667

2.0909
2.0000

3.1364
2.3333

2.9091
3.6667

3.0909
4.0000

.7102
.3774

.7673
5774

.7964
3774

.9535
.5774

.8270
5774

1.1205
1.1547

.8528
1.5275

1.0660
.5774

.8691
.5774

.9715
1.0000

1.2834
5774

1.1509
5774

1.1916
.0001

2.0455
1.6667

1.8182
1.3333

1.6364
1.6667

3.2273
3.0000

3.0455
3.0000

3.5909
3.6667

2.2727
2.3333

2.3182
Z%.6667

2.3636
3.0000

2.3636
2.6667

3.4545
3.0000

3.5000
3.6667

3.6818
4..0000

.5755
5774

. +5885

.5774

.6580
.5774

.7516
1.0000

.5755
1.0000

.8541
1.5275

.8827
1.1547

.8937
5774

.7895
1.0000

.9535
1.5275

1.0108
1.0000

1.0579
.5774

. 9455
.0001

802



Table 22 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Facul.ty 22 2.5455 1.2239 3.1818 1.2960
tution-wide committees Administrators 3 2.3333 5774 4.0000 1.7321
25. Membership of insti- Facul.ty 22 2.8636 1.2069 3.4545 1.06568
tution-wide committees Administrators 3 2.6667 5774 4.,0000 1.7321
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Table 23.

governance issues by institution--Institution No. 9

Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Grroups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 19 2.2105 1.3157 1.5263 .7723
Administrators o -- - -- --
2, Faculty reappoint- Faculty 19 1.8947 1.3289 1.3158 .5824
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 0 -- -- -- --
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 19 1.8421 1.2140 1.2105 4189
Administrators 0 -- - -- --
4. Faculty tenure awards Faculty 19 1.8421 1.2140 1.2632 .5620
Administrators 0 - - - --
5. Selectio: £ the Faculty 19 1.6316 1.2115 1.5263 1.1239
presidern:: Adnministrators o -- - -- --
6. Selection of academic Faculty 19 1.3158 .8201 1.2632 .6534
deans Administrators 0 - - -- --
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 19 1.7895 1.0842 1.4737 .6967
mental chairpersons Administrators o -- - -- --
8. PFaculty salary scales Faculty 19 1.3684 .8951 2.3684 .9551
Administrators 0 -- -- - --
9. Individual faculty Faculty 19 1.3684 .7609 2.2105 1.2283
salaries Administrators 0 -- -- - --
10. Physical facilities Faculty 19 1.4737 1.1723 1.6316 1.1648
building progirams Administrators 0 -- - - -



11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget fommulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators
Facalty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

19

19

1S

Q

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

19

1.

1.

1.

3.

3684
4737

2632

.8307

.7723

.5620
1.7388
1.6684

1.5653

1.4225

1.5218

1.4550

1.1471

1.6824

1.9542

1.7438

1.7368

1.5789

1.1579

3.0526

2.7895

3.5263

3.1053

2.4737

1.8947

2.5263

2.8421

3.4737

3.5789

.9335

.7685

.5015

1.5083

1.3157

1.4286

.9941

1.2635

1.3289

1.0203

1.3023

1.8369

1.6095

o -
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Table 23 tContinued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
elect:ion

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti~ Faculty 19 2.7368 1.4080 2.7895 1.3976
tution-wide committees Administrators 0 -- o= - -~
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 19 2.6842 1.4163 2.5789 1.3045
tion-wide committees Administrators 0 -- - ~- -~

[AX4



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Table 24.
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 10

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 18 1.6111 .9785 2,5556 1.1490
Administrators 2 2.0000 .0001 3.0000 .0001
2. PFaculty reappoint- Faculty 18 1.6111 1.1448 2,3889 1.2433
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 2 1.5000 .7071 2.5000 .7071
dismissal for cause
3. PFaculty promotion Faculty 18 2.1111 1.2738 3.0556 1.3492
Administrators 2 4 .0000 .0001 4 .5000 .7071
4. Faculty tenure awards Faculty 18 2.3333 1.2367 3.0556 1.2590
Administrators 2 4.,0000 .0001 3.5000 .7071
5. Selection of the Faculty 18 2.0556 1.2590 2.4444 1.2472
president Admini.strators 2 2.0000 .0001 2.5000 .7071
6. Selection of academic Faculty 18 1.6667 .9701 2.5000 1.0981
deans Administrators 2 2.0000 .0001 2.5000 .7071
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 18 2.0000 1.3284 3.1111 1.4907
mental chairpersons Administrators 2 2.0000 .0001 2.5000 .7071
8. Faculty salary scales Faculiy 18 1.5000 .9852 2.6667 1.0847
Administrators 2 1.5000 .7071 2.5000 .7071
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 18 1.5000 .9852 2.8889 1.1827
salaries Administrators 2 1.5000 .7071 2.0000 .0001
10. Physical facilities Faculty 18 1.5556 .9835 2.0556 .9984
building progiams Administrators 2 1.0000 .0001 1.5000 . 7071



11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
asgsigmments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Paculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

18

18

18
18
18
18
18
18
18
i8
18
18

18

2.1111
1.5000

1.9444
1.5000

1.5000
1.5000

2.6111
3.0000

2.2778
2.5000

2.3889
3.5000

2,2222
3.0000

1.8333
2.0000

1.7778
2.0000

2.1667
2.5000

2.5556
3.0000

3.0000
3.5000

3.2222
3.5000

1,1318
.7071

1.1100
.7071

.8575
.7071

1.2433
1.4142

1.2274
2.1213

1.2783
.7071

1.1144
1.4142

1.0432
.0001

1.0033
.0001

1.2005
2.1213

1.3382
1.4142

1.4951
.7071

1.4371
.7071

2.5000
2.5000

2,2778
2.5000

2.0556
2.0000

3.1667
2.5000

2,8889
2.5000

3.6111
3.5000

2.7778
2.5000

2.3333
2.0000

2.1667
2.0006

2.7222
2.0000

3.1667
2.0000

3.5556
3.5000

3.7222
4.,0000

1.0981
.7071

1,0178
.7071

.9984
.06001

1.339%
. 7071

1.3235
.7071

1.5570
.7071

1.3528
.7071

1.2834
.0001

1.2005
.0001

1.2274
1.4142

1.3394
.0001

1.4642
.7071

1.5645
.0001

1z



Table 24 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Percentions teday

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 18 2.1667 1.0981 2.8333 1.2005
tution-wide cammittees Administrators 2 2.0000 .0001 2.5000 .7071
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 18 2.3333 1.0847 3.0000 1.1882
tion-wide committees Administrators 2 2.0000 .0001 2.5000 .7071

S1e



Table 25. Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

governance issues by institution--Institution No. 11

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 17 1.8824 .9926 2.4118 .8703
Administrators 5 1.4000 5477 2.4000 5477
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 17 1.7059 .9852 2.4706 .9432
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 5 1.6000 .8944 2.6000 .5477
dismissal for cause
3. Paculty promofion Faculty 17 1.8235 1.0146 2,5882 .7952
Administrators 5 1.4000 .5477 2.4000 .5477
4, TFaculty tenure awards Faculty 17 1.6471 .8618 2.4706 7174
Administrators 5 1.4000 5477 2.4000 5477
5. Selection of the Faculty 17 1..4706 7174 1.7647 .7524
president Administrators 5 1.8000 .8367 2.0000 .7071
6. Selection of academic Faculty 17 1.2353 .6642 1.4118 .7952
deans Administrators 5 1.4000 .5477 2.0000 .7071
7. Selection of depart- Faculry 17 1.4706 .9432 2.3529 .9963
mental chalrpersons Administrators 5 1.2000 G472 3.0000 .0001
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 17 1.2353 4372 1.9412 7475
Administrators 5 1.2000 4472 2.2000 1.0954
9. 1Individual faculty Faculty 17 1.2353 4372 1.8824 .6966
salaries Administrators 5 1.6000 .5477 2.4000 1.3416
10. Physical facilities Faculty 17 1.1176 .6002 1.2941 .6860
building programs Administrators 5 1.0000 .0001 1.6000 .5477



11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20,

21.

22,

23.

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range ingtitu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assigmments
Establishment of de-
partmental conmittees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Faculiy
Adninlstrators
Faculizy
Adminlstrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculfiy
Administrators

Facult:y
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Facult:y
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Adnministrators

Faculty
Adminjistrators

Faculty
Adninistrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

1.5294
1.6000

1.4118
1.2000

1.2941
1.2000

2.7647
2.6000

2.6471
2.8000

2.9412
3.4000

2.5294
2.4000

2.2941
2.2000

2.1176
2.6000

1.9412
1.6000

2.6471
2.2000
3.5294
4,2000

3.7059
4.0000

7174
. 8944

. 7952
4472

.5879
4472

1.0914
.3477

.9963
4472

1.0290
. 8944

.9432
.5477

1.0467
4472

1.1114
1.1402

.8993
.8944

1.1147
.8367
1.2805
.8367

1.3585
.7071

2.1765
2.8000

1.8824
2.2000

1.4118
2.2000

3.2353
3.0000

3.0588
3.2000

3.3529
3.4000

2.9412
2.6000

2.7647
3.2000

2.2353
3.0000

2.4118
2.2000

3.0588
2.8000
3.7647
4,2000

3.8824
4.0000

.6359
.8367

.8575
4472

.7123
L4472

.7524
.7071

- 7475
4472

.7859
.5477

.6587
.5477

.9701
4472

1.0914
.7071

.7952
1.0954

1.0880

L4472
1.1472
1.0954

1.1114
1.0000

L{1e



Table 25 {Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issues Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24 . Establishment of insti- Faculty 17 2.1765 1.2862 2.7647 1.1472
tution-wide committees Administrators 5 2.6000 .8944 3.2000 L4472
25, Membership of institu- Faculty 17 2.2941 1.2632 2.8824 1.1114
tion-wide committees Administrators 5 2.8000 4472 3.2000 L4772

812



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 12

Table 26.

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 26 2.4615 .9892 2.6923 .9282
Administrators 4 2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 1.4142
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 26 2.3462 1.0175 2.5769 .9021
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 4 2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 1.4142

dismissal for cause

3. Faculty promotion Faculty 26 2.5385 .9892 2.6538 .935%
Administrators 4 2.0000 1.4142 2.0000 1.4142
4. Faculty tenure awards Faculty 26 2.5000 1.0296 2.8077 .8010
Administrators 4 2.0000 1.4142 2.,0000 1.4142
5. Selection of the Faculty 26 2.3462 .8918 2.6154 .6373
president Administrators 4 2.2500 1.5000 2.5000 1.7321
6. Selection of academic Faculty 26 2.0769 .9767 2.5385 .8593
deans Adninistrators 4 1.7500 1.2583 2.2500 1.7078
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 26 2.1923 1.0961 2.7308 .9616
mental chairpersons Administrators 4 2.5000 1.9149 3.0000 2.0000
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 26 1.4231 .7027 1.9231 . 8449
Administrators 4 1.2500 .9574 1.5000 1.0000
9. Individual faculty Faculty 26 1.4615 .7060 1.8077 .6939
salaries Administrators 4 1.5000 1.0000 1.7500 1.2583
10. Physical facilities Faculty 26 1.7308 .8274 1.9231 .6884
building programs Administrators 4 1.2500 .9574 1.5000 1.0000



11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Short-range institu-
tional planning

Long-range institu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic perfomance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admissicn
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committees

Paculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Ac¢ministrators

Faculty
Administrators
Facuity
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

2.0769
1.2500

1.9231
1.5000

1.6923
1.5000

3.2692
2.7500

3.3846
2.7500

3.5769
2.7500

2.6154
2.0000

2.5385
2.5000

1.8846
1.7500

1.6923
1.5000

3.2308
2.5000

4.0385
3.0000

4.1923
3.2500

. 8449
.9574

.8910
1.2910

.7884
1.0000

1.0023
1.8930

1.2026
1.8930

1.2058
1.8930

1.0612
1.4142

1.0670
1.7321

.9089
1.2583

1.1232
1.0000

1.2428
1.9149

1.3411
2.1602

1.3570
2.2174

2.6154
1.5000

2.4231

2.2500

2.3077
1.7500

3.4615
3.0000

3.5385
2.7500

3.8462
2.7500

2.8077
2.0000

2.7308
2.7500

2.1538
1.7500

1.9231
1.7500

3.5000
3.0000

4.3077
3.0000

4.3846
3.2500

.6972
1.0000

.6433
1.7078

.7884
1.2583

.7606
2.0000

.9892
1.8930

.8806
1.8930

.8953
1.4142

.9616
1.8930

.8806
1.2583

1.0554
1.2583

1.0677
2.1602

1.0870
2.1602

1.0612
2.2174

[\
(=



Table 26 (Continuecd)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti-  Facultiy 26 3.1154 1.0325 3.3846 .8038
tution-wide committees Administrators 4 2.0000 1.4142 2.5000 1.7321
25. HMembership of institu- Faculty 26 3.3462 1.1293 3.6538 .8918
tion-wide committees Administrators 4 2,5000 1.7321 2.7500 1.8930
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Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Table 27.
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 13

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Paculty appointments Faculty 14 2.7143 1.1387 3.0714 1.2067
Administrators 4 2.7500 1.2583 3.0000 .0001
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 14 2.1429 1.1673 3.0714 1.1411
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 4 2.7500 1.2583 3.2500 . 5000

dismissal for cause

3. PFaculty promoi:ion Faculty 14 2.5714 1.0894 2.8571 1.0995
Administrators 4 3.2500 .9574 3.5000 .5774
4, TFaculty tenure awards Faculty 14 2.7143 1.0690 2.9286 1.1411
Administrators 4 3.0000 .8165 3.2500 .5000
5. Selection of the Faculty 14 1.7143 . 9945 1.7857 .8018
president Administrators 4 2.0000 .8165 2.5000 5774
6. Selection of academic Faculiy 14 2.0714 .9972 1.5714 .6462
deans Administrators 4 2.00G0 .0001 2.2500 .5000
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 14 3.0000 1.3009 3.4286 1.4525
mental chairpersons Administrators 4 2.5000 .5774 3.2500 .5000
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 14 2.0000 1.1094 2.7857 .9750
Adminilstrators 4 2.2500 . 5000 3.0000 .0001
9. Individual faculty Faculty 14 2.1429 1.0995 2.6429 1.0818
salaries Administrators 4 2.7500 .9574 3.2500 .5C00
10. Physical facilities Faculty 14 1.5000 .7596 1.5000 .6504
building progicams Administrators 4 2.0000 .8165 2,2500 .9574



11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
| 20.
21.
22,

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range insti-~
tutional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assignments

Establishment of de-

partmental committees
Membership of depart-

mental committees

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty -
Administrators

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

14

2.0714
2.2509

1.5000
2.2500

1.6429
2.0000

3.3571
3.0000

3.2143
3.7500

3.9286
4,2500

2.7143
3.0000

2.7857
2,5000

2.6429
3.5000

2.0000
2.2500

3.5714
2.0000

4.0714
3.0000

4,2143
3.5000

.9169
.5000

.8549
.5000

.8419
.8165

1.1507
1.1547

1.1217
1.2583

1.2688
1.5000

1.3260
.8165

1.0509
5774

1.1507
1.0000

1.0377
. 5000

1.4525
1.6330

1.3848
.8165

1.3688
1.2910

2.1429
2.5000

1.6429
2.5000

1.8571
2.5000

3.5000
3.5000

3.2857
3.7500

3.9286
4..2500

2.7143
2.7500

3.0714
2.7500

2.5714
3.2500

2,8571
2.7500

3.6429
1.7500

4.1429
3.7500

4,2857
4.,2500

1.0271
.5774

.8419
.5774

. 9493
.5774

1.1602
1.2910

1.2044
1.2583

1.2688
1.5000

1.4373
.5000

1.2067
.5000

1.1579
.9574

1.0995
.5000

1.3927
1.2583

1.4064
.9574

1.3828
.9574

tee



Table 27 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 14 2.7143 1.0690 2.8571 1.2315
tution-wide committees Administrators 4 2.7500 .5000 3.5000 .5774
25, Membership of institu- Faculty 14 2.8571 1.2924 3.1429 1.4601
tion-wide committees Administrators 4 3.0000 .8165 3.7500 .5000

72t



Mean faculty and adminisitrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

Table 28.
governance issues by institution--Institution No. 14

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 28 2.3571 1.5447 3.4286 .9201
: Administrators 4 2.5000 1.2910 3.500 5774
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 28 2.1429 1.4584 3.2143 .9947
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 4 2.5000 1.2910 3.7500 . 5000
dismissal for cause
3. Faculty promotion Faculty 28 1.9286 1.3032 2.8929 .9165
Administrators 4 2.5000 1.2910 3.7500 .5000
4., PFaculty tenure awards Faculty 28 1.9643 1.3739 2.9286 .9400
Administrators 4 2.2500 .9574 3.7500 .9574
5. Selection of the Faculty 28 1.7857 1.1007 2.4286 .6901
president Adninistrators 4 1.5000 5774 2.2500 .5000
6. Selection of academic Faculty 28 1.6786 1.0905 2.3571 .6785
deans Adninistrators 4 1.7500 .9574 2.5000 .5774
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 28 2.1071 1.3968 3.9643 1.0709
mental chairpersons Adninistrators 4 2.7500 1.5000 4 .0000 .0001
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 28 1.6071 1.0659 2.8929 .9560
Administrators 4 1.7500 .5000 2.7500 .9574
9. Individual faculty Faculty 28 1.6786 1.0560 2.7857 .8759
scales Administrators 14 1.7500 L9574 3.0000 .8165
10. ©Physical facilities Faculty 28 1.2500 .8872 1.8929 .6853
building programs Adninistrators 4 1.5000 1.0000 1.7500 .9574



i1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

Short-range insti-
tutional planning

Long-range ingtitu-
tional planning

Budget formulation
Curriculum offerings
Degree requirements

Academic performance
of students

Types of degrees
offered

Establishment of new
academic programs

Student admission
requirements

Average faculty
teaching load

Faculty teaching
assigmments

Establishment of de-~
partmental committees

Membership of depart-
mental committ.ees

&

Facult:y
Administrators

Facultiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

1.5714
1.2500

1.3214
1.5000

1.5000
1.2500

2.4286

3.2500

2.3214
2.2500

2.6429
3.7500

2.0714
2.2500

2.2143
2.7500

1.8571
2.7500

1.5714
1.7500

2.6071
3.0000

3.2500
3.2500

3.3571
3.7500

1

1

1

1.

=

.0690
.5000

L 9449
.0000

.9623
.5000

.6200
.9574

5647
.9574

.7683
.5000

1.2745

1

1.

1
1

1

1
1

1
1

2

.9574

.3432
2583

.2084
.2583

.0690
.5000

.7286
4142

.9930
.5000

.0040
.9574

2.5929
1.7500

2.2143
2.0000

2.1071
1.5000

3.2857
3.7500

3.1429
3.2500

3.6429
3.7500

2.8214
3.5000

2.9643
3.2500

2.4643
3.0000

2.8214
2.7500

3.9286
3.5000

4.3214
4.0000

4.4286
4.2500

.780U
. 5000

.8759
.8165

.8317
5774

.9372
.9574

.9705
.5000

1.0616
1.5000

.7228
1.0000

.8381
1.2583

.9993
.8165

.8189
.9574

1.1841
1.2910

1.2188
1.4142

1.1684
.9574

9z¢



Table 28 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation
election

Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24. Establishment of insti-  Faculiy 28 2.0714 1.3313 3.0000 .9027
tution-wide committees Adminigstrators 4 1.7500 . 5000 3.0000 1.4142
25, Membership of institu- Faculty 28 2.7143 1.4996 3.2857 .9759
tion-wide committees Administrators 4 2.G000 .8165 3.2500 1.2583

XA



Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for
governance issues by imnstitution-~-Institution No. 15

Table 29.

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions tcday
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 17 2.1176 1.4090 2.2353 .9034
. Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 1.6667 1.5275
2. PFaculty reappoint- Faculty 17 1.8824 1.3173 2.0000 .9354
ments, nonrenewal or Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 1.3333 1.1547
dismissal for cause
3. PFaculty promotion Faculty 17 1.9412 1.2976 2.1765 1.0146
Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 2.0000 1.7321
4. Paculty tenure awards Faculty 17 1.4118 1.1757 2.0060 1.1180
Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 2.0000 1.7321
5. Selection of the Faculty 17 1.3529 1.3666 1.8824 .8575
president Adninistrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 1.6667 1.5275
6. Selection of academic Faculty 17 1.4706 1.0676 1.8235 .7276
deans Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 1.6667 1.5275
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 7 3.2941 2.0544 4.2353 1.3005
mental chairpersons Administrators 3 1.6667 2.8868 3.3333 2.8868
8. Faculty salary scales Faculty 17 1.4706 1.0073 2.3529 .8618
Adninistrators 3 .6667 1.1547 1.3333 1.1547
9. Individual faculty Faculey 17 1.4706 .9432 2.1765 .8090
salaries Administrators 3 .6667 1.1547 1.6667 1.5275
10. Physical facilities Faculty 17 1.4118 1.0037 1.2353 .5623
building programs Administrators 3 .3333 53774 1.3333 1.5275
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Administrators

Faculiy
Administrators
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Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Administrators

Faculty
Adminlstrators

Faculty
Administrators
Faculry
Adminlstrators

Faculty
Administrators

1?7

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

17

1.6471
.3333

1.4118
.3333

1.4118

.3333
2.4118
1.0000

2.4706
1.0000

3.3529
1.3333

1.7059
1.0000

1.7059
.6667

1.7647
.6667

1.5882
1.0000

2.8235
1.3333

3.1765
1.6667

3.3529
1.6667

1.0572
5774

.9393
.5774

.9393
.5774

1.3257
1.7321

1.4194
1.7321

1.8689
2.3094

1.0467
1.7321

1.0467
1.1547

1.3933
1.1547

1.0641
1.7321

1.5506
2.3094

2,0073
2.8868

2.95%8
2.8868

1.4118
1.0000

1.3519
1.0000

1.3529
1.0000

3.2353
2.3333

3.1765
2.3333

3.9412
3.0000

2.1176
1.6667

1.8824
1.3333

2.1765
1.3333

2.3529
2.0000

3.3529
2.3333

3.8235
3.3333

3.9412
3.3333

.7123
1.0000

.6063
1.0000

.7019
1.0000

1.2005
2.0817

1.2367
2.0817

1.3906
2.6458

.9275
1.5275

.8575
1.1547

1.2367
1.1547

.9963
1.7321

1,2217
2.0817

1.6672
2.8868

1.6760
2.8868
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Table 29 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard
Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24. Establishment of insti- Faculty 17 1.7647 1.0326 2.3529 1.2217
tution-wide committees Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 1.6667 1.5275
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 17 2.0538 1.1440 2.5294 1.1789
tion-wide committees Administrators 3 1.0000 1.7321 2.0000 1.7321

0ee



Table 30. Mean faculty and administrator perceptions of the decision-making process for

governance issues by institution--Institution No. 16

Perceptions at time
of representation

. election Perceptions today
No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
1. Faculty appointments Faculty 22 2.4091 1.3683 2.8182 1.4355
Administrators 5 2.8000 1.0954 3.4000 .8944
2. Faculty reappoint- Faculty 22 2.0000 1.1547 2.8636 1.3556
mente, nonreneval or Administrators 5 2.4000 .8944 2,8000 1.0954

dismissal for cause

3. Faculty promotion Faculty 22 1.9545 1.1329 2.5909 1.2212
Adminigtrators 5 2.6000 . 8944 2.8000 1.0954
4, PFaculty tenure awards Faculty 22 1.6818 1.1705 2.6364 1.2553
Administrators 5 2.4000 1.1402 2.8000 1.0954
5. Selection of the Faculty 22 1.1364 .7743 1.7273 . 9847
president Administrators 5 2.2000 .8367 2.4000 5477
6. Selection of academic Faculty 22 1.006G0 .6901 1.5909 .9081
deans Administrators 5 2.2000 .8367 2.4900 .5477
7. Selection of depart- Faculty 22 2.5909 1.8429 3.8182 1.7081
mental chairpersons Administrators 5 2.8000 .8367 3.8000 1.0954
8. PFaculty salary scales Faculty 22 1.2273 .8691 2,2273 1.0660
Administrators 5 1.4000 .5477 2.4000 .8944
9. Individual faculty Faculty 22 1.1818 .9069 2.3182 1.2868
salaries Administrators 5 1.6000 .5477 2.4000 .8%44
10. Physical facilities Faculty 22 1.0455 .6530 1.2727 .7025
building programs Administrators 5 1.6000 .5477 1.60060 . 5477
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1.4545
2.2000

1.2727
2.2000

1.1818
2.0000

2.9545
3.8000

3.0455
4.0000

3.4091
4.2000

2.5000
3.2000

2.4091
2.8000

1.9545
2.8000

1.9545
2.4000

3.2727
2.6000

3.6364
4.0000

3.6818
4.2000

.9625
1.3038

.8827
1.3038

.8528
.7071

1.6177
4472

1.6755
.7071

1.8685
.8367

1.4392
.8367

1.4362
4472

1.3266
4472

1.3266
.5477

1.7507
.5477

1.9160
7071

1.9368
4472
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2.2000

1.5909
2.2000

1.5455
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3.1818
4.0000

3.3636
4 .0000

3.7273
4.2000
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3.2000
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3.0000

2.5000
3.0000

3.5000
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3.8636
4.2000
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4.2000
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1.3038
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1.3038

.9625
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1.5900
.7071

1.7507
.8357

1.3516
.8367

1.4355

4472

1.2902
.7071

1.1443
.7071

1.6833
.5477

1.7264
4472

1.7457
4472
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Table 30 (Continued)

Perceptions at time
of representation

election Perceptions today

No. of Standard Standard

Type of issue Groups cases Mean deviation Mean deviation
24, Establishment of insti- Faculty 22 2.5909 1.4690 2.9091 1.4771
tution-wide coemittees Adminigstrators 5 2.8000 .8367 3.000 .7071
25. Membership of institu- Faculty 22 2.6818 1.6442 3.0455 1.5577
tion-wvide committees Administrators 5 2.6000 1.1402 2.6000 . 8944

€eT
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Table 31, 1Institutional characteristics

Institution Type Control Bargaining
agent
1 Comprehensive university and private AAUP
college
2 Liberal arts college private AAUP
3 Liberal arts college private NEA
Comprehensive university and public no-agent
college
Liberal arts college private AFT
Liberal arts college private no-agent
Comprehensive university and private no-agent
college
8 Liberal arts college public AFT
9 Liberal arts college public AAUP
10 Liberal arts college private NEA
11 Comprehensive university and private NEA
college
12 Liberal arts college public No-agent
13 Comprehensive university and . private AFT
college
14 Comprehensive university and public AFT
college
15 Comprehensive university and public NEA
college
i6 Comprehensive university and private AAUP

college
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APPENDIX F

Respondents' Comments on Changes in Governance

"The faculty is consulted on more matters now than previously, how-
ever the administration exercises final control in almost all cases.
Féculty recommendations, including unanimous votes for tenure, are often
ignored. My status is (TDR) tenure-deferred-due-to ratio which is a

3-year contract, virtual tenure but not guaranteed."

"The collective bargaining agreement has insured that problems do
receive attention and that solutions are found. Many times a win-win

proposition."

"Governance has changed by and large for the better. Initial fear
on the part of administration made process difficult in the beginning.
Responsibilities, authority are much more clearly defined now. There
is less ‘'secrecy’ in the running of the institution. The faculty has
clearly a stronger role--more influence in campus life--politics, poli-

cies.M

"Collective bargaining has clearly altered the governance struc-
ture; decision making has been more spelled out; rights and responsi-
bilities of faculty and administration are more pronounced; the master
contract established procedure and due process. My perception: collec-
tive bargaining was positive for the institution; it gave stability to

a precarious administering of the college."



236

"In my opinion, bargaining has stifled the administration in our
small imstitution so they have lost flexibility in meeting the needs

of students and institution."

"The primary change is the formulation of set procedures by which
decision making occurs, e.g. who is consulted, times or dates for de-

cisions, regions or areas of authority."

"In the aftermath of a faculty strike last September, the level of
collegiality between faculty and administrators has markedly declined.
Our president, who was appointed after the first contract in 1974,
appears frustrated with his lack of unquestioned authority, he feels
that his ability to effectively manage the college is thereby limited,
and he has displayed an unwillingness to work ccoperatively with the
AAUP chapter (the bargaining agent). He now blames the faculty for
most of the 1lls of the institution, and he seems to be dealing with
collective bargaining in a way similar to a business president within
the industrial model. This is clearly a faulty model for successfully
dealing with a tenured faculty, and if this president's actions are at
all typical of other college presidents today, then more professional
training is necessary to help them learn to cope with CB and still fos-

ter collegiality."

"Collective bargaining (unionization) has destroyed the stability
of this institution. Faculty now are out for themselves as individuals
to an excessive degree. They place thelr own petty vested interests on

a much higher scale of priority than theilr overall concerns for the good
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of their students and the institution. The heightened state of con-
. frontation now present detracts significantly from the academic func-

tion of this academic institution."

"A good deal of the lack of change (surprising to me now as I look
at it) can be ascribed to faculty apathy--always present--and a mis-
taken impression that Federal law will take care of it all.

"If anything, the perception by a reactionary (stiffly conserva-
tive, at least) new administration of the faculty--union as the 'enemy'
obstructs any meaningful dialogue. The strategy is now not to tolerate,
as it once did, the tweedy types, but rather to stonewall everything and
do only what outside consultants (high-priced ones) suggest, with never
an acknowledgment that some of what those consultants are advising be
done is exactly what the 'enemy' has been pleading for ali along. We're

more like Cassandra everyday."

"Since this is an impecunious institution unionization has not given
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achievement has been in the improvement of 'administrative manners'.

They are not as high handed as they use to be,"

"We went from Louis XIV's court to a legalistic system which has
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"This used to be, quite generally, a faculty-operated school. It

is now virtually completely, an adwinistratively-operated school.”
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"No basic changes--president still largely controls with the fic-

tion of faculty involvement."

"Collective bargaining has changed salaries primarily. They have
increased by greater increments since the contract. Tenure, promotion,
etc. are 'reconmended' by faculty committees, yet the President makes

his own decisions. The contract mandates REASONS be written; these were

not previously available. Our administration takes a 'business attitude

to running the college which for the most part leaves the faculiy out

in the cold."

"We made the university governance system (by-laws) part of the
union contract, thinking that the President would then have to abide by
the by-laws. He still ignores them. He has had to bargain on salaries.
And he has found it a little more difficult to dismiss faculty he
doesn't like. ZLuckily he hasn't taken much interest in day to day aca-

demic activities."

"A tyrant of a president caused us to orgamize. He is still presi-
dent. We have repeatedly voted no confidence in him and his people. He
rules out of order motions in faculty meetings he doesn't like. In
short, the situation has gone from bad to worse. But it would be even

iess tolerable witnout a eontract.”

"The gains are few, the cost in bickering is high, and the conse-

quence of polarization lamentable."
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Vice President for Research
Dean The Graduate College

201 Beardshear Hall
IOWA STATE Ames, lowa 50011
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U N lv I RSITY Telephone (515) 294-4531

Date: February 21, 1978
To: Kenneth Marks

From: Mary Lou Arends, Secretary
University Human Subjects Review Committee

Re: Human subjects review of project entitled "A study of the
congruence between faculty and administrator percentions of
governance changes at selected four-year instituiions that have
negotiated ccllective bargaining contracts and those that have
voted ''no agent''."

Your research project was reviewed and approved by the Human
Subjects Review Committee Chairman on February 21, 1978. Materials
submitted by you for the review are enclosed. One copy has been
retained for our files.

cc J Ahmann
file



	1978
	A study of the congruence between faculty and administrator perceptions of governance changes at selected four-year institutions that have negotiated collective bargaining contracts and those that have voted "no agent"
	Kenneth E. Marks
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1414006885.pdf.FrvrR

