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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Over the past several decades higher education institutions have faced many criticisms 

regarding governance.  Past studies have shown that as much as 70% of campus faculty and 

administrators believe decision making processes are ineffective and new approaches are needed.  

As many scholars point out, however, little empirical research exists and few studies have been 

conducted to advance the body of literature to better understand the perceptions held by both 

faculty and administrators in regards to governance, and of those, even fewer in the community 

college.  The literature heavily suggests the way faculty and administrators form perceptions 

about governance is based on the organizational environment in which they function.  Few in-

depth studies have attempted to investigate the implications of an organization‟s environment, as 

it relates to shared governance.   

Most research in the area of governance focuses on internal and external forces of 

colleges, ways of altering structure, faculty participation in governance, student government, 

faculty senates, governing boards or subunits of these.  It is clear that research has been 

conducted regarding the various afore mentioned areas, and the viewpoints of governance has 

been described through many lens; faculty, administrator and board of trustees to name a few.  

However, in areas regarding faculty and administrative perceptions and, how they interact to 

alter governance, few studies have been conducted.  Thus, this study‟s purpose was to explore 

institutional governance in a public two-year community college, provide a more comprehensive 
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understanding of institutional governance, and investigate the perceptions of faculty and 

administrators within this sector.   

The results provided valuable insight to the site institution regarding participants‟ 

perceptions of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance.  The 

findings of the study indicated that faculty and administrators significantly differ in these aspects 

of their organization, and that an environment of trust and cooperation in a community of equals 

is not the norm.  Data analysis provided further evidence of a strong correlation and a significant 

relationship between institutional structure and shared governance, revealing that faculty and 

administrators perceptions of shared governance were strongly related to their perception of 

institutional structure. 
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CHAPTER I: 

INTRODUCTION 

Shared governance is, inarguably, one of the aspects of the American college that 

defines this institution.  This traditional style of government within the college 

shapes the relationship between faculty and administrators and has a significant 

impact upon the college‟s ability to withstand changes in its environment while 

maintaining high standards of teaching and knowledge production (Morphew, 

1999, p. 78). 

Despite the apparent natural fit between shared governance and community 

colleges, little generalizable research has provided directions for how shared 

governance is put into practice (Miller, 2003, p.421).   

Over the past several decades higher education institutions have faced many criticisms 

regarding academic governance (Birnbaum, 1988, 2004; Kezar, 2004).  Past studies have shown 

that as much as 70% of campus faculty, staff, and administrators believe decision making 

processes are ineffective and new approaches are needed (Dimond & Lee, 1991; Kezar & Eckel, 

2003). Shared governance is a characteristic of higher education that is often misunderstood and 

difficult to define.  Frequently, the operational mission of governance is not well understood by 

its participants.  A lack of understanding among other factors contributes to the ambiguity of 

shared governance found on most college campuses, leading to problematic decision making 

structures that mar the process of governance (Amey & Anger, 2008; Del Favero & Bray, 2010).  

Many institutions have attempted to reduce this ambiguity through its hierarchical features or 

layers of bureaucracy, streamlining institutional decision-making by placing an emphasis on 

written job descriptions, rules, and regulations, all which seek to increase organizational 

certainty and efficiency.  However, it is through the application of these rigid structures that 

conflict and dissention are suppressed, contributing to the different perspectives faculty and 
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administrators hold toward governance and the tensions found between these two groups 

(Birnbaum, 1988; Fincher, 1986).   

Statement of the Problem and Significance of the Study 

There is widespread acknowledgement of the shared governance problem, but few 

solutions have been offered and, of those, few have proven successful (Kezar, 2005).  Much of 

the debate regarding shared governance is connected to faculty and administrative roles (Amey 

& Anger, 2008; Birnbaum, 1988; Bray, 2008; Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; 

Lechuga, 2004; Mintzberg, 2000).  Although this study does not analyze faculty and 

administrative roles themselves, current literature concedes that these relationships are often in 

conflict.  Faculty and administrators alike have difficulty identifying whether their roles and 

responsibilities include academic or administrative concerns or a little of both (Birnbaum, 1988; 

Bray, 2003; Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  This is particularly true in 

community colleges where bureaucratic forms of governance are widespread, where hierarchal 

structures are relatively flat, and conflicting expectations exist among faculty and administrators 

regarding their role in the decision- making process (Kater & Levin, 2004; Morphew, 1999; 

Tierney & Minor, 2003). 

According to the literature, faculty and administrators view issues from different 

perspectives, and their disparate work values frequently present a major problem to joint decision 

making (Bray, 2008; Del Favero, 2003; Morphew, 1999; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  Differences in 

responsibilities and reward structures affect allegiances of faculty and administrators and “create 

an unreliable foundation for cooperative faculty-administrator relationship” (Del Favero, 2003, 

p. 904).  It is unclear how decisions should be made and who should make them.  And, although 

both sides agree that shared governance demands a collaborative effort in decision making, 
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tension between the two sides persist (Bray, 2008; Cloud & Kater, 2008; Cohen & March, 1974; 

Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Tierney & Minor, 2004).   

Although current literature acknowledges a contentious relationship between faculty and 

administrators, little is known about how each group perceives institutional governance.  Little 

empirical research exists and few studies have been conducted to advance the body of literature 

to better understand the perceptions held by both faculty and administrators in the community 

college.  Altering governance systems is also an area that is not well understood.  Outside of 

altering structure, little attention has been given to ways of improving governance systems, in 

part because alternate ways seem to have less control and are less rigid in nature (Birnbaum, 

1988, 2000; Eckel, 2000; Gumport, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Levin, 1998a).  Kezar and Eckel 

(2004) and Del Favero and Bray (2010) suggested that human dynamics is an area that has 

remained under-investigated for improving shared governance.  Due to a lack of knowledge of 

the perceptions of overall shared governance, as well as the faculty-administrator relationship in 

the community college, one must rely on the interpretations derived from comparisons with 

doctoral/research institutions.    

To date, community college faculty members receive little scholarly attention from 

researchers, and are often viewed differently than their four-year counterparts (Townsend & 

Twombly, 2008).  Community college instructors‟ primary responsibility is to teach; they 

typically do not conduct research or write for publication, but when they do they often express 

persistent concerns of the workplace (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  However, scholarly literature is 

limited regarding how faculty and administrators interact in governance processes (Kezar & 

Eckel, 2004).  Although community college faculty are often ignored in the literature, in 2012 

they represented 48% of all faculty members at public non-profit institutions in the U.S. 
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(Almanac, 2010).  Miller and Miles (2008) described the traditional view of the higher education 

faculty member as adversarial with administrators, leading to problematic decision making.  

Within community colleges this problem is often ignored and agreed as less problematic than in 

four-year institutions due to the bureaucratic form of governance (Birnbaum, 1988; Fincher, 

1986; Miller & Miles 2008).  

Kezar and Eckel (2004) identified three significant changes in the landscape of higher 

education within the last decade likely to make governance even more problematic: 1) the need 

to respond to diverse environmental issues, such as accountability and competition; 2) weak 

mechanisms for faculty retiring, leading to more diverse faculty entering the professoriate; 3) the 

need to respond more efficiently based on shorter decision time frames.  This view parallels that 

of Dill and Helm (1988), in that the substance of academic governance has changed, and 

traditional maintenance decisions, including items such as allocation of budgets, curriculum 

modifications, and issues of faculty life are being replaced with “strategic policy-making” 

decisions.  Current decision-making systems (e.g., academic senates) were not created to cope 

with current issues, decisions and demands, as these traditional academic governance structures 

are commonly identified as slow and ineffective (Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  Therefore, alternate 

ways of thinking and approaches to institutional governance are needed (Del Favero & Bray, 

2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2003; Tierney & Minor, 2003; Dimond, 1991). 

Considering little investigation has been conducted specifically regarding faculty and 

administrators‟ interactions in the community college, there remain many unanswered questions.  

Apart from the literature regarding why governance fails, research is limited (Del Favero & 

Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  In general, we know relatively little about overall 

governance in the community college, the perspectives faculty and administrators hold toward 
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governance within these institutions, or if particular aspects of the institution influence their 

perceptions.  Instead, much of the work in this area focuses on student government, faculty 

senates, governing boards or subunits of these (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Kezar, 2001; Pope, 2004; 

Levin, 1998b).  Little understanding of the perceptions of faculty and administrators in the 

context of shared governance is known, but further research could prove helpful in developing a 

foundation for cooperative faculty-administrator relationship, providing a framework for 

institutional decision making (Bray, 2008; Del Favero, 2003; Morphew, 1999).  Tierney and 

Minor (2003) stated, “If one assumes that faculty involvement in decision-making affects 

institutional performance, then what aspects of faculty participation are important to sustain in 

the shared governance process” (p.138)?  It is clear that faculty influence the dynamics of 

institutional governance, yet the details of this influence remain elusive.  

Within community colleges, shared governance has been a common structure, but the 

participation and involvement of faculty varies dramatically (Lester & Lukas, 2008).   From the 

literature we know community college faculty members are often involved at different levels in 

governance activities.  According to Miller and Vacik (1998), faculty members who considered 

themselves very involved viewed shared governance more optimistically than those considered 

as not involved.  Furthermore, those who were very involved believed their participation to be 

valuable, while those not involved viewed their participation as ineffectual.  The degree to which 

faculty members participate in shared governance processes and in what ways they participate 

often determines the effectiveness of governance.  From this data one may conclude that faculty, 

when choosing to participate, may unknowingly influence the process of governance.  Little is 

known regarding the reasons why faculty choose whether or not to participate, and further 

exploration in this area is needed (Gilmour, 1991; Lester & Lukas, 2008; Bensimon, 1990a).   
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According to Lester and Lukas (2008), the unbalanced involvement of faculty in 

governance threatens the values of community colleges, and calls into question their ability to 

cope with the stressors brought by both external and internal forces.  While many community 

colleges report having shared governance, not all colleges encourage participation in part 

because a full understanding of how shared governance mechanisms should operate has not yet 

been attained (Birnbaum, 1988; Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Lester & Lukas, 2008).  Studies have 

been conducted that explored faculty members‟ experiences in governance, and to determine 

whether any statistically significant differences existed in the responses between male and 

female faculty members.‟  Lester and Lukas (2008) found in their study that no significant 

differences existed between male and female faculty members.  While Lester and Lukas‟ study 

as well as others provide data regarding male and female experiences in shared governance, 

many unanswered questions remain regarding the perceptions of faculty in governance, and 

whether there are other contributing factors that influence faculty members‟ experiences in 

governance.  Shared governance in community colleges is not uniform, and its definition 

frequently varies by institution (Lester & Lukas, 2008; Miller & Vacik, 1998).  Therefore, 

previous research suggests that more surveys of faculty are needed to better understand their 

experiences in institutional governance.     

Many scholars throughout higher education literature believe that a better understanding 

of the human dynamics side of governance could improve institutional performance, yet this 

remains an area that is under investigated (Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; 

Gumport, 2000a; Eckel, 2000; Birnbaum, 1988, 2000).  Peterson and Spencer (1990) suggested 

that further understanding faculty and administrators‟ perceptions of organizational climate could 

prove helpful in understanding the complexities of the organization.  While many studies have 



 

7 

 

explored organizational climate in non-educational settings, few studies have taken place within 

higher education, and within those, even fewer in community colleges (Duggan, 2008).   

Tagiuri (1968) posited that the perception of organizational climate is formulated based 

upon what he describes as organizational contexts, or the environment in which work takes 

place.  It is through how participants define these contexts that they make sense of their 

organization.  Likewise, Halpin and Croft (1963) argued that since faculty and administrators 

draw upon a different set of work values they are likely to differ in their perceptions of climate; 

leading to failed shared decision making.  Thus, through identifying how faculty and 

administrators characterize organizational climate, gaps and ways of improving shared decision 

making may be identified.     

In a national survey of four-year institutions, Minor and Tierney (2005) found that more 

than 80% of employees believed shared governance was an important part of the organization, as 

well as serving as a vehicle to reach institutional goals, rather than an obstacle to effective 

decision making.  More than 50%, however, expressed dissatisfaction with the way governance 

is employed, and expressed concerns of instability in their organization‟s climate (Tierney & 

Minor, 2003).  Kezar and Eckel (2004) and Tierney and Minor (2003) advocated that in order to 

improve governance one needs to understand the climate in which organizational processes take 

place, as well as a better understanding of participants‟ perceptions within the organization.   

Piland and Bublitz (1998) maintained that understanding the perceptions held by faculty 

is an essential piece of shared governance.  They indicated that a middle ground exists between 

faculty and administrators, and while their perspectives of shared governance differ they 

typically have coinciding goals.  The details of the “middle ground” described by Piland and 

Bublitz that exists between faculty and administrators are not well understood, but indicated that 
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shared governance can be used a means to reach shared or common goals, rather than an end in 

itself.  This echoes Del Favero and Bray‟s (2005, 2010) postulation that the faculty-administrator 

relationship significantly impacts the effectiveness of shared governance, and state a lack of 

knowledge in this area is problematic, as effective governance systems largely rest upon these 

relationships.  Additionally, Bray (2010) added that instead of a supportive relationship between 

faculty and administrators, tensions often characterize these relationships and, therefore, further 

investigation is needed to help identify the difficulties connected to shared decision making.  

Throughout the literature, an overarching question remains as to how to improve 

governance in the context that it currently exists.  Past studies have found that size and 

complexity of governance structures affect its efficiency, therefore, the larger the institution, the 

more time-consuming the process will be (Birnbaum, 1991; Diamond & Lee, 1991; Mintzberg, 

2000).  In light of this evidence one is led to believe that community colleges should be capable 

of embracing a shared decision making environment given their typical size, but few foster this 

type of decision making (Benjamin, Caroll, Jacobi, Krop, & Shires 1993; Birnbaum, 1988, 2000, 

2004; Gumport, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Levin, 1998; Miller & Miles 2003).  For some time 

now, scholars have used several theoretical frames to explain organizational decision making.  

Birnbaum describes four theoretical frames: collegial, bureaucratic, political, and anarchical; two 

of which will be discussed later in chapter two to advance the discussion of organizational 

functioning.  While several different frames are used to try and explain the forces at work within 

the institution, no single theoretical perspective is well accepted (Tierney & Minor, 2003).  

Rather, multiple frames are utilized to further understand institutional governance and shared 

decision making (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Tierney & Minor, 2003; Birnbaum, 1988).  Miller and 

Miles (2008), as others, recognize that a universal model of governance is unrealistic, and 
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emphasize that governance structures within community colleges over time have changed, 

presenting the need for improved approaches to institutional decision making and current 

governance structures. 

Over the past decade “forces inside and outside of community colleges have changed the 

context for governance, and mandate new and different approaches to decision making” (Alfred, 

2008, p.79).  Alfred (2008) posited that governance systems within community colleges are 

changing, and will include changes that will extend beyond anything that has been seen in areas 

of institutional development.  While the implications for change remain uncertain, the process of 

power sharing, joint decision making, and governance mechanisms will need to be altered 

(Alfred, 2008; Eckel, 2000; Gumport, 2000; Levin, 1998b).   

 Alfred (2008) cited that “what makes the inquiry into governance important, both in 

earlier periods and today, is the notion of the forces inside and outside the college and their 

relationship to governance” (p. 80).  It is Alfred‟s belief that there are certain contextual 

conditions that influence and shape governance.  These contextual factors include internal and 

external forces and internal dynamics.  He stated that largely beginning in the 1990s both internal 

and external stakeholders became more vocal in their request of new services and a voice in the 

decision making process, causing a shift in the traditional depiction of college structures.  

According to Alfred (2008), little change has taken place, changes are insufficient and fail to 

meet the demands of internal and external stakeholders.  Today not much has changed on this 

front, as most governance systems at work in community colleges are often slow and inefficient 

(Alfred, 2008; Hongchi & Wei, 2011).   

Shared governance has become a process that includes few and is more of an ideal than a 

reality.  While decision making and communication varies by institution, colleges are becoming 
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more subdivided through the development of new programs and administrative units leading to 

loosely coupled structures where little emphasis is placed on joint decision making (Alfred, 

2008; Eckel, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  Alfred (2008) advocated that the structural nature of 

an institution either advances the tension between people in the organization or creates 

opportunities that encourage change.  Alfred (2008) raised a couple of questions.  Are their 

particular features that make governance systems work, or do universal truths exist that lead to 

good governance?  Since little investigation has taken place to explore these potential aspects of 

the internal dynamics of organizations and their relationship to governance, these questions 

largely remain unanswered.  

As noted, most research in the area of governance focuses on internal and external forces 

of colleges, ways of altering structure, faculty participation in governance, student government, 

faculty senates, governing boards or subunits of these.  It is clear that research has been 

conducted regarding the various afore mentioned areas and their relationship to governance, and 

the viewpoints of governance has been described through many lens; faculty, administrator and 

board of trustees to name a few.  However, in areas regarding faculty and administrative 

perceptions and their interactions, organizational climate and how they interact to alter 

governance, few studies have been conducted and none have examined all three in a single study.        

Purpose of the Study 

Despite increased calls for improvements to current governance systems, and better 

decision making mechanisms, a lack of in-depth studies have been conducted.  Throughout 

organizational and governance literature there are continual calls for revitalized governance 

systems (Benjamin et al., 1993; Birnbaum, 1988, 2004; Gumport, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; 

Levin, 1998a; Miller & Miles, 2003; Peterson & White, 1992; Tierney, 1998; Tierney & Minor, 
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2003, 2005).  Many are calling for new paradigms for thinking about governance (Bray, 2003; 

Del Favero & Bray, 2005).  Greer (1997) stated that new systems of governance are needed, ones 

that are relationship focused.  Del Favero (2003) added that “institutions must begin to stimulate 

an ethos that values the faculty-administrator partnership in decision making” (p. 918).  Clark 

Kerr (2001) noted, that colleges and universities frequently resist change, and prefer to maintain 

the existing state of affairs, because it remains the only option that cannot be overturned.  Hartley 

(2003) asserts that while colleges can change, “the mechanism that allows for the purposeful 

redirection of an institution is its system of governance” (p. 923).  However, who is in charge 

and who makes those types of decisions may vary by institution.  As environments continue to 

change, inevitably institutions will face more and more complicated and extreme challenges, the 

necessity for shared governance systems to respond quickly and in ways beneficial to the 

institution will increase (Benjamin et al., 1993; Warwick & Kennedy, 2009).    

Due to the influence that faculty and administrators have in institutional performance, the 

present study is designed to explore institutional governance in public two-year community 

colleges, and the perceptions of faculty and administrators within this sector.  Through survey 

instrumentation, the researcher will investigate the perspectives community college faculty and 

administrators hold toward governance, and if differences exist between their perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance.  The researcher 

endeavored to establish a foundation for future research in the area of community college 

governance, as well as providing general perceptions held by both faculty and administrators 

given current governance configurations.  This study does not intend to suggest changes that are 

immersed in tradition, but to call colleges to reconsider current ways of thinking about 

governance.    
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Research Questions 

 This study explored the following research questions: 

1. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

institutional structure; 

2. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

supervisory relationships; 

3. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

shared governance; 

4. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty members‟ perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships; 

5. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty member‟s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure; 

6. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships; and 

7. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure? 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an overview of the study, which is to gain an understanding of 

the perceptions held by both faculty and administrators in the context of governance, as well as 

establishing a foundation for future research in this particular area.  To accomplish the goal for 

this study, one must understand how current governance systems and structures, organizational 
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context and climate influence current perceptions held by faculty and administrators, which at 

the end of the day affect their relationship.  Chapter II provides a review of the literature 

focusing on a number of themes central to the topics of organizational theory and community 

colleges.  Chapter II also discusses the framework of organizational climate and general 

organizational theory used to ground this study.  Chapter III presents the quantitative research 

methodological considerations for this study.  Chapter IV presents the research findings and 

results of the study.  Chapter V includes the discussion, recommendations for future research, 

and summary of the study.        

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

14 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER II: 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE    

Both community colleges and organizational theories have been subject to extensive 

investigation.  However, gaps in the literature exist when bringing these two together in the 

context of shared governance.  This review of the literature focuses on a number of themes 

central to the topics of organizational theory and community colleges. The first section provides 

guiding principles to facilitate an understanding of how the study will be designed, as well as 

analyzed.  The second part of this chapter reviews the body of literature and previous works on 

higher education governance, all of which informed the development of the survey instrument 

used in this study.  The last section describes the framework of organizational climate and 

general organizational theory.   

Although there is a great deal of literature in the topical area of the community college, it 

is important to note that much of what is presented does not focus on overall governance, and 

provides little understanding of the perspectives held by faculty and administrators in the context 

of institutional shared governance.  Overall, the literature focuses heavily upon the structure of 

higher education governance and how restructuring would address certain challenges.  While 

structure is important and has received the bulk of attention throughout the literature, there is 

much to be learned through other important frameworks that could facilitate a further 

understanding of governance.  Studies utilizing the theoretical structure of governance are 

important, but have been overemphasized throughout the literature and provides little 
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explanation for improving shared governance, as other questions need to be pursued (Kezar & 

Eckel, 2004).   

In a study of meeting today's governance challenges, Kezar and Eckel (2004) presented 

that previous research has focused almost exclusively on structural theories and (to a lesser 

extent) political theories that provide little explanation for improving governance.  Kezar and 

Eckel (2004) suggested that human dynamics is an area that has remained under investigated for 

improving shared governance.  Few studies address overall governance and, for those that do, the 

research targets areas such as student government, faculty senates, governing boards or subunits 

of these (Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Kezar, 2001; Pope, 2004; Levin, 1998a).  According to Kezar 

and Eckel (2004), gaps in the literature suggest that an open-systems approach to the study of 

governance is needed, and future work should be informed by past scholarship that has 

illustrated theoretical shortcomings.  Del Favero and Bray (2010) suggested there are a lack of 

in-depth studies examining the relationships between faculty and administrators.  According to 

Del Favero and Bray (2005, 2010) this lack of knowledge is problematic, as the effectiveness of 

shared governance largely rest upon these relationships.  Del Favero and Bray (2010) believe 

that effective governance systems demand buy-in from both faculty and administrators, and a 

better understanding of these critical relationships is necessary to improve shared governance.   

Additionally, most studies regarding shared governance propose that there are “four 

conceptually distinctive layers of governance: system governance, institutional governance, 

college governance and departmental governance” (Reyes & Smith, 1987, p. 394).  This study 

focused on institutional governance in order to advance the body of literature related to 

community college shared governance and to help to establish a foundation for further research. 
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Guiding Principles 

 Given this study was an exploratory examination of a topic that has received little 

empirical testing, the conceptual framework developed here is rooted in organizational climate 

and general organizational theories, providing a platform for the thinking and design of the study 

and its analyses.  In addition, of the research completed in the area of shared governance, little 

investigation has taken place in the community college, as past studies have primarily focused on 

doctoral/research universities.  As a result of these findings, the researcher endeavored to pull 

together conceptual threads throughout the literature, and then piece these concepts together to 

provide as accurate a picture of governance in the community college as possible. 

Governance 

 Throughout higher education literature, virtually every book and article escapes a clear or 

well-defined definition of governance (Kezar, 2004).  This, in part, is attributed to the various 

types of governance models at work within higher education institutions (Birnbaum, 2000; Kezar 

& Eckel, 2004).  As will be described in the subsequent sections below, governance can take on 

many forms.  However, effective or good governance may be best described as a multi-

dimensional approach to decision-making that considers its people, structures, and environment 

in which it functions. 

The first part of this chapter reviews the body of literature and previous works on higher 

education governance, all which informs the survey instrument used in this study.  Intrusions into 

academic governance from both outside and inside forces are expected and are often the norm.  

Continuous power struggles over power sharing and faculty autonomy are among the issues that 

surround shared governance. The faculty role in shared governance can either promote the 

development of social networks or impede its progress.  According to Birnbaum (2004), “it is the 
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process of shared governance and, not its outcome, that helps build the dense network of social 

connections” (p.14).  Lee and Diamond (1991) have shown that “being able to see that input has 

altered decisions or been taken into consideration is necessary for involvement to be considered 

legitimate and leads to greater involvement and long term has been related to greater 

effectiveness and efficiency” (p. 388).  

Historical Glimpse of Governance 

Historically, faculty members have had primary decision making over curriculum, 

academic programs, degree requirements, tenure, and promotion, while administrators serve as 

the primary voice on budgeting, fundraising, and nonacademic operations.  However, after an 

increase in the professionalism of the faculty, shortly after World War II, faculty began to have a 

voice in other educational related matters.  In 1966, the Statement on Government of Colleges 

and Universities formed jointly by the American Association of University Professors, the 

American Council on Education, and the Association of Governing Boards for Universities and 

Colleges provides an outline for faculty in academic governance.  The statement described the 

relationship among faculty and administrators based on what Birnbaum (2004) called a “mutual 

understanding,” and an “inescapable interdependence” (p. 6).  The statement, also known as the 

“Joint Statement,” describes two basic principles underlying what has become known as shared 

governance: 1) decisions are shared at times when decision-making participation of all 

institutional components is necessary; 2) the weight of each voice should be determined by the 

reference to the responsible party.  Additionally, the Joint Statement articulated the importance 

of faculty involvement in institutional decisions, as well as confirming faculty as the primary 

authority for educational matters, such as programs of instruction and research (American 

Association of University Professors [AAUP], 1966).   
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In addition to the Joint Statement, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 

(SACS) provide Principles of Accreditation to ensure institutions meet standards established by 

the higher education community.  SACS is the regional body for the accreditation of degree-

granting higher education institutions in the Southern states.  According to SACS Principles of 

Accreditation these guidelines intend to enhance the educational quality throughout the region 

and to improve the effectiveness of institutions.    

According to the Principles of Accreditation 3.4.10 the “institution places primary 

responsibility for the content, quality, and effectiveness of the curriculum with its faculty” (p. 

29).  Also, section 3.7.5 stated “the institution publishes policies on the responsibility and 

authority of faculty in academic and governance matters” (p. 31).  This statement leaves much to 

be debated.  Most institutions allow faculty to have input through institutional committees, but 

some faculty feel serving on these committees is a way for institutions to follow the guideline 

while not relinquishing any authority to the faculty (Charpentier, 2011).             

The problem, however, is not all institutional decisions fit neatly into clearly defined 

areas.  The joint statement and SACS guidelines notes much of institutional decision making 

should be conducted jointly but due to its broad categories, different groups can easily make the 

claim that certain decisions fall into their domain, especially, when the stakes are high 

(Birnbaum, 2004; Dill & Helm, 1988; Eckel, 2000).  It is when cases fall outside the norm, such 

as how to manage a half-million dollar endowment designated for educational enhancement, or 

how to develop a broad array of online curricula that lines of responsibly become blurred.  

According to the Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities, budgeting, long-range 

planning, and presidential selection decisions are to be conducted jointly, although, unilateral 

decision making seems to be the norm.   For the most part, problems associated with shared 
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governance do not seem to rise over matters that make little or no difference, and it is in these 

areas that participation is encouraged the most, perhaps to provide a way for the proverbial 

“check in the box” of shared decision making to be marked (Benjamin et al., 1993; Dill & Helm, 

1988; Eckel, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).      

Governance Loosely Defined 

According to the literature, many higher education stakeholders believe each theory 

regarding governance is embedded with a different definition and, therefore, virtually every book 

and article escapes a clear or well-defined definition, and few authors offer definitions of 

“effective” or “good” governance (Kezar, 2004).  Furthermore, faculty and administrators often 

define shared governance differently, and expectations for “each side” differ, further 

complicating shared governance and its purpose (Gayle, 2009; Lechuga, 2004; Taylor, 2001).  In 

addition, faculty frequently express frustration related to poor communication and top down 

autocracies.  This is especially true in community colleges where hierarchal structures are 

relatively flat.  Tierney and Minor (2003) believe that, “conflict and strife and likely to appear 

when individuals on campus have dissimilar views about shared governance” (p. 10).  

Organizational morale and individual perceptions of shared governance are among the driving 

forces that contribute to both shared governance successes and its failures.   

Olson (2009) defined shared governance as a “delicate balance between faculty and staff 

participation in planning and decision-making processes, on the one hand, and administrative 

accountability on the other” (para. 4).  For many community college faculty input in the decision 

making process is seen as pointless or unwanted, although, when faculty feel their input is 

valued, they are more likely to participate (Birnbaum, 2004; Gumport, 2000).  Kezar and Eckel 

(2004) stated that “governance is essentially a process for capitalizing on the intelligence of the 
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organization” (p. 392).  However, when the process is viewed as “going through the motions” to 

meet a requirement set forth by most accrediting bodies, added value is lost.  Porter (2007) stated 

that shared governance is nothing more than a bureaucratic charade, in which governance 

committees rarely consist of members who can offer expert advice or make informed decisions.  

Historically, one of the problems with shared governance has been its conflicting goals.  For 

example, faculty in one department may have different goals than those in a different 

department, therefore, altering the expectations of what shared governance can accomplish.  

According to Birnbaum (2004), “shared governance may often be frustrating and exasperating, 

but is the most effective process through which academic institutions can achieve their indefinite 

goals” (p. 8).   

Governance is the “dominant ideal among U.S. faculty” (Lechuga, 2004, p. 540), but is 

labor intensive, time consuming, and slow.  And, with growing corporate style decision making 

taking place, a dynamic “us” versus “them” mentality among the faculty and administration is 

becoming most prominent.  In this corporate environment, unilateral authority and autonomy in 

decision making becomes difficult.  Leitch (2011) posited the diminution of shared governance 

invites and facilitates a corporate model of top-down decision making and, like a democracy, 

shared governance depends on flexibility and transparency to be effective.       

Kezar and Eckel‟s (2004) study provides a working definition for the term governance.  

They define governance as the process of policy and decision making within higher education 

and where certain players have authority over specific kinds of decisions.  In much the same 

way, Birnbaum (2004) defined governance as “the term we give to the structures and processes 

that academic institutions invent to achieve an effective balance between the claims of two 

different, but equally valid, systems for organizational control and influence” (p. 5).  Kezar and 
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Eckel (2004) posited that the emerging bureaucratic model of governance contrasts the once 

collegial model of higher education that some say dominated campus culture prior to the 

increasing complexities brought by rapid campus expansions and increased enrollments over the 

past several decades.  Decision making has moved from predominantly centralized (tightly 

coupled) to decentralized (loosely coupled), and is now divided between two or three major 

groups: trustees/state board, administration, and faculty.  One system based on legal authority, 

observed by administrators and trustees/state board, and the other on professional authority, 

observed by the faculty.   

Administrative Unit 

  Unlike in some colleges or universities where student enrollments exceed 20,000 and 

may have more than 100 administrators, community college enrollments are usually much lower 

and have considerably fewer administrators (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  All colleges must have 

administration, though the way this function is organized differs from one college to the next 

(Cohen & Brawer, 2008).  In most community colleges the president‟s cabinet is typically made 

up of at least four administrators.  These administrators are the vice-president, dean of learning 

and student development, dean of administrative services, and dean of occupational education 

and workforce development, all of whom usually report to the president (Cohen & Brawer, 

2008).  Community college presidents serve as the college‟s chief executive officer, overseeing 

the overall administration and management of the college.  In the state of Alabama, the president 

reports to the chancellor who oversees the community college system, as well as serving on his 

executive team (McKenney & Cejda, 2000).  The vice-president serves as the chief operating 

officer of the college, and commonly oversees academic and student support service programs 

(Bensimon, 1990b).  The dean of learning and student development is charged with encouraging 
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student development and directs various services for access, learning, and success.  Occupational 

education and workforce development deans are responsible for a broad range of areas some of 

which include oversight of Perkins Funds, workforce development training, and serving as a 

liaison between industry and the college (Bailey, 2008).      

As times change, administrative unit overseers such as governing boards have had to 

become more sharing in their decision making between various stakeholders (Potter & Phelan, 

2008).  Potter and Phelan (2008) have suggested that governing boards and trustees who serve on 

these boards should seek out the types of interactions necessary to improve institutional 

effectiveness.  Potter and Phelan (2008) have advocated that while only about 15% of 

community colleges adopted the governance model presented by John Carver in his book titled 

Boards That Make a Difference all would benefit.  Carver‟s book presents a policy governance 

approach that allows the board to decide the desired outcomes for the college through working 

jointly with the president and gathering input from faculty, staff, and students.  In this model 

power is shared and decisions are made jointly.  The board spends more time looking to the 

future rather than reviewing the past.  Additionally, in this model information sharing is crucial 

and a strong sense of trust and mutual respect must exist between the president and the board.  

When operating well, this model of governance can be very effective (Potter & Phelan, 2008).  

However, as with other models of governance individual personalities are involved and tensions 

are likely to arise.  This model of governance hinges upon the relationships between an 

institution‟s president and the board, as well as the relationship between the president and 

administrators and faculty.  If these relationships are in conflict, however, governance suffers 

and is no longer the central focus.  Although Potter and Phelan (2008) believe that strategies that 

lead to future institutional success and create partnerships between presidents and trustees need 
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to be explored, little is known about these relationships in order to create effective partnerships 

and to advance this body of literature.              

Governance Structures 

The three main interest groups of academic governance (trustees/state board, 

administration, and faculty) each focus on different aspects of the institution: 1) trustees/state 

board – concerned with ability to respond quickly; 2) administration – efficiency; 3) faculty– 

academic values (Birnbaum, 2004).  The point noted here is that effective governance requires 

the viewpoint of all three constituents in decision making, and that governance structures are 

often best measured not based upon how they look on paper but, how they are perceived by its 

members, and the organizational climate in which they function (Birnbaum, 2004).  Governance 

is a means to an end, rather than an end in itself making those structures that evolve most 

effective.  Kezar and Eckel (2004, have pointed out that trustees, legislatures, and higher 

education associations frequently speculate that shared governance limits an institution‟s ability 

to respond quickly, fostering a predisposition toward the status quo, although these critics 

provide little evidence to support their claim.    

In an effort to combat these allegations and, respond more quickly, some institutions have 

adopted an increasingly more bureaucratic system (Alfred, 2008; Benjamin et al., 1993).  This 

approach is characterized by more centralized hierarchical administrative oversight.  In this 

system speed rather than results is the yardstick by which quality is measured.  For some, this 

approach is known as “corporate-like” resembling that of business.  While some believe this 

approach will streamline institutional decision making and response time, others argue the 

approach has documented disadvantages including loss of institutional values and integrity, 

lowered morale, and interpersonal and organizational conflict. 
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Kezar and Eckel (2004) and Duggan (2008) stressed that while there are many changes 

taking place within the landscape of higher education little research has been conducted in the 

last decade to effectively guide decision makers to create effective governance structures.  

Therefore, reforms to governance structures will require that reformers “reflect upon histories as 

well as futures” (Gumport, 2000, p. 87).  The fundamental question for potential reformers is do 

they want to make governance more efficient or whether they want to preserve the core values 

that institutions were founded upon.  Here, it is important to note that regardless the type of 

governance structure, individual perception of governance persists.  And, it is through these 

perceived differences that conflict often arises (Birnbaum, 2004; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Lechuga, 

2004; Porter, 2007; Tierney & Minor, 2003; 2009).   

Kezar and Eckel (2004) agree with Birnbaum (1988) in that good governance varies by 

institution and campus context.  Birnbaum  (2004) believes that since colleges and universities 

can differ greatly culturally developing a strategy or universal plan for governance that 

institutions could adopt is impossible as an institution‟s history, culture, climate, and structure all 

influence perceptions and expectations of how decisions are made.  Governance structures 

should strive to have a clear purpose and well-defined goals, and guidelines that are well 

understood by its participants to improve their efficiency (Birnbaum, 1988; Dill & Helm, 1988; 

Eckel, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 1998).  Dill and Helm (1988) pointed out that efficiency is not 

particularly the most important principle in governance as some level of inefficiency improves 

decision making effectiveness.  According to Birnbaum (1988), what often appears to be 

redundancy and inefficiency in higher education decision making, often leads to greater 

effectiveness due to multiple inputs.   He stated that what may be effective at one college, may 

not be as similarly effective elsewhere, and that no one single form or model of governance will 
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predict good governance (Birnbaum, 1988).  While framing a consistent definition of governance 

may be challenging, when faculty accept decision-making procedures on their campus and 

believe their input is sought and valued, shared governance is working (Del Favero, 2003).  

Birnbaum‟s conclusion seems to echo the claims of others who believe campus context, values, 

and history outweigh a universal approach for improving governance, therefore, governance 

tends to work best when its design considers the contexts in which the institution functions 

(Birnbaum, 1988; Dill & Helm, 1988; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Townsend & Twombly, 2008).   

Miller and Miles (2008) also recognized that a universal model of governance is 

unrealistic, and emphasize that governance structures within community colleges over time have 

changed, presenting the need for improved approaches to institutional decision making and 

current governance structures.  According to Miller and Miles (2008), the prominent model 

today in most community colleges is those that exhibit characteristics and evidence of 

administrative dominance, in which administrators “discharge their administrative authority” (p. 

36).  The argument made here is that while administrative authority is legally held, it is enhanced 

and improved when input from those who will be directly affected are involved in decision 

making (Miller & Miles, 2008).  Miller and Miles believe that a successful model of governance 

utilizes a “quiltlike” approach where administrators request input from different groups as 

needed to confront different issues. 

Steck (2003) also noted that institutions should proceed with caution when developing a 

governance model or structure to guide decision making.  Considering the core values and 

traditional roles of academia are of upmost importance.  For the most part, institutions are 

loosely coupled enough from one another that one model of governance does not dominate the 

system of higher education, nor should one model fit all (Eckel, 2000; Steck, 2003).  Institutions 
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should strive to be less imitative and take pride in their uniqueness, measuring themselves by 

their own distinctive mission, rather than external status (Boyer, 1990).  Some warn that while a 

change from an academic to a market institution may be neither immediate nor direct, is possible 

overtime if institutional core values are ignored (Birnbaum, 2004; Steck, 2003).  Today, change 

from traditional forms of governance in public institutions is becoming more evident in day to 

day operations, as academic planning and budgeting closely resemble the management processes 

developed for the private and cooperate sector (Birnbaum, 2004; Waugh, 2003).  The shifting 

dynamics of institutional governance, at times, risks losing core purposes, and values to the 

degree institutions no longer resemble what they were supposed to be (Birnbaum, 2004, 

Gumport, 2000b).  It is common observation in higher education that under budgetary constraints 

administrators search for ways to streamline institutional processes and, while faculty understand 

budgetary shortcomings are agents for change, disagreements frequently arise when choosing 

where changes should occur (Birnbaum, 1992; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).   

Much like Kezar and Eckel‟s study of the type of governance models at work within 

higher education institutions, Birnbaum (2004) went a step further to suggest that a relationship 

exists between governance models and institutional type.  While it is widely recognized that 

colleges and universities differ in their composition, this appreciation is often not extended to an 

understanding of their diversity in governance (Birnbaum, 2004).  Birnbaum (2004) asserted 

there are two different forms of governance and two different types of institutions to consider.  

He describes the two different forms of governance as hard and soft, and the types of institutions 

as academic and market.  Birnbaum states that hard governance is hierarchal and is forward-

looking, and is the type of governance often found at market institutions.  Soft governance, he 

stated, is backward-looking and encompasses the systems of social connections and interactions 
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in an organization, and is the type of governance often found at academic institutions.  Hard 

governance refers to the structures, regulations, and systems in an organization that define 

authority relationships, set organizational processes and promote compliance with policies, the 

most common type of governance found at most community colleges.   

Despite the lack of evidence that regulatory, structural, and authoritative changes would 

be significant, there are continual calls to reform or alter hard governance.  The primary 

argument focuses on changing the structure of governance, especially, the particular aspects that 

affect faculty participation in decision making.  It is widely believed by those who seek this type 

of change that this will improve institutional performance by limiting who has a voice in 

decision making, moving decision making at the top of the hierarchal scale (Birnbaum, 2004; 

Blackburn, 1998).  Cohen and March (1974) believe that regardless of what hard governance 

looks like, it makes little difference, because most institutional decisions occur outside the 

formal system.  However, some argue that altering hard governance would affect soft 

governance, but it appears there is little research to support that claim either.  It is clear that 

structure has its limitations, and does little to promote a new perception for individual change.    

Soft governance refers to systems of social connections and interactions in an 

organization that help to develop and maintain individual and group norms.  Soft governance is 

an area of governance that has received less attention.  Little attention has been given to the 

normative issues of soft governance largely because ways of altering soft governance is not well 

understood (Gumport, 2000a; Birnbaum, 1988, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Eckel, 2000, Levin, 

1998a).  Since soft governance has less control and is less rigid in nature, it is precisely what 

hard governance reformers seek to change.  According to Birnbaum (2004), “hard governance 

proposals almost always sound reasonable and self-evident.  But when they conflict with soft 
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governance, they inevitably fail” (p. 11).  Hard governance is entirely self-interested, whereas 

soft governance is interested in looking at how people come together collectively to share 

perceptions and make sense of what they are doing.  Most institutions are anchored by either a 

hard or soft governance structure, where participants‟ perceptions of their role in governance are 

believed to be valued or seen as a check in the block for accreditation requirements (Birnbaum, 

2004; Gumport, 2000).  Furthermore, Birnbaum (2004) maintained “if institutions become less 

academic, governance is less likely to be shared” (p. 12).      

Birnbaum (2004) continued and noted that there are many criticisms concerning the 

effectiveness of shared governance and those who propose radical change.  He states, current 

criticisms of academic governance focus on reducing the involvement of faculty and advocates 

for more timely responses.  Critics claim that faculty obstruct modern day governance systems, 

and small groups are able to hinder an institution‟s ability to make timely decisions.   

Gerber (2001) asserted that many of these critics argue “that a more hierarchical 

corporate model of management must replace the long-established collegial model of shared 

governance” (p. 22), if institutions are to serve public interest, and become more market oriented.  

Some claim that evidence exists for governance reform and, if not enacted, institutions are 

ignoring a changing external environment and are knowingly putting themselves at risk.  “Like 

dinosaurs, they risk becoming exhibits: places of great interest and curiosity, increasingly 

irrelevant in a world that has passed them by” (Kellogg Commission of the Future of State and 

Land-Grant Colleges, 1996, p. 1).   

According to the literature, reformers who seek to streamline governance systems make 

two unsubstantiated assumptions: today‟s colleges and universities are not responsive enough, 

and speed in decision making is an asset (Birnbaum, 2004).  In contrast, others claim speed does 
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not necessarily mean effective.  Birnbaum (2004) has acknowledged that faculty participation in 

shared governance can delay the speed of decision making, but is necessary to increase quality.  

Birnbaum contends that contrary to popular belief, higher education has been particularly 

responsive to external demands, especially, when external demands require market driven 

solutions.  These changes are evident in remarkable new ways, as institutions no longer resemble 

institutions of 20 years ago (Birnbaum, 1996; Eckel, 2003).  Bok (2003) believes solely meeting 

market driven demands is a “slippery slope” for higher education.  He believes meeting 

businesses demands threatens higher education‟s core values and redefines institutions as simply 

another consumer commodity.  While it is understandable that administrators need to make 

timely decisions, the danger here, is not making decisions too slowly but, too quickly, and 

without regard for institutional core values (Birnbaum, 2004; Kerr, 1963).  Despite the fact that 

all institutions of higher education have a mixture of academic and market features, institutions 

embracing the norms and values of the academic institution view education as an end not a 

means and, therefore, are less concerned with external demands.      

There is a clear indication in the literature that numerous factors affect models of 

governance and the structure under which they function, and which ones are most effective. 

Among the emphases frequently placed upon models of governance within higher education 

institutions, the presumption that these models have a significant impact on decisions has rarely 

been examined (Kaplan, 2004).  In a 2004 study, Kaplan examined the relationship between 

governance structures and outcomes.  He notes that it is common practice for the processes and 

procedures of decision making to take precedence over decisions themselves.  Kaplan (2004) like 

Birnbaum, Kezar, and Eckel noted that higher education decision making is subject to two kinds 

of criticisms: being too corporate and unresponsive to needed change due to entrenched 
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traditions.  Here, Kaplan argued that there is little evidence to support these assumptions, and 

current data does not exist to determine whether or not these pressures affect governance 

structures.  In an effort to fill a void in this area, Kaplan (2004) reviewed survey data on 

governance structures.  His findings showed little relationship between governance structures 

and the decisions that institutions implemented.  While each detail of Kaplan‟s study is too 

lengthy to discuss here, Kaplan highlighted two major findings that are relevant to this study.  

First, governance structures do not appear to account for the differences in outcomes of decisions 

that were made.  Second, “outcomes in higher education may be more significantly related to 

factors beyond structural arrangements” (p. 32).   

As seen in Kaplan‟s study, the structures and models of governance did not predict a 

desired outcome, but suggested it is through other factors that contribute to institutional 

outcomes.  According to Kaplan (2004), these other factors include but, are not limited to, the 

role of the faculty and administrators and who possess decision making authority.  Kezar (2004) 

puts it simply, “structures and processes are not the heart of organizations – people and 

relationships are” (p. 39).  Kezar (2004) found that changing structures are less important in 

developing an actual approach to governance than relationships.  She also found in her study that 

relationships surpass structures and processes in effective decision making.  In other words, if the 

structure and process is lacking they can still operate but if relationships are contentious, 

governance will most likely fail (Del, Favero, 2003; Kezar, 2004).                

Human Dynamics of Governance 

Although structural pieces of governance are important they alone do not explain the 

problems that exist (Minor & Tierney, 2005).  Piland and Bublitz (1998) made the argument that 

understanding perceptions held by faculty is an essential piece of shared governance.  Piland and 
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Bublitz‟s study sought to ascertain faculty‟s perceptions in five areas, however, in respect to 

length and, to make a salient point for this study, only one will be discussed; the perception of 

shared governance in community colleges.  Utilizing a survey instrument the researchers posed 

eight items on a Likert scale, relating to individuals‟ perceptions of shared governance, at five 

value levels: strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree.  The results of the 

survey indicated that faculty and administrators differed in their responses with many item 

responses selected as undecided, leading one to believe that a working definition of governance 

is unknown to many of its organizational members.  Piland and Bublitz (1998) concluded that 

while faculty and administrators‟ perspectives in shared governance differ, there is some degree 

of congruency in their goals.    

Joint Decision Making 

Over the years community colleges have developed into a potent part of higher education 

and are unique on many different levels.  Their shifting dynamics has created the need for shared 

decision making, including how they are governed and operated (Miller, 2003).  Although, who 

should be involved in decision making and what role they should have has largely been ignored 

within community college governance (Miller, 2003).  Miller (2003) asserted that shared 

governance serves an important role in institutional decision making and should allow faculty to 

have input into decisions including academic and curriculum matters, hiring, promotion of 

faculty, as well as some administrative services.  However, Miller‟s (2003) study found that 

institutional governance in community colleges was less common than previously thought based 

on Gilmour‟s original estimation, and governance bodies tended to be less formal than their four-

year counterparts.  
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Miller‟s (2003) exploratory study was designed to profile faculty governance units, such 

as senates in community, junior, and technical colleges in effort to start a discussion of how to 

create systems that allow faculty input into decision making.  To collect data, Miller sent out 100 

surveys to a purposive national sample of community colleges to provide geographic 

representation.  Of the surveys sent out 66 were received and analyzed.  The data revealed that 

72% of respondents identified the use of faculty governance bodies, and a variety of titles were 

used including: academic senate, faculty organization, faculty council, college assembly, faculty 

forum, institute forum, college senate, and higher education association.   

While Miller (2003) described how each institution responded, the important take away 

here to inform this research was that of 66 responding institutions only seven indicated that their 

governance body was comprised of faculty, administrators, and staff.  Gilmour (1991) estimated 

that over 90% of all colleges make use of some form of shared governance.  Through Miller‟s 

study it is clear that governance bodies were less common than previously thought (72%), and 

each institution appears to define governance differently while employing diverse groups of 

strategies for implementing shared governance.  Some institutions appeared to be following a 

very traditional structure of governance in that the faculty senates are involved in academic and 

curriculum related issues.  While others interpreted governance more broadly to include students, 

administration, faculty, and staff, as well as all aspects of campus administration.     

Questions such as whether faculty and administrators can effectively co-exist in shared 

governance systems are important for the long-term success of governance and its effectiveness 

(Miller, 2003).   Miller (2003) stated there are two major differences between two- and four-year 

college faculty senates: 1) community colleges tend to include all faculty; and 2) meetings are 

run more like town meetings, rather than congressional or legislative sessions.  As governance 
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systems become even more complex, future research of the effectiveness of faculty senates are 

needed, as are more in-depth studies of community college governance and how individuals 

interact to share in decision making (Miller, 2003).   

Organizational Members and Leaders in Decision Making 

Pope and Miller (2000) posited that as the need for shared governance increases so does 

the need to know more about its members and leaders who are responsible for leading them.  

Pope and Miller‟s study profile community college faculty governance leaders, specifically 

examining their written and oral communication apprehension (CA) tendencies, in relation to 

their ability to lead.  Pope and Miller (2000) pointed out that “despite the widespread use of 

faculty governance units, little research has been undertaken into their activities or behaviors in 

community colleges” (p. 628).  Through survey instrumentation, Pope and Miller (2000) 

evaluated oral and written communication skills, tasks of leading a faculty governance unit, and 

the stressors felt by the leader of the unit.  The first section of their survey included questions 

from Richmond and McCroskey‟s (1989) Writing Apprehension Test and Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension (CA).  This part of the survey was intended to measure 

governance leaders‟ feelings or apprehensions about the writing process.  According to Pope and 

Miller (2000), “writing apprehension has been termed a behavioral issue rather than a state or 

trait” (p. 631) due to the anxiety brought through evaluation of a written product.  Oral CA was 

the second section on the survey.  Pope and Miller (2000) pointed out that oral CA is defined as 

“an anxiety syndrome associated with either real or anticipated communication with another 

person (p. 631).  Pope and Miller suggested that there is a strong correlation between writing 

apprehension and oral CA, both which has been strongly correlated to academic achievement, 

public self-perceptions, self-image, and social interaction.  The last section of the survey dealt 
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with tasks and skills required for leading an academic unit and the stressors felt as the leader of 

the unit.  Pope and Miller (2000) adapted their survey using the previous works of Miller, 

McCormack, Maddox and Seagren to identify the tasks and skills required for leading an 

academic unit and Gmelch and Burns‟ (1994) previous works of identifying the stressors of 

department heads.  Here, Pope and Miller argued that governance includes many of the 

organizational challenges, barriers, and opportunities as those experienced by academic unit 

heads.   

The results of the first and second sections showed that governance leaders writing 

apprehension scores and Personal Report of Communication Apprehension fell within the 

midpoint range, indicating some apprehension, and at least some situational apprehension, but 

not enough to affect normal working behaviors (Pope & Miller, 2003).  The results of the last 

section showed that governance leaders indicated that developing a sense of direction and 

developing networks and linkages were among the highest stress tasks they performed, while 

organizational ability and written communication were the highest stress skills.  Examples of 

skills and tasks may be to develop a vision statement for the governance body and establish 

direction, and then effectively work to develop networks and linkages to with institutional 

members to implement the plan.   

“Governance is an important aspect of making community colleges work effectively” 

(Pope & Miller, 2000, p. 636).  Pope and Miller (2000) advocated that findings from their study 

help to identify the stressors governance leaders will encounter, and provide a foundation for 

selecting and training future governance leaders.  They also believe that selecting individuals 

with low levels of CA should be considered when selecting governance leaders, as these 

individuals may cope more easily with the demands of the position.  Pope and Miller (2000) 
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suggest that “as structures within structures, governance bodies are dependent on the individuals 

who make them work” (p. 636).  Additionally, community colleges should endeavor to better 

understand governance bodies and the individuals within these structures (Pope & Miller, 2000).       

Faculty and Administrators in Governance 

It has been stated throughout the literature that a better understanding of the human 

dynamic of governance could improve institutional performance.  Further exploration in this area 

would include investigating the relationships of faculty and administrators.  The faculty-

administrative relationship is not one that is well understood, though it seems evident as a large 

piece that affects governance and its effectiveness.  In a study of examining characterizations of 

the faculty-administrative relationship, Del Favero and Bray (2005) presented how faculty and 

administrators interact in institutional decision-making.  Del Favero and Bray (2005) posited that 

the “partnership between faculty and administrators is essential to shared governance, it is also a 

fragile one, characterized by lack of harmony and mistrust” (p. 55), where cooperation is 

problematic.  Del Favero and Bray (2005) noted that while joint effort, mutual respect, and trust 

are promises of quality shared governance systems, consideration for those aspects that go 

beyond faulty participation remain under investigated.  One particular point that stood out in 

their study was a call for an understanding of “what interests motivate the interactions between 

[faculty and administrators that] will lay the foundation for understanding their divergent 

cultures and the concomitant difficulties associated with shared decision-making” (p. 55)?   From 

this question one is prompted to think differently about what changes are needed to bring change 

in the human dynamic aspect of governance systems.   

Today, in higher education institutions two key stakeholders, faculty and administrators, 

are expected to come together to work toward institutional ends.  However, differences in 
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perception, work values, and organizational structure challenge their collaboration (Del Favero, 

2003; Kaplan, 2004; Kezar, 2004; Minor & Tierney, 2005).  The cooperation and collaboration 

of both faculty and administrators is necessary if not imperative to institutional decision making, 

and serves as an important piece for improving institutional performance (Bray, 2008; Breslin, 

2000; Del Favero, 2003; Guskin, 1996).  Yet, their disparate work values frequently present a 

major problem to decision making (Del Favero, 2003; Morphew, 1999; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  

Del Favero (2003), in her examination of the relationship between faculty and administrators in 

colleges and universities as partners in shared governance, stated that “the professional cultures 

of faculty and administrators define their disparate and often conflicting work values” (p. 904).  

Differences in responsibilities and reward structures affect allegiances of faculty and 

administrators and “create an unreliable foundation for cooperative faculty-administrator 

relationship” (Del Favero, 2003, p. 904).  According to Del Favero and Bray (2005), differences 

in perception is connected to the professional cultural and structural nature of their work.  In 

regards to professional culture, faculty are typically motivated by their own scholarly research 

contributions to their field of study and, frequently, make decisions based upon those interests.  

In regards to structural, the number of individuals in administrative roles has grown in relation to 

the number of faculty positions.  Administrative roles have become more specialized, ultimately, 

limiting the faculty role in governance processes. Therefore, tensions often exist due to the “gray 

areas” and blurred lines of responsibility from the shifting dynamics of administrative roles. 

Administrators and faculty members‟ work is vastly different.  Administrators typically 

focus on solving problems, making decisions that give precedence to institutional concerns, and 

bringing efficiency to institutional operations (possibly their highest valued concern), while 

faculty are more self-interested.  Del Favero (2003) pointed out that for administrators, “rewards, 
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recognition, and career advancement…are directly tied to performance in the institutional 

sphere” (p. 904).  Consequently, their allegiance is to the institution.  Although administrators 

frequently work together with faculty to improve decisions, their main responsibilities include 

developing policy that affect a broad range of academic activities (Del Favero, 2003).  

Administrators believe their role is best understood as serving a collective interest: improving 

institutional performance, fair distribution of resources, and advancing institutional visibility 

(Birnbaum, 1988; Del Favero & Bray, 2005; Etzioni, 2000).  Birnbaum (2003) suggested that 

administrators attempt to preserve the institution‟s image by combating external pressures, which 

contribute to how they make decisions.  However, Bai (2003) noted that many administrators are 

concerned with their own careers and status, suggesting their own self-interest affects decision 

making.  Administrators‟ work is in constant view and review and is greatly regulated by 

normative expectations (Bray, 2008; Rhoades, 2000).  Faculty perceptions of administrators 

work frequently differs from the way administrators perceive their own work.  Neumann (1995) 

explained that the way in which others view the work of administrators either supports or limits 

their success.   

Conversely, faculty, while concerned about their career and status as well, are immersed 

in a specific discipline.  Albeit, it is through disciplinary performance they earn recognition and 

career advancement, giving participation in institutional decision making a low priority (Austin, 

1990; Bray, 2008; Del Favero, 2003; Del Favero & Bray, 2005; Miller, Vacik & Benton, 1998; 

Morphew, 1999).  Del Favero noted, as have others, that faculty are first committed to their 

discipline and second to the institution.  Therefore, to improve shared governance, institutions 

must seek ways of rewarding faculty for institutional work (Boyer, 1990; Del Favero, 2003; 
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Birnbaum, 2004; Hartley, 2003).  Faculty members‟ allegiance to their discipline and desire for 

autonomy commonly creates conflict with administrators (Dill & Helm, 1998; Gumport, 2000).   

From this viewpoint, an argument could be made that those who may have the most 

impact on issues of governance, such as “star” faculty, often are disinterested in such affairs and 

devote more time to research and publication.  Many faculty members at research universities 

see committee work as a waste of time, because it is typically not rewarded; teaching is rewarded 

more than service, but research is the one that is evaluated (Boyer, 1990; Williams, Gore, & 

Broches, 1987).  Governance, therefore, requires trade-offs for faculty who desire to take on a 

more active role.  As a result, governance receives a secondary priority (Williams et al., 1987).   

Moving beyond examining participation levels in institutional governance and 

speculating why participation is low, Williams et al.‟s (1987) study focused on the perspectives 

university faculty members hold toward governance.  Williams et al. (1987) presume that faculty 

who avoid involvement in governance hold different perspectives than those who are actively 

involved.  The intent for their study was to try and illuminate the contrasting perspectives 

between those two groups.  Additionally, they theorized that “faculty perspectives toward 

governance are not just a jumble of atomistic preferences but rather that a collectively anchored 

framework of perspectives toward this process exists that ultimately gives sanction to the choices 

made by individual organizational members” (p. 630).   

The first step in their method for their study was to develop a set of statements that would 

best describe faculty members‟ role in governance.  To accomplish this, the researchers 

conducted open-ended discussions with over twenty different colleagues across a variety of 

disciplines including administrators.  Levels of experience varied between individuals; some had 

many years of governance experience while some had none.  During the participant interviews, 
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participants were asked a series of questions:  What are the most pressing concerns about 

institutional governance?  To what degree should the faculty become involved in governance? 

Should governance be left to administration, or is there a responsibility to participate?  How 

effective is faculty government as presently practiced on your campus?  This list is not inclusive, 

but provides a general sense for the types of questions asked.  After responses from each group 

were compiled and analyzed, several themes emerged.  From these themes a survey was 

developed, and administered to 102 participants.   

The survey found three main areas identified by respondents as being most important to 

their conception and perspectives of governance:  1) “A faculty that fails to exercise its 

responsibility to govern itself runs the risk of forfeiting to the administration those policy-

making prerogatives that it does have;”  2) “Faculty and administration should share in 

developing the broad outlines of institutional policy;”  and 3) “The ultimate function of faculty 

governance is to enhance the quality of the institution” (Williams et al., 1987, p. 637).  

According to Williams et al. (1987), it is clear that many faculty members would not forfeit their 

authority to the administration, wanted to be involved in developing policy, and aspired to have 

input to enhance institutional quality.  However, faculty members felt that for them to become 

more active in governance a better reward structure is needed.     

An aggregate analysis of Williams et al.‟s (1987) study revealed six clusters which 

represent elements of an underlying framework through which faculty interprets its role in 

governance and decision making.  Williams et al. (1987) characterized faculty into six different 

groups:  hierarchicals (15%), acceptors (23%), collegials (10%), activist (18%), copers (25%), 

and disengaged (9%).  Hierarchicals are described as those who are most comfortable when 

administrators lead and faculty follow, but are not very accepting to the governance ideas of 
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others.  Acceptors are described as those who are more accepting than hierarchicals and willing 

to go along with what others decide.  Collegials are described as those who desire to operate in a 

community of equals where decisions are made only after everyone has had a chance to have 

input, and are opposed to ideas of collective bargaining.  Activists are described as those who 

reject a strong administrative role, but are more approving of collective bargaining agreements 

than collegials.  Copers are described as those who are seen as “just getting by” not involved, but 

not disengaged either.  Disengaged are described as those who avoid involvement in governance 

all together.  Williams‟ (1987) data showed that collegials have a high level of confidence in the 

faculty role in governance, and a high level of concern for governance issues, as opposed to the 

disengaged who have a low level of confidence in the faculty role and a low level of concern for 

governance issues.  Hierarchiacals respond negatively to a strong faculty role, but have a higher 

concern for governance issues than disengaged.  Unlike the hierarchiacals, collegials, and 

disengaged that reflect the most divergent perspectives, the acceptors, activist, and copers groups 

are in the middle; their level of confidence in the faculty role and level of concern for 

governance are both indifferent, but represent the majority of those surveyed.  

It is clear that “faculty perspectives toward governance are not just a jumble of atomistic 

preferences but rather that a collectively anchored framework of perspectives toward this process 

exists that ultimately gives sanction to the choices made by individual organizational members” 

(p. 630).  Williams et al.‟s (1987) study shows that most faculty members do not hold the 

position of intense or unrealistic perspectives toward governance that other literature appears to 

focus on.  Ways for making improvements to further understand campus governance and the 

perspectives organizational members hold toward governance, as those found in this study will 
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need further investigation on other campuses and other sectors of higher education (Williams et 

al., 1987). 

Another area in which the perspective of governance may be altered is through the 

dispensation of resources.  Resources are normally scarce, and it is the job of administrators to 

determine who receives what is available.  However, faculty often feel threatened and accuse 

administrators of using resources as leverage to wield power, since faculty depend on resources 

to remain autonomous.  It is through these actions, as well as others that faculty feel their 

autonomy is attacked, and when administrators become perceived as a nemesis (Del Favero, 

2003; Downey, 2000; Etzioni, 2000).  Del Favero cited Barber who claims that faculty regularly 

have an unrealistic attitude toward authority, while Etzioni (2000) suggested that faculty seldom 

willing to grant authority to administrators is a quandary of organizational structure, rather than 

an intrusion to faculty autonomy.  For some faculty, it is difficult to see beyond their own needs, 

regardless if ignoring others‟ needs disadvantages them later (Del Favero & Bray, 2005).  Del 

Favero (2003) echoed the claims of Etzioni and contends that the responsibility to resolve such 

issues largely rest upon administrators, due to their institutional responsibility to oversee and 

develop effective shared governance systems.   

Here, is seems obvious that problems for shared governance include conflicts over work 

values of these two groups.  The differences in their roles and responsibilities frequently 

exacerbate an already complex relationship, further complicating collaborative decision making.  

Before decision making systems are improved, both faculty and administrators need to move 

toward a greater appreciation of each other‟s work values to improve their partnership (Bray, 

2008; Del Favero, 2003).  The authors make clear that their implication is not that faculty are 

self-interested while administrators are generous givers but, historically, faculty were expected to 
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remain focused on their specific fields, while administrators ran the institution.  “Shared 

governance has changed this dichotomous view into a blended role in which institutional 

effectiveness and accountability is the bailiwick of all” (Del Favero & Bray, 2005, p. 59).  

From the literature one gets a general sense that the faculty-administrator relationship is 

challenging and at times antagonistic, but as noted the two groups must collaborate in decision 

making to improve institutional performance.  The faculty-administrator relationship is important 

given the two groups hold different views of how their institution functions, providing divergent 

perspectives (Del Favero & Bray, 2005; Peterson & White, 1992).  The differences between 

faculty and administrators perceptions may be expected, but are unique given that many 

administrators have come to their positions through the faculty ranks and have received little 

formal training into their role (Cohen & March, 1974; Del Favero & Bray, 2005; Dill, 2000).  

Nonetheless, once administrators take on their administrative position they are all the time more 

removed from academic concerns, at least as seen by the faculty (Birnbaum, 1988; Del Favero & 

Bray 2008; Peterson & White, 1992).  Therefore, the interest and values of each group is in 

conflict, making for a trying partnership.  At one time faculty may have simply avoided these 

challenges by not participating in governance activities, however, as external pressures increase 

for accountability, faculty participation for their own welfare (if for no other reason) is necessary 

(Del Favero & Bray, 2005), especially as the percentage of part-time faculty increase (Morphew, 

1999).  Regardless of the complexity associated with “fostering a climate valuing joint effort” (p. 

54), simply ignoring these stifled relationships is no longer a viable option for either of these two 

key stakeholder groups (Del Favero & Bray, 2005).   
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Conceptual Framework  

Organizational Climate  

 Because this study focuses on individuals‟ perceptions related to their organization, 

organizational climate is particularly germane to this study, and provides a way of thinking about 

shared governance.  In a 1939 study, Lippitt and White sought to determine the outcome of 

group behavior when exposed to variables.  Lippitt and White were among the first to examine 

how individuals within groups responded under various “social climates.”  Since then, many 

studies have been conducted utilizing organizational climate in order to determine the effect of 

this relationship on organizations.  When examining individual behavior and identifying social 

climate in organizations, it is important to distinguish between organizational climate and 

organizational culture (Bess & Dee, 2007).   Bess and Dee (2007) stated that while “culture is 

reflected in institutional artifacts and deeply held values and assumptions, climate is less 

entrenched and represents organizational members‟ current perceptions of the total 

organizational context” (p. 359).  According to Baker (1992), “organizational climate can be 

viewed as the overall environment which includes values, shared beliefs, and the personality of 

any given organization, and that the climate can be measured and described in terms of a 

particular set of characteristics” (p. 48).  Thomas (2008) described climate “like the air in a 

room, climate surrounds and affects everything that happens in an organization” (p. 227).      

The literature suggests the way in which faculty and administrators form perceptions 

about governance may be based on the organizational environment in which they function.  

Often, faculty and administrators‟ perceptions of organizational climate are formulated based 

upon what organizational climate theorist Renato Tagiuri (1968) described as organizational 

contexts.  Tagiuri (1968) stated that “climate represents organizational members‟ perceptions of 
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the total organizational context,” and consist of four perceptual dimensions. The first dimension 

Tagiuri describes is ecology.  Ecology considers the physical environment in which work takes 

place.  Perceptions of ecology are frequently affected by the age, size and condition of the 

facility.  The second dimension he describes is social milieu.  Social milieu considers the human 

dimensions of organizational life.  Organizational morale, perception of whether members are 

satisfied with their work, and perceptions of co-workers motivation are all important measures of 

social milieu.  The third dimension described is social structure.  This specific dimension 

considers the relationships between individuals, such as faculty and administrators, as well as 

how they perceive their own role and the role of others.  Social structure considers the elements 

of organizational design.  Important measures of social structure include how individuals 

perceive their participation, and whether or not communication is reciprocated.  Put simply, “do 

people perceive the organization as hierarchical, or do they see ample opportunities to participate 

in decision making” (Bees & Dee, 2007, p. 392).  It is here where faculty and administrative 

relationships begin to form or break down, leading to individuals‟ perception of their role in the 

organization.  The fourth and last dimension described by Tagiuri is culture.  Culture reflects the 

ways individuals think in the organization.  Perceptions of artifacts, values, and assumptions all 

contribute to organizational climate.  At times, these perceptions are adopted from long-standing 

norms and are among the most entrenched perceptions (Biecchieri & Chavez, 2010; Eckel, 2000; 

Mintzberg, 2000).  

Perceptions of these four perceptual dimensions contribute to the overall organizational 

climate.  It is important to note that while studies of organizational culture draw from direct 

observations, measurements of organizational climate are based upon the perceptions of its 

members and, therefore, climate “has come to be seen as what respondents to questionnaires say 
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climate is” (Bees & Dee, 2007, p. 392).  Thus, it is conceivable that both faculty and 

administrators who work at the same institution would define the organizational climate in which 

they function differently, leading them to draw upon a different set of work values in making 

assessments about shared governance based upon perceived climate (Del Favero & Bray, 2010).  

In an effort to understand organizational members‟ perception of climate, researchers have 

devoted significant attention to classifying the dimensions of climate.   

Halpin and Croft (1963) developed the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire 

(OCDQ).  Through their research on public schools they identified a total of eight dimensions of 

climate that characterize worker behavior, as well as formal leader behavior.  For the purpose of 

this study, worker should be thought of as faculty, and administrators as formal leader.  The first 

characteristic described by Haplin and Croft of worker behavior is hindrance.  Often, workers 

believe that formal leaders burden them with busywork requirements, hindering them from other 

tasks.  The second characteristic they describe is intimacy.  Their study showed that friendly 

personal relationships among faculty tend to be more closely connected than their relationships 

with administrators (Haplin & Croft, 1963; Piland & Bublitz, 1998).  The third characteristic 

they describe is disengagement.  Disengagement is seen as “going through the motions” without 

regard or commitment to the organization.  When faculty input is ignored, they are less likely to 

participate (Birnbaum, 2004; Gumport, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  The fourth characteristic is 

espirit.  Espirit is morale which stems from social needs satisfaction and tasks completion.  

When faculty see their input has altered decisions they are more likely to participate, leading to 

higher levels of effectiveness and efficiency (Birnbaum, 2004; Gumport, 2000).   

The last four characteristics Halpin and Croft describe are formal leader behavior.  The 

first characteristic of formal leader behavior is production emphasis.  Production emphasis 
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describes leaders who are highly directive and not sensitive to feedback.  The second 

characteristic of leader behavior is aloofness.  Aloofness describes leaders who “go by the book,” 

abide by rules and regulations, socially separating themselves from subordinates.  The third 

characteristic is consideration.  This characteristic describes leaders who try to be helpful and are 

friendly.  The last characteristic is thrust.  Thrust is best described as a leaders attempt to set a 

behavioral example in which all individuals in the organization will follow. 

Litwin and Stringer (1968) stated that “the realities of the organization are understood 

only as they are perceived by members of the organization, allowing climate to be viewed as a 

filter through which objective phenomena must pass” (p. 43).  Building off the work of Halpin 

and Croft, Litwin and Stringer conducted a study of various medical personnel and their 

supervisors.  Their study sought to determine if a relationship existed between organizational 

climate and emergent behavior, as well as identifying respondents perceptions of the 

organization.  Using Halpin and Croft‟s OCDQ, the researchers refined the survey instrument to 

better suit their sample population, but only small changes were made.  The results from their 

study showed that the refined instrument was statistically reliable, and was capable of predicting 

emergent behavior based on the climate of the organization.    

In their organizational analysis, Litwin and Stringer identified six organizational climate 

factors that paralleled the work of Halpin and Croft, furthering the understanding of 

organizational perceptions.  The first factor they identified was organizational climate factor 

general affect tone toward others.  General affect tone toward others identifies the way 

individuals perceive other non-managers in the organization.  While general affect tone toward 

management, the second organizational factor, identifies the way individuals perceive 

management in the organization.  Policy and promotion clarity is the third area they identified, 
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which describes the way individuals feel about the clarity of organizational policies, structure, 

and opportunities for promotion.  The fourth factor they describe is job pressure and standards, 

which identifies the feelings individuals feel when high standards are placed on their work by 

management.  Openness of upward communication is the fifth factor they describe.  Openness of 

upward communication describes the communication between employees and management, and 

the willingness of managers to accept the ideas of subordinates.  Lastly, the sixth factor is risk in 

decision making, which identifies the degree of associated risk with shared decision making in 

the organization.  Better understanding how employees (faculty) and management 

(administrators) characterize organizational climate may facilitate bringing these two groups 

together in the context of shared governance.       

The study of organizational behavior and its members within an organization has both 

theoretical and practical implications, and can provide insight into their values and their effect 

(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Forehand & Von Haller, 1964).  Forehand and Von Haller (1964) 

analyzed the particular differences in organizations‟ climates.  In their study, Forehand and Von 

Haller stated that organizations have three main properties that make them particularly 

appropriate for studying situational variations: 1) the organization contains influential 

components that affect individual behavior and make the organization distinguishable among 

other organizations; 2) relatively bound in which departments are identifiable, and enduring 

overtime; and 3) there exist information about the organization, such as organizational charts, 

perceptions of participants, or statistical summaries.  Differences in organizational climate can be 

objectively measured, and provide a synthesis of research approaches.  

Forehand and Von Haller discussed field studies as a way to investigate what is taking 

place within the organization through observing the actual activities that occur.  In this approach, 
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interviews of participants, observation of conferences, departmental records, as well as other 

sources inform the researcher.  While this information and method is viable, there remains a 

level of subjectivity when being interpreted, but is particularly useful in situations when behavior 

is difficult to explain (Cialdini, Kallgren, & Reno, 1990).  Their next approach assesses the 

perceptions of organizational characteristics as they are perceived by participants.  Faculty and 

administrators in either of these approaches could be considered participants.  These casual 

variables include “structure, goals and objectives and supervisory practices” (Forehand & Von 

Haller, 1964, p. 362), all of which interact to influence individual perceptions.  Individual 

perceptions, according to Forehand and Von Haller (1964), are frequently difficult to observe, 

particularly when attempting to determine if perceptions are solely based upon organizational 

variables, whether participants have formulated their own perceptions, or they have adopted 

perceptions based upon group norms.   

According to Zhang and Liu (2010), when studying organizational climate two basic 

levels are apparent: macro and micro.  A macro level study targets how individuals perceive 

organizational climate based upon the entire work environment, considering all dimensions or 

what climate theorists refer to as climate factors.  A micro level study targets how individuals 

perceive the organizational climate based upon certain dimensions or certain climate factors of 

the organization (Zhang & Liu, 2010).  Put simply, organizational climate is a broad “umbrella” 

and underneath are the various categories of climate referred to as climate factors.  The literature 

describes a variety of climate factors, however, the most reoccurring factors include: formal 

leadership, institutional structure, supervisory relationships, student focus, 

teamwork/collaboration, and work design/technology.  
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In 2008, the National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional Effectiveness (NILIE) at 

North Carolina State University administered the personal assessment of college environment 

(PACE) survey to Phi College located in Minnesota.  The survey instrument sought to capture 

the perceptions of both faculty and administrators across four different climate factor areas.  The 

survey is designed so that individual institutions can compare themselves to national norms 

across four different categories of climate.  The climate factors included institutional structure, 

supervisory relationships, teamwork, and student focus.  Depending on respondents‟ scores (1-5 

on a Likert scale) they were placed into one of four systems of management.  First, individuals 

whose mean score was between 1-2 believed a coercive management style existed at their 

institution.  In the coercive management system, decisions are made at the top and issued 

downward.  In this system, administrators have no confidence in and seldom involve faculty in 

any aspect of the decision-making process.  Next, individuals whose mean score was between 2-

3 believed a competitive management style existed at their institution.  In the competitive 

management system, some decision making processes take place at the lower levels, but control 

is at the top.  In this system, administrators display a condescending confidence with faculty and 

only occasionally involve them in the decision-making process.  Next, individuals whose mean 

score was between 3-4 believed a consultative management style existed at their institution.  In 

the consultative system, more decisions are made at lower levels and leaders consult with 

followers regarding decisions.  In this system, administrators have substantial but, not complete 

confidence in faculty and significantly involve them in the decision-making process.  Lastly, 

individuals whose mean score was between 4-5 believed a collaborative management style 

existed at their institution.  In the collaborative system, decision making is widely dispersed 
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throughout the organization.  In this system, administrators demonstrate confidence in faculty 

members and involve them in the appropriate aspects of the decision-making process.   

The findings of their survey revealed that while individual areas differed, participants‟ 

overall perceptions were that of consultative management style.  The student focus category 

received the highest mean score at 4.1.  Institutional structure received the lowest at 3.1, 

indicating that organizational members were dissatisfied with the organization‟s climate in 

regards to its structure.  Their study found that by identifying the specific climate factor 

(institutional structure) that affected the organization‟s climate the institution was able to focus 

on improving this climate factor.    

In a similar study, Thomas (2008) surveyed 957 employees from four evangelical higher 

education institutions.  Utilizing the PACE survey instrument he sought to capture the 

perceptions of employees across the same dimensions of climate described above (institutional 

structure, supervisory relationships, teamwork, and student focus).  The study was conducted in 

much of the same way as the study at Phi College described above.  In Thomas‟ study, however, 

the outcome differed than that of Phi College.  The differences were that the overall mean score 

of employees was just above the coercive management style at 2.1, and the supervisory 

relationships mean score was 1.9 falling into the coercive management style.  The teamwork 

category received the highest mean score at 3.1, and supervisory relationships received the 

lowest at 1.9, indicating that organizational members were dissatisfied with their relationship 

with their supervisor.  Thomas (2008) stated in his discussion that reasons why employees 

identified supervisory relationships negatively are unknown and further studies are needed to 

help identify problem areas.      
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In the PACE model, an institution‟s organizational climate is significantly influenced by 

its leadership (National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional Effectiveness, 2005).  Tiu 

(2000) stated that “the PACE survey identifies organizational climate as a psychological 

condition where individuals‟ perceptions are empirically studied to get a measurable 

understanding of the organizational climate” (p. 46).  For the purpose of the current study, two 

organizational climate factors were employed; institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships.   

The “institutional structure” factor examines how individuals perceive the institution‟s 

structure in regards to whether or not a spirit of cooperation exists or if rules and regulations 

guide individual work.  Institutional structure also considers the aspects of shared decision-

making and the way information is shared along the horizontal and vertical lines of authority.  

Payne and Pugh (1976) posited that institutional structure is frequently the largest determining 

factor that influences individuals‟ perception of climate.   

The “supervisory relationships” factor includes the interactions between faculty and 

administrators in regards to whether or not they believe there is openness, two-way 

communication, consideration of ideas and opinions, as well as clearly defined work 

expectations.  Since this study seeks to identify perceptions related to organizational climate and 

faculty-administrative relationships, the PACE survey instrument, in part, in addition to other 

elements, will be used to inform the development of the survey instrument for this study.    

Loose Coupling      

Often, faculty and administrative perception is influenced by the way the organization is 

connected internally (Forehand & Von Haller, 1964).  For example, if departments who depend 

on one another are loosely connected, the overall organization is affected, as well as individuals 
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within those departments.  If these connections are loose, at times, they may elicit feelings of 

frustration and animosity between participates, therefore, altering individual perception of the 

organization (Weick, 1999).   

Frequently, the prevalent image of higher education institutions, among external 

constituents, is that elements in these organizations are coupled through dense, tight linkages.  In 

contrast to this image, these elements are frequently, if not commonly, loosely coupled and 

interact with one another in unpredictable ways (Birnbaum, 1988; Weick, 1999).  Here, it is 

important to note that regardless the governance structure at work within an organization, there 

are limits to how individuals interact with one another.  And, at times, may become frustrating 

for decision makers who wish to observe a rigid approach to governance (Birnbaum, 1988; 

Weick, 1999).   

Weick (1999) identifies “loose coupling” as a way to convey the image of educational 

organizations.  He stated, “coupled events are responsive, but that each event also preserves its 

own identity and some evidence of its physical or logical separateness” (p. 38).  For example, it 

may be the case that the counselor‟s office is loosely coupled to the academic dean‟s office.  

Both offices are somehow attached, but each retains some identity and separateness and that their 

attachment may be limited, and slow to respond.  Likewise in institutional decision making 

faculty and administrators regularly make decisions in isolation, rather than jointly (Alfred, 

2008; Amey & Jessup-Anger, 2008; Cloud & Kater, 2008).  In addition, loose coupling carries 

the connotations of insubstantiality and dissolvability “all of which are potentially crucial 

properties of the „glue‟ that holds organizations together” (Weick, 1999, p. 38).  Frequently, in 

an effort to combat loose coupling, decision makers attempt to form tighter linkages through an 



 

53 

 

emphasis on rules and regulations (Birnbaum, 1988, 2004).  However, tighter coupling in one 

area leads to loose coupling in others. 

Organized Anarchy     

 Many critics of higher education argue that creating tighter coupling would create better 

decision making mechanisms, improve coordination and control, and help to support a healthy 

work environment (Charpentier, 2011).  From this view, tighter coupling would create a positive 

perception of the organization for its members. However, organizational members respond 

differently under different methods of control, and what leads to a positive perception for some, 

may have the opposite effect for others (Charpentier, 2011; Dossett, 2005).  Therefore, the 

perceptions held by faculty and administrators may predict the type of linkages (loose or tightly 

coupled).  Here, it is important to note that decision makers, who continue to tighten the coupling 

between individuals, departments, and units, to improve efficiency, may actually cause the 

opposite to take place.  Overtime, a continued examination and scrutiny of how linkages should 

be tightened may become tiresome to individuals.  When this occurs, individuals are unlikely to 

perform what has been proposed (Charpentier, 2011; Dossett, 2005).          

Cohen and March (1974) offered a different model of college operations applying the 

term “organized anarchy,” as a way of conveying an image of educational organizations.  Cohen 

and March (1974) suggested the term organized anarchy best describes academic organizations 

in which no individual or group has much influence, and is a system with little central 

coordination or control.  They explained that in an organized anarchy each individual in the 

organization is seen as making autonomous decisions.  “Teachers decide if, when, and what to 

teach.  Students decide if, when, and what to learn…the decisions of the system are a 

consequence produced by no one and decisively controlled by no one” (p. 33-34).  In this model, 
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decisions are not so much “made” as they “happen” (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 2000).  

Typically, problems, choices, and decision makers come together in temporary solutions, while 

subunits in organized anarchy assemble to achieve some shared goal, and then separate going 

about their own business until it becomes necessary to reassemble for other shared outcomes.  

These coupling events are rarely planned and outcomes differ drastically from one event to the 

next (Baldridge et al., 2000), and although subunits work together to accomplish a shared 

outcome, each unit works to preserve their own identity and logical separateness (Weick, 1999). 

Often, in the case of the community college, loose coupling is the norm as individual 

faculty member‟s work in isolation from other faculty and administrators (Baldridge, Curtis, 

Ecker, & Riley, 2000); this is especially true for technical faculty, who are out of the mainstream 

of most institutional processes.  These two inter-related organizational theories (loose coupling 

and organized anarchy) intend to advance the understanding of governance in systems comprised 

of linked units with widely disparate interests while sharing a common goal that commonly 

influence joint decision making.; such as those found in colleges and universities.  Here, it is 

important to note that regardless the governance structure at work within an organization, there 

are limits to its effectiveness and the influence it may have over how individuals interact with 

one another.   

Stakeholder Theory  

These systems comprised of linked units typically consist of a wide variety of groups 

who have differing values within an organization.  Therefore, because this study focuses on 

individuals who are part of these groups and consider themselves stakeholders within the 

organization, stakeholder theory is particularly useful.  Stakeholders include actors, 

organizations, agencies, clubs, groups or individuals who gain or lose from an organization‟s 
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activities (Ackoff 1981; Allen 1988) with an interest or “stake” in the organization‟s 

performance.  Freeman (1984) defined stakeholders as “those groups without whose support the 

organization would cease to exist” (p. 25), and an idea about how businesses really work.  

Stakeholders often view themselves as individuals who do not simply gain or lose from the 

organizations activity, but insist on a more active voice in the organization in an effort to 

improve the value of their share or benefits (Chapleo & Simms, 2010).      

Stakeholder theory describes many of the same types of controversial relationships found 

in business between managers and employees that exist at many higher education institutions 

between faculty and administrators (Frooman, 1999).  Here, it seems appropriate to replace the 

term managers with administrators, and employees with faculty in the context of the community 

college.  The stakeholder theory also offers an explanation of how institutions of higher 

education cope with faculty and administrative relationships, as well as the pressures institutions 

encounter from both internal and external stakeholders.  Additionally, the environments which 

this theory describes found in business include the same types of environments found in higher 

education.  

Stakeholder theory shows that the success of a business depends on its ability to create a 

value for its stakeholders, and that no one stakeholder should be viewed in isolation.  So, if 

community colleges are to create value (award degrees, serves as a means to job placement) each 

stakeholder group within the organization must be considered.  Freeman (1984) stated that if 

manager‟s focus too closely upon any one interest, however, the system as a whole is ignored.  

For example, if community college administrators (managers) focus too closely upon meeting 

the needs of faculty (employees), then other needs may become neglected.  Likewise, if faculty 

focus too closely upon meeting the needs of administrators, then student needs may become 
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overlooked.  According to Freeman (1994, 1999), managers take on the responsibility of 

coordinating efforts of its various stakeholders, successfully determining the interests of all its 

stakeholders, as well as organizing the logistics of how they should all move in the same 

direction with a common goal.  The responsibility of the manager (administrator in a higher 

education setting) is to ensure that the business‟ offerings match the current demands of their 

customers (students in higher education), preventing a declining business model.  Freeman 

(1984) explained the theory offers both practical and theoretical applications.  Therefore, it 

seems important to note the theoretical implications of the stakeholder theory fit for business, 

provides practical implications for improving shared governance in higher education institutions.  

The way in which the stakeholder theory focuses on process and outcomes of the relationships of 

stakeholders with the organization is particularly useful in determining how the faculty-

administrative relationship influences decision making.  If relationships are in conflict, less 

attention is typically given to the needs of each stakeholder, the organization is no longer viewed 

as a whole, and self-interests commonly motivate decision-making (Hongchi & Wei, 2011).  

Consequently, the value for stakeholders is reduced, creating an environment where learning is 

less likely to occur (Hongchi & Wei, 2011).   

Donaldson and Preston (1995) agreed with Freeman in the concepts and ideas of the 

stakeholder theory, although they believe the theory is better understood and more practical 

when separated into three categories. They contended that before practical application of the 

stakeholder theory is applied, managers should fully understand at least three different 

approaches.  The first approach they described is the descriptive approach.  This approach 

intends to explain how managers communicate with stakeholders, and how they represent their 

interests.  Here, administrators could be seen as managers and faculty or students as 
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stakeholders.  From this approach, business is viewed as a collection of interests, rather than 

isolated interest from any one particular stakeholder.  In the same way, higher education 

institutions should endeavor to include its various constituents‟ interests through active roles in 

governance (Dill & Helm, 1988; Dillard, 1983).  The second approach they described is the 

instrumental approach.  This approach examines the significances of managers taking into 

account the interest of stakeholders in the decision making process.  The third approach is the 

normative approach.  This approach examines the decision making process from a moral and 

philosophical perspective, of how managers make decisions based upon these principles.  

According to the literature, the success of an organization largely depends on a manager‟s ability 

to create a value for its stakeholders; allowing input from all stakeholders in order to devise a 

clear mission for the organization.  Managers promote the vision of the organization in order to 

maximize shareholder value.  However, if the relationships between stakeholders (faculty) and 

managers (administrators) are unstable, creating a sense of value is difficult, and hinders an 

organization‟s overall mission (Donaldson, 1999; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Freeman, 1984, 

1994; Frooman, 1999). 

According to the theory, restoring strained relationships can lead stakeholders to embrace 

new or added organizational values, but is only successful if new values are found favorable.  

Values for an organization should represent the interest of all stakeholders, and changes to 

traditional values should be substantiated by customer demands.  Freeman (1999) posited that 

values must be clear, unambiguous and easily understood.  Potential pitfalls when creating 

values are: creating new values to mend broken relationships by meeting the demand of one 

particular group, new values represent one‟s own personal interest or an attempt to maximize 

profit (Freeman, 1999).  The implications of the stakeholder theory when applied to the setting of 
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higher education may provide a new lens for viewing controversial relationships that often exist 

between faculty and administrators.         

Models of Organizational Functioning 

Amid the loose coupling between subunits and functional autonomy, the climate of 

organization, and concern for organizational stakeholders, one must assume that there is some 

guiding principle that allows these autonomous parts to operate cooperatively.  While there is no 

single truth described here, the following three models of organization discussed, may suggest a 

way of thinking about shared governance, as well as offering an explanation of how 

organizations work.  The models discussed are the collegial, the bureaucracy, and the 

professional bureaucracy.  These models of organizational functioning describe here differ in 

their organizational structure and hierarchy, the ways in which organizational members interact, 

and how decision making mechanisms operate.  The collegial institution focuses on people and 

their needs, power sharing and values in a community of equals (Birnbaum, 1988).  In the 

bureaucratic institution more emphasis is placed on written job descriptions, rules and 

regulations and is less concerned about people.  Lastly, in the professional bureaucracy there is a 

large amount of professional autonomy over which the organization has little control.     

The first two models that are discussed are Birnbaum‟s collegial and bureaucratic 

institutions.  The predominant idea among higher education is that community colleges are 

bureaucratic institutions (Cohen & Brawer, 2008), and given that collegial and bureaucratic 

institutions are in contrast with one another, the researcher sought to highlight the characteristics 

of each.  Highlighting the characteristics of each institutional type allows for a better 

understanding of the organizational climate in which both faculty and administrators operate, and 

how their perceptions of governance may be influenced.  The last model discussed is the 
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professional bureaucracy.  The professional bureaucracy is a system based upon its bureaucratic 

tendencies, but altered due to the collegial authority brought by the faculty (Mintzberg, 2000).  

While this statement may be true for most higher education institutions, this is not necessarily the 

case in community colleges, where faculty are thought of as a lesser faculty member with no real 

authority (Townsend, & Twombly, 2007).  It is important to note that community college faculty 

who desire to be included in tighter loops of interaction may become frustrated and feel 

undervalued.               

The Collegial Institution  

 Birnbaum (1988) identified the collegium, or collegial organization, as “a community in 

which status differences are deemphasized and people interact as equals, making it possible to 

consider the college as a community of colleagues” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 86).  Governance 

models vary within higher education institution, and the collegial institution is one type of 

governance system at work within institutions.  In a collegium, leaders are not appointed, as 

“members of a collegial body (faculty and administrators) are presumed to be equals” 

(Birnbaum, 1988, p. 89), and think of the president as having been elected.  The president at a 

collegial institution is seen by the faculty as “one of us” and the first among equals, while at a 

large highly structured institutions faculty may refer to the administrators as “one of them.”  In 

this model, governance is conducted through a courteous system where decisions are reached 

after everyone has “had a fair chance to state their position and influence the outcome” 

(Birnbaum, 1988, p.90).    

Collegial institutions lack a rigid hierarchy of position (Atwell, 1996; Birnbaum, 1988; 

James, 2004).  Due to their inherent inclusivity of all members of the faculty and administration, 

decision making processes can be time consuming.  Loose coupling with external constituents at 
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these institutions “often makes the college look very inefficient” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 99) in 

decision making, but benefits include “thoroughness and deliberation” (p. 99) with a greater 

number of approaches to a problem.  Rather than relying on an order of power given to select 

faculty or administrator‟s to make decisions, this process ensures all members of the faculty an 

opportunity to be heard.  In the collegium, leaders are granted authority by others, and make 

decisions based upon their proven loyalty to the organization and their leadership abilities 

(Anderson, 1991; Birnbaum, 1988).       

Here, collegiality is seen as a community of individuals with shared interests.  According 

to Birnbaum (1988) collegial institutions will most likely be maintained only when face-to-face 

interaction provides the necessary mechanisms to build a coherent culture, and where campus 

size is relatively small.  As a result of the strong ties to the institution faculty members identify 

the college as a whole rather than with their individual departments (Birnbaum, 1988).  This is 

not to say that collegiality cannot exist at larger institutions, but the probabilities of interaction 

between its members would be comparatively low, as increased size and numbers often leads to 

specialization, decentralizing interaction and communication.  While there is a tight coupling 

among the faculty itself, these institutions are loosely coupled with the external environment, 

frequently, paying little attention to critics of higher education, policy changes on research and 

development, or the local community.    

Bowen and Schuster‟s 1986 study of college and university faculty that suggested that 

collegiality has three major components: 1) the right to participate in institutional affairs; 2) 

membership in „a congenial and sympathetic company of scholars in which friendships, good 

conversation, and mutual aid can flourish; and 3) and equal worth of knowledge in various fields 

that precludes preferential treatment of faculty in different disciplines (p. 87).   
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It is clear that as people and groups within collegiate institutions interact, norms and 

perceptions about what people are supposed to do in given situations become evident.  It appears, 

informal norms control behavior and perception more than written rules and, since norms 

typically indicate a range of acceptable behavior, deviances often result in group disapproval, 

particularly, within smaller institutions where behaviors are more easily observed (Birnbaum, 

1988).   

The Bureaucratic Institution  

 In near contrast to the collegium is the bureaucratic institution.  As stated previously, 

governance models vary within higher education institution, and the bureaucratic institution is 

one type of governance system at work within institutions.  In the bureaucratic institution 

Birnbaum (2000) stated that hierarchy is considered to be flat with relatively few levels of 

authority, meaning “that more people report to each supervisor, and therefore cannot be closely 

monitored” (p. 109), a system that many scholars believe best describes community colleges.  

While there are other institutions that are considered to be bureaucratic, community colleges are 

typically goal oriented, mission driven, and efficient meritocracy (Anderson, 1991; Baldridge et 

al., 2000; Curtis, Ecker, & Riley, 1991; Mintzberg, 2000) discernible by their stability and 

“distinct lines of authority” (Baldridge et al., 1991, p. 38).  An emphasis on written job 

descriptions, rules, and regulations influence perception and behavior, all of which seek to 

increase organizational certainty and efficiency.  Written rules allow for problems to be viewed 

more general, rather than unique, preventing employees from confronting problems with a blank 

slate.  Communication takes place among highly prescribed channels that provide clearly defined 

division of labor and tracked expectations for accountability (Anderson, 1991; Birnbaum, 1988; 

Baldridge et al., 1991).  This formal division prevents duplicating task, minimizes things from 



 

62 

 

“falling between the cracks,” and allows individuals to develop high levels of expertise in 

specific areas (Birnbaum, 1988).   

The bureaucratic decision making process is one that is easily charted in a vertical top-

down arrangement where vertical lines connect offices known as “lines of authority.”  Decisions 

are viewed as right or wrong based upon organizational mission and structure (Birnbaum, 1988; 

Baldridge et al., 1991; Mintzberg, 2000).  Assignment of power and authority are given to 

positions, rather than individuals, as this follows the codified nature of policies and processes 

utilized by these organizations.  The bureaucratic structure accentuates the exact directive and 

control functions that appear to most tightly coupled administrative systems; “managers 

[administrators] command, performers [faculty] obey; managers [administrators] coordinate, 

performers [faculty] carry out special tasks” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 121).             

It seems the bureaucratic model‟s strengths and weaknesses both stem from the 

hierarchical structure.  Few people are in places of legitimate power, and individuals who reside 

at the top of the organizational chart exert power according to a highly prescribed set of internal 

rules, often limiting the individualism and initiative of the lower levels of authority (Birnbaum, 

1988).  Conflict and dissention is suppressed by application of rules and regulations and, 

therefore, change is difficult to bring to the organization.  It appears that the bureaucratic 

organization has derived from business, since decision making is at its core of management, 

where leaders are expected to be strong and all-seeing.  In these institutions, interaction between 

subunits decreases and norms become confused and no longer serve to control behavior.  Control 

is often gained by creating a system in which people accept directives from others a legitimate, 

because they align with current perceptions and accepted rules and norms of the organization 

(Biecchieri & Chavez, 2010).  Much of the bureaucratic authority hinges upon a common 
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agreement of the rules.  An understanding of what are accepted expectations and behavioral 

norms of faculty has “profound effects, not only on how people make sense of the college but 

also on how people behave” (Birnbaum, 1988, p.123).  Birnbaum (2000) believes that perhaps 

the greatest benefits of bureaucratic systems are those explained by Max Weber: “Experience 

tends universally to show that the purely bureaucratic type of administrative 

organization…is…the most rational known means of carrying out imperative control over human 

beings” (p. 114).  In this model it is clear that conflict and dissention is suppressed by application 

of rules and regulations, and input is limited due to the distinctive lines of authority.  

Additionally, few opportunities are given to individuals to provide input, ultimately, influencing 

one‟s perception of governance.       

Professional Bureaucracy  

Typically, the bureaucratic tendencies of colleges are often altered due to the collegial 

authority brought by the faculty.  Unlike the work performed by individuals on manufacturing 

assembly lines, where work is standardized, college and universities employ individuals who 

bring their own set of ideas of how work should be accomplished.  Therefore, in order to achieve 

coordination and control the professional bureaucracy, attempts to standardize skills.  However, 

community college faculty are often viewed differently than their four-year counterparts 

(Townsend & Twombly, 2008).  Therefore, since community college faculty are often perceived 

as the lesser faculty member they hold no real collegial authority, leaving the bureaucratic 

tendencies of community colleges unaltered (Miller & Miles, 2008; Townsend & Twombly, 

2008).        

Once again, governance models vary within higher education institution, and the 

professional bureaucracy is one type of governance system at work within institutions.  
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Mintzberg (2000) describes the professional bureaucracy as “a coordinating mechanism that 

allows for standardization and decentralization at the same time” and for organizations to “be 

bureaucratic without being centralized” (p. 53). The standardization is one of a professional skill 

set, possession of which ensures that the “operating core,” the faculty, is amassed based upon the 

assumption that all its members will meet a minimum level of training and cultural indoctrination 

and will apply that training and those cultural expectations to work that is “relatively 

independent” of the other members of the faculty (Mintzberg, 2000).  In other words, the faculty 

enjoy both membership in the organization, which is loosely coupled as well as loosely defined, 

and a significant level of professional autonomy over which the organization has little control.  

While the professional bureaucracy has a mission and goals, the members of the faculty may 

function with only a vague awareness of them regardless of how clear those goals may be in the 

minds of administrators (Mintzberg, 2000; Weick, 1999).  As with any loosely coupled system, 

core members complete their daily task while remaining disconnected to the central organization.  

Often, with such as disconnect from the institution, many faculty members look beyond the 

organization to establish their professional identity.  Consequently, faculty are less interested in 

participating in activities that require teamwork, and organizational conflict is avoided, unless 

the conflict encroaches across faculty lines.  However, the professional bureaucracy model 

expects members to be autonomous operators, and makes allowances for both organized anarchy 

and loose coupling, for those peculiar organizational characteristics bring chaos to the 

organization (Mintzberg, 2000).  Professional bureaucracy is most effective when an 

organization operates in a static and complex environment, largely because managing complex 

environments requires decentralization for empowering trained members who work 

independently (Mitzberg, 2000; Pourezzat & Attar, 2009).     
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Conclusion 

 As presented, governance operates within the boundaries of the institution‟s 

organizational climate, whether loosely or tightly coupled, participants and stakeholders make 

sense of what they are doing based upon perception, accepted norms, and one‟s own 

interpretation of the rules.  As shown, all governance is not conducted through a courteous 

system where decisions are reached after everyone has “had a fair chance to state their position 

and influence the outcome,” nor is it always conducted in an environment in which participants 

view others as equals.  This is not suggesting all governance systems should follow the collegial 

model, however, shared governance typically does not function well when highly structured 

either.  It seems, many of the problems associated with shared governance stems from the lack of 

a clear definition, faculty-administrative relationships, as well as the perspectives faculty and 

administrators hold toward governance.  If institutions wish to embrace the concept of shared 

governance they should first clearly articulate participant expectations and seek to understand 

current perceptions held by faculty and administrators.  

 The conceptual framework of this study places parameters around the study and informed 

the research questions.  The framework also guided the process of the research, and functions as 

a lens through which to analyze the data.  Additionally, the framework served to govern the 

selection of participant population, and influence the selection of the survey questions and 

statistical tests.      
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CHAPTER III: 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Although studies of shared governance have been conducted, past studies have primarily 

focused on doctoral/research universities and fewer studies have examined the construct within 

the context of community colleges.  Despite the fact that there is a great deal of literature in the 

topical area of the community college, it is important to note that much of what is presented does 

not focus on overall governance, and provides little understanding of the perspectives held by 

faculty and administrators‟ in the context of institutional governance.  Although evidence 

throughout the literature suggests that the perceptions faculty and administrators hold toward 

governance influences shared governance itself, (Amey & Anger, 2008; Bray, 2008; Del Favero 

& Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Lechuga, 2004; Mintzberg, 2000; Morphew, 1999), a lack 

of in-depth studies in higher education have been conducted.  Thus, this study‟s purpose is to 

investigate, through survey instrumentation, the perspectives community college faculty and 

administrators hold toward governance, and if differences exist between their perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance.   

This chapter describes the research methodological considerations for this study 

including research approach, research questions, participant and site selection, instrumentation 

for the study, data collection, data analysis, and delimitations and limitations of the study.   
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Research Approach 

To answer the research questions for this study, a quantitative cross-sectional survey 

utilizing inferential analysis of the collected data was employed.  The Center for Research on 

Education (2002) defined quantitative research as “a systematic attempt to define, measure, and 

report on the relationship between various elements” (para. 4).  Therefore, a quantitative method 

lends itself well to this type of study.  Additionally, Creswell (2009) indicated that a survey is a 

common strategy of inquiry in quantitative research and provides a “numeric description of 

trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample of that population” (p. 145).  

Considering that this study investigates individuals‟ perceptions, a survey is most appropriate.  

Research utilizing a survey has a number of advantages: less subjective, economy of the design, 

rapid turnaround in data collection, guarantees respondents anonymity, and respondents are more 

likely to be truthful in their response (Muijs, 2004; Trachtenberg, 1989).  While quantitative 

studies may often fail to provide insightful details of organizational culture, organizational 

climate is more often examined using quantitative methods.  This study generated statistics 

useful to understanding faculty and administrators‟ perceptions that, with proper sampling, can 

be more generalized allowing for data to be compared and contrasted for cross-institutional 

comparisons.  Therefore, a well-crafted quantitative instrument using previous cultural 

understandings from the literature regarding community colleges, should prove statistically 

reliable, establishing issues that can then be later pursued qualitatively.  To analyze the 

perceptions of Alabama community college faculty members and administrators regarding their 

interactions in institutional governance, seven quantitative research questions were used.   

Table 1 presents the data plan, and shows the independent and dependent variable, item 

numbers for constructs, and the test type that were used to analyze the research questions.   
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Table 1  

Data Plan 

Research Question Independent Variable Dependent Variable Test 

Statistic 

 

1. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of institutional structure?  

Employment Classification 

(faculty/administrator) 

Institutional Structure 

Cronbach‟s alpha:  0.96 

Item Numbers: 1 – 15 

ANOVA 

 

2. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of supervisory relationships?  

Employment Classification 

(faculty/administrator) 

Supervisory 

Relationships 

Cronbach‟s alpha:  0.98 

Item Numbers: 16 – 28 

 

ANOVA 

 

3. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of shared governance?  

Employment Classification 

(faculty/administrator) 

Shared Governance 

Cronbach‟s alpha:  0.95 

Item Numbers: 29 – 42 

ANOVA 

 

4. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty members‟ 

perceptions of shared governance and their perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships?   

Faculty Institutional Structure 

Supervisory Relationship 

Shared Governance 

 

Correlation 

5. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty member‟s 

perceptions of supervisory relationships and their 

perceptions of institutional structure? 

 

Faculty Institutional Structure 

Supervisory Relationship 

 

Correlation 

6. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s 

perceptions of shared governance and their perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships? 

Administrators Institutional Structure 

Supervisory 

Relationships 

Shared Governance 

 

Correlation 

7. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s 

perceptions of supervisory relationships and their 

perceptions of institutional structure? 

Administrators Institutional Structure 

Shared Governance 

 

Correlation 
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 Seven research questions were used to direct this study of the perceptions of Alabama 

community college faculty and administrators regarding organizational climate and institutional 

governance.  The research questions were analyzed based upon participant responses from the 

survey instrument.   

Research Questions 

 This study explored the following research questions: 

1. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

institutional structure; 

2. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

supervisory relationships; 

3. What differences exist between faculty member‟s and administrator‟s perceptions of 

shared governance; 

4. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty members‟ perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships; 

5. What, if any, relationship exists between faculty member‟s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure; 

6. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships; and 

7. What, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure? 



 

70 

 

  

Research question one investigated if differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of institutional structure.  The literature shows that faculty and 

administrators‟ perceptions of the organization‟s climate may differ within the same institution.  

Payne and Pugh (1976) argued that institutional structure is frequently the largest determining 

feature that influences individuals‟ perception of organizational climate.  According to Del 

Favero and Bray (2005), differences in perception are often due to the structural nature of their 

work.  This question examined how individuals perceive the aspects of shared decision making, 

the way information is shared along the horizontal and vertical lines of authority, and if rules and 

regulations guide individual work.  

Research question two investigated if differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of supervisory relationships.  The cooperation and collaboration of 

both faculty and administrators is necessary if not imperative to institutional decision making, 

and serves as an important piece for improving institutional performance (Bray, 2008; Breslin, 

2000; Del Favero, 2003; Guskin, 1996).  Yet, their disparate work values frequently present a 

major problem to decision making (Del Favero, 2003; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Morphew, 1999).  

Faculty perceptions of administrators work frequently differs from the way administrators 

perceive their own work (Bray, 2010).  Neumann (1995) explained that the way in which others 

view the work of administrators either supports or limits their success.  This question examined 

how faculty and administrators perceive their supervisory relationship.       

Research question three investigated if differences exist between faculty member‟s and 

administrator‟s perceptions of shared governance.  Administrators and faculty members‟ work is 

vastly different.  Piland and Bublitz (1998) indicated that a “middle ground” exists between 

faculty and administrators, and while their perspectives of shared governance differ they 
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typically have coinciding goals.  The details of the middle ground described by Piland and 

Bublitz that exists between faculty and administrators are not well understood, but indicates that 

shared governance can be used a means to reach common goals, rather than an end in itself.  

Halpin and Croft (1963) and Del Favero (2003) argued that since faculty and administrators draw 

upon a different set of work values they are likely to differ in their perceptions of governance; 

leading to failed shared decision making.  The literature indicates that faculty and administrators 

perceptions of shared governance are influenced by a broad range of reasons.  This question does 

not intend to measure all of those reasons, but desires to determine if differences in perceptions 

exists at the site institution.  

Research question four investigated what, if any, relationship exists between faculty 

members‟ perceptions of shared governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and 

supervisory relationships.  Areas of the literature indicate institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships influences faculty and administrators‟ perceptions of shared governance.  Tagiuri 

(1968) noted it is through how participants define the climate and context in which they work 

that they make sense of their organization.  Likewise, Halpin and Croft (1963) suggested that 

failed shared decision making often stems from perceptions of organizational climate.  As 

mentioned in question one, institutional structure contributes to faculty and administrators‟ 

perceptions of the organization‟s climate.  Therefore, it is conceivable to believe depending on 

how an individual perceives institutional structure would relate to how they perceive shared 

governance.   

The literature also indicates that the perceptions of individuals‟ supervisory relationship 

are frequently connected to their perceptions of shared governance.  Del Favero and Bray (2005, 

2010) posited that the faculty-administrator relationship significantly impacts shared governance.  



 

72 

 

  

Few in-depth studies have attempted to investigate the implications of these relationships, as it 

relates to shared governance, but what is known indicates that an environment of trust and 

cooperation in a community of equals is not the norm.  Therefore, it is conceivable to believe 

depending on how faculty and administrators perceive their supervisory relationship is connected 

to how they perceive shared governance.  

Research question five investigated what, if any, relationship exists between faculty 

member‟s perceptions of supervisory relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure.  

There is evidence throughout the literature that suggest the way individuals perceive one feature 

of the institution may relate to how they perceive another.     

While research question four investigated faculty members‟ perceptions, research 

question six will investigate what, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s perceptions 

of shared governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory 

relationships.   

While research question five investigated faculty members‟ perceptions, research 

question seven will investigate what, if any, relationship exists between administrator‟s 

perceptions of supervisory relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure.    

Participant and Site Selection 

  The site of this study is a two-year public community college located in northeast 

Alabama.  In order to protect the identity of this institution, the pseudonym North State 

Community College was used.  North State is a public open-door comprehensive community 

college under the control of the Alabama State Board of Education.  There are six campuses that 

comprise this institution with a full-time student enrollment of 6,000, 154 full-time faculty, and 

40 administrators.  According to the Carnegie Foundation website, North State is classified as a 
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rural, large size institution.  North State offers over 80 different career options that can be 

acquired through an associate‟s degree, preparation for a four-year degree, or training for 

business and industry.   North State is part of the Alabama Community College System (ACCS).  

The ACCS is comprised of 25 community colleges, 19 are classified as rural serving, four urban, 

and two suburban.  According to the ACCS web site, as of Fall 2012 there were a total of 

104,652 students enrolled in the Alabama community colleges system.  The research participants 

for this study will be both full-time and part-time faculty members, and administrators employed 

at North State.  Full-time faculty, who are employed at North State, are required to teach a 

minimum of five three-credit hour courses, and maintain a 35-hour work week.  Part-time 

faculty, who are employed at North State, may teach as few as one three credit hour course, or as 

many as three.  Administrators, at North State, are required to maintain a 40-hour work week, 

however, given their responsibilities, these hours frequently extend beyond the minimum 

requirement.                

Instrument 

The survey instrument that was utilized for this study draws from several data sources, 

including two previous survey instruments.  The first instrument that survey questions were 

pulled from was originally designed by the National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional 

Effectiveness (NILIE) at North Carolina State University.  The NILE instrument sought to 

capture the perceptions of faculty and administrators across four different categories of 

organizational climate. These categories are referred to as climate factors.  It may be helpful to 

think of organizational climate as a broad “umbrella” and, underneath, are the various categories 

of climate referred to as climate factors.  While the NILIE survey instrument includes four 

climate factors (institutional structure, supervisory relationships, teamwork, and student focus), 
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for the purpose of this study, only two climate factors will be used.  The second instrument that 

survey questions were pulled from was originally developed by Piland and Bublitz (1998), and 

study sought to ascertain faculty‟s perceptions in five areas. However for the purposes of this 

study, perceptions of shared governance in community colleges will be the only area from their 

survey that were utilized.    

In order to capture faculty and administrators‟ perceptions, the primary emphasis of this 

work, the survey instrument includes 47 questions that are broken into four main categories, and 

will be assessed on a 5-point Likert scale with the selection of 5 – Strongly Agree, 4 – Agree, 3 – 

Neutral, 2 – Disagree, 1 – Strongly Disagree (see Appendix C).     

The first section of the survey included five basic demographic questions used to 

compare responses of each group.  The second section poses 15 questions and seeks to capture 

participants‟ perceptions of institutional structural.  The third section poses 14 questions and is 

seeks to capture participants‟ perception of institutional shared governance.  The fourth section 

poses 13 questions and seeks to capture participants‟ perception of supervisor relationships.  

Some research questions pulled from the NILE survey instrument will be reworded very slightly.   

Depending on respondents‟ scores (1-5 on a Likert scale) they were placed into one of the 

four systems of management as described in the PACE survey instrument.  Respondents‟ mean 

scores were thrn used to determine in which system of management they fit.  Systems of 

management include coercive, competitive, consultative, and collaborative.  Additionally, a 

comparison of mean scores was also used to determine whether or not what, if any, relationships 

or differences exists between faculty members‟ and administrators‟ perceptions of institutional 

structure, supervisory relationship, and shared governance.  
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Ethical and Security Considerations 

Several tactics were employed to protect both the anonymity of the participants and the 

site institution where data will be collected.  The online survey was secure and no information 

was used to identify the respondent.  Informed consent was obtained from participants through 

the study‟s invitation letter and them choosing to proceed to the survey.  Participants were 

allowed to discontinue their participation at any time during the survey.  Participants were made 

aware that no personally identifiable data was used and no respondents IP addresses were 

collected as precautions to ensure confidentially.  In all written and oral reports of the study 

results, a pseudonym was used for the site institution.  

Approval from The University of Alabama‟s Institutional Review Board prior to the 

distribution of the survey was obtained.  The collected data was only available to the researcher. 

The exported data was stored on the researcher's laptop computer which was stored in a locked 

storage cabinet when not in use.  Further, upon completion of this study all data analysis was 

deleted and destroyed. 

Data Collection 

The method for data collection was an online survey and was administered through 

Qualtrics online survey software. Van Selm and Jankowski (2006) described several strengths 

and benefits of utilizing an online survey to collect data: easier method of data cleaning and 

analysis, improved response rate if questions are of a sensitive nature, increased response from 

individuals who are normally hard to reach.  Lefever and Dal (2007) suggested other advantages 

include allowing researchers to collect a large amount of data with relatively low-cost over a 

short amount of time.  The preliminary recruitment email included an outline of the purpose of 

the study, an invitation to participate, detailed information describing the research project and the 
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participants‟ role, and a link to the survey.  Due to the nature of some of the items on the survey, 

some respondents may consider some questions sensitive.  Therefore, an online survey lends 

itself well for this type of study, as questions can be answered privately and anonymously.     

Some considerations, however, should be made when administering online surveys, as 

some weaknesses exist.  Largely, the survey should be secure and confidential, easy to complete, 

and the researcher should be prepared for any technical difficulties.  Fowler (2002) pointed out 

that when conducting an online survey all participants may not be skilled in or have access to the 

necessary technology.  Additionally, he stated that individuals differ in how often they read 

email and how they set spam filters, both of which can alter delivery schedules.  Shih and Fan 

(2009) found the average response rate for online surveys to be around 34%, while Fulgoini 

(2003) stated that about half of all online surveys yield a response rate of around 26%.  While the 

researcher desires to have a response rate much higher than these, any percentage above the 

stated averages was considered viable.   

 Sills and Song (2002) recommended for surveys to be pilot tested before being 

administered to the study population.  The distribution of the survey was completed in three 

phases.  The first phase was piloting the survey.  The pilot survey was sent out to 12 participants 

who represented a sample of the population for this study.  There were 12 responses received 

from the pilot survey yielding a response rate of 100%.  After evaluating participant responses, 

all questions were deemed unusable.  The final survey includes 47 questions.  After the final 

survey design was complete, a message was sent to the site‟s president explaining the study 

being conducted, and encouraging the participation of their institution.  With the authorization of 

the institution‟s president, a message with a link to the survey was sent to the instructional 

officer at the participating institution.  The instructional officer forwarded this message to all 
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faculty members and administrators.  The survey included a message describing the study, its 

importance, information pertaining to the participant‟s anonymity, and instructions for 

completing the survey.  Fowler (2002) stated that ample time for a survey should be considered 

before distributing.  He stated that ample time is considered to be what is realistic with respect to 

participants‟ workload and time needed to complete the survey.  Therefore, the schedule for 

response provided ample time for participants to complete the survey.  Then, after ten days a 

follow-up message was sent to instructional officer at the site institution, encouraging all to 

participate while emphasizing the importance of this research for Alabama community colleges.  

Another ten days was allowed for any additional respondents to complete the survey and, at the 

end of this time, the survey was closed to participants.                    

Data Analysis 

Once the data is collected and analyzed for each respondent, the data will be entered into 

an Excel spreadsheet then exported into SPSS 22.0 for additional analysis.  To answer the 

research questions for this study, an inferential analysis of the collected data will be employed.  

Each research question has been tested for significance to determine survey reliability utilizing 

Cronbach-alpha tests through the original survey instruments (Cronbach-alpha scores can be 

found in the data plan above).  To determine if differences in construct scores between full-time 

faculty, part-time faculty, and administrators exists, analysis of variance (ANOVA) and 

correlation will be used.  The final analysis will examine the mean scores related to faculty and 

administrators‟ perceptions of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared 

governance.                     
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Delimitations 

In conducting this study the following delimitations were established: 

1. This study considered only a single Alabama public two-year community college; 

and 

2. The study population only includes faculty and administrators at a single Alabama 

public two-year community college. 

Limitations 

 The primary limitation to this study was only a single Alabama public two-year 

community college will be surveyed.  Therefore conclusions can only be drawn about the site 

institution.  Respondents‟ participation in the survey was voluntary, potentially limiting the 

response rate.  Additionally, this study reviewed personal perceptions of individuals and 

therefore was subject to self-report bias.  Another limitation to this study could be participants‟ 

lack of knowledge regarding the use of computers to complete the survey via the online program.    

Summary 

Institutions of higher education continue to seek new ways to improve institutional 

performance.  Further understanding the perceptions of faculty and administrators and how they 

perceive organizational climate and institutional governance could prove helpful in 

understanding the complexities of organizational operations.  Of the studies conducted in the 

areas of shared governance none have considered these three areas (institutional structure, 

supervisory relationships, and shared governance) in a single study.  This study sought to explore 

these areas as they relate to governance seeking to improve institutional performance.  The 

methodological considerations for this study were included in this chapter including research 

approach, research questions, participant and site selection, instrumentation for the study, ethical 
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and security considerations, data collection, data analysis, delimitations, and limitations of the 

study were presented.   
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CHAPTER IV: 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

This primary purpose of this study was to explore institutional governance in public two-

year community colleges, provide a more comprehensive understanding of institutional 

governance, and investigate the perceptions of faculty and administrators within this sector.  The 

results of the present study are described in this chapter.  Through survey instrumentation, the 

researcher investigated the perspectives community college faculty and administrators held 

toward institutional governance at North State Community College in three particular areas and 

what, if any, differences existed between their perceptions.  The areas investigated were 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance.  The selected Alabama 

community college was selected based upon its convenience to the researcher.  The survey was 

sent to faculty (full-time and part-time) and administrators at the participating institution (faculty 

n= 345, administrators n= 40).  The results are presented in three sections.  The first contains an 

analysis of the survey instrument, the second presents a profile of the participants, and last a 

review of the data as it relates to each research question.     

The participants in this study completed a 47 question survey.  The survey instrument 

was broken into four main categories, and was assessed on a 5-point Likert scale with the 

selection of 5 – Strongly Agree, 4 – Agree, 3 – Neutral, 2 – Disagree, 1 – Strongly Disagree (see 

Appendix C).  The first section of the survey included five basic demographic questions.  The 

second section posed 15 questions and sought to capture participants‟ perceptions of institutional 

structural.  The third section posed 14 questions and sought to capture participants‟ perception of 
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institutional shared governance.  The fourth section posed 13 questions and sought to capture 

participants‟ perception of supervisor relationships.   

Profile of the Participants 

 The study population included both full-time and part-time faculty members (n=118) and 

administrators (n=30) employed at North State Community College.  The survey was conducted 

over a two-week period.  The first wave of surveys resulted in a return of 113 surveys.  Then, 

after ten days a follow-up email was sent encouraging all to participate while emphasizing the 

importance of this research for Alabama community colleges.  The second wave resulted in a 

return of 43 surveys.  A total of 156 surveys were received, eight were incomplete, and therefore, 

148 were analyzed.  According to Shih and Fan (2009), on average online surveys have a 

response rate of 33%.  Hamilton (2003) stated that a response rate of at least 27% is needed to be 

considered valid.  Therefore, given a total of 148/385 (38.4%) completed surveys were received 

this criteria was met. 

Participants who were employed in the academic division represented the largest group 

with 66.9%, technical participants represented 18.3%, and other (i.e., student services, adult 

education, finance) at 14.8%.  Given that the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS) does not divide employees by discipline type or division for the site institution, data 

was not available to establish how many employees are employed by division at the institution in 

this study.  Table 2 presents the divisions (academic, technical, or other) of the respondents. 
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Table 2 

 

Division  

 

Division   Number Percent 

Academic 99 66.9% 

Technical  27 18.3% 

Other 22 14.8% 

Total  148 100% 

 

Table 3 summarizes the employment status of the respondents.  Full-time employees 

accounted for 59.8% and those indicating part-time accounted for 16.8%.  Data was retrieved 

from IPEDS to determine what percentage of faculty are full-time and those who are part-time at 

the site institution.  Based on 2012-2013 IPEDS data, the site institutions employs 194 (50%) 

full-time employees and 191 (49%) part-time employees.   

Table 3 

Faculty and Administrators by Employment Status  

 

Employment Status    Population Respondents Percent 

Full-time 194 116 59.8% 

Part-time   191 32 16.8% 

Total  385 148 38.4% 

 

The next demographic question asked respondents to select their employment 

classification.  In order to determine if respondents represented a viable percentage of faculty 

and administrators, data was retrieved from IPEDS to establish how many faculty and 

administrators are employed at the institution in this study.  Based on 2012-2013 IPEDS data, the 

site institutions employs 345 (88%) faculty members and 40 (12%) administrators.  Male faculty 

represented 55.5% (n=76) of respondents, female faculty represented 20.2% (n=42) of 
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respondents while male administrators represented 76.9% (n=10) of respondents, and female 

administrators represented 74.1% (n=20).  These results are shown in Tables 4 and 5.       

Table 4 

 

Faculty by Gender   

Gender Population Respondents Percent 

Male  137 76 55.5% 

Female  208 42 20.2% 

Total  345 118 34.2% 

  

Table 5 

Administrator by Gender 

 

Gender  Population Respondents Percent 

Male  13 10 76.9% 

Female 27 20 74.1% 

Total 40 30 75.0% 

 

The last demographic question asked participants to select their age.  As seen in Table 6, 

making up the largest percentage (56.1%) were respondents between the ages of 41-50, those 

between 29-40 years of age accounted for (27.7%), and the smallest percentage (16.2%) were 

those 51 years old or older.  Since IPEDS or the site institution does not provide data regarding 

the age of employees, no establishment can be made as to whether or not an appropriate sample 

was obtained by age group.   
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Table 6 

 

Participant Age 

 

Age Respondents Percent 

29-40 41 27.7% 

41-50 83 56.1% 

51 or Older 24 16.2% 

Total  148 100% 

 

 

Results 

According to McMillinan and Schumacher (2001), the Cronbach alpha is the most 

appropriate type of reliability test for survey research.  They state that an acceptable range of 

reliability is .70 to .90.  The results of this analysis indicate high reliability for institutional 

structure (alpha reliability = .96), supervisory relationships (alpha reliability =.98), and shared 

governance (alpha reliability = .95).  Table 7 outlines the results of the Cronbach‟s alpha analysis 

for each section. (A complete Cronbach‟s Alpha Reliability Table can be found in Appendix D)  

Often, in research it is common to conduct a factor analysis when developing an instrument to 

determine the intercorrelations between the various items of an instrument.  In this particular 

case, however, these constructs were not designed by the researcher.  Rather they were adopted 

from previous research conducted by the National Initiative for Leadership and Institutional 

Effectiveness (NILIE).  These constructs, therefore, have already been thoroughly tested to 

ensure construct validity through two separate factor analysis studies (Tiu, 2001; Caison, 2005).  

In light of these previous test, the researcher felt these constructs were grounded enough not to 

conduct a factor analysis.         
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Table 7 

 

Survey Constructs 

 

Survey Sections Number of Items Table Cronbach‟s alpha 

Institutional Structure  15 (1-15) 9 .96 

Supervisory Relationships 13 (16-28) 11 .98 

Shared Governance  14 (29-42) 13 .95 

 

Three areas were investigated in the survey: institutional structure, supervisory 

relationships, and shared governance.  In order to present an overall interaction between these 

constructs a general question is asked.  Do faculty and administrators differ in their perceptions 

of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance?  This general 

question was analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).  The assumptions 

of independence of observations and homogeneity of variance/covariance were checked, as well 

as test for normality.  These assumptions were not met.  Since the data failed Boxs‟ M test of 

equality of covariance, Levene‟s test of homogeneity was carried out to determine where the 

problem may lie.  Levene‟s test was significant for institutional structure (p=.015), supervisory 

relationships (p=.001), and shared governance (p=.000), indicating a lack of homogeneity of 

variance.  The researcher believes the reason for failure is the presence of unequal sized samples 

of administrators and faculty members.  These circumstances were beyond the control of the 

researcher.  As presented in Table 8, a one-way MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate 

main effect for employment classification with respect to their perception of institutional 

structure and shared governance.  As presented in Table 9, a statistically significant difference 

was found, Wilks‟ λ = .894, F (3, 144) = 5.695, p = .001, partial eta squared = .106, therefore 

results should be used with caution (Leech, Barrett & Morgan, 2014).  Power to detect the effect 
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was .943.  Significant univariate main effects for employment classification were obtained for 

institutional structure, F (1, 10.740) = 12.577, p =.001, partial eta square =.079, power = .941; 

and supervisory relationships, F (1, 8.563) = 7.347, p = .008, partial eta square = .048, power = 

.768; and shared governance, F (1, 11.6) =17.304, p =.000, partial eta square = .106, power = 

.985.  Follow up univariate ANOVAs will be discussed in research questions one, two, and three.     

Therefore, as shown in the Table 8, faculty and administrators overall interaction between 

the constructs of institutional structure and shared governance were found to have a more 

significant interaction than between the construct of supervisory relationships.  Below Tables 8 

and 9, the research questions are analyzed to further examine these constructs.    

Table 8 

MANVOA Test of Difference in Perception  

Source Dependent 

Variable 

Type 

III 

Sum of 

Square 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observe

d Power
d
 

emplyclas institutional 

structure 

 

10.740 1 10.740 12.577 .001 .079 12.577 .941 

 supervisory 

relationship 

 

8.563 1 8.563 7.347 .008 .048 7.347 .768 

 shared 

governance 

11.600 1 11.600 17.304 .000 .106 17.304 .985 

Note. The F tests the effect of employment classification. This test is based on the linearly independent pairwise 

comparisons among the estimated marginal means.  Computed using alpha =.05 

 

Table 9 

Multivariate Tests 

Effect Value F Hypothesis 

df 

Error df Sig. Partial 

Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Power
c
 

Intercept Wilks' 

Lambda 

 

.102 422.934
b
 3.000 144.000 .000 .898 1268.801 1.000 

emplyclas Wilks' 

Lambda 

.894 5.695
b
 3.000 144.000 .001 .106 17.086 .943 

Computed using alpha =.05 
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Research Question One 

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of 

institutional structure?  

 In an effort to determine if employment classification affects the perception of 

institutional structure, research question one was analyzed using an analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) to determine if any significant differences in perception exist between faculty and 

administrators.  Participants responded to 15 survey questions designed to capture perceptions of 

institutional structure.  (The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were checked and met, as well as test for normality and the normal 

distribution of the dependent variable).   

 First, an item analysis of the responses regarding perception of institutional structure is 

shown in Table 10.  As presented in Table 10, over 57% of administrators agreed with statements 

that indicate a positive perception of institutional structure.  Administrators rated items 11 

(Institution-wide policies do not guide my work) and 15 (“My work is not guided by clearly 

defined administrative processes”) the highest to which they agreed.  However, only 26% of 

faculty members agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of institutional 

structure, and rated items 5 and 7 as the highest to which they disagreed.  The highest percentage 

of disagreement among faculty and administrators was on items 10 (“A spirit of cooperation 

exists at this institution”) and 11 (“Institution-wide policies do not guide my work”).  For Item 

10, 59.3% of faculty disagreed with the statement, while only 7.4% of administrators disagreed; 

indicating that faculty do not perceive a spirit of cooperation exists at this institution.  For Item 

11, 64.4% of faculty disagreed with the statement, while only 13.3% of administrators disagreed; 

indicating that faculty believe their work is guided by institutional-wide policies.     



 

88 

 

  

Table 10 

 

Summary of Response Distribution on Institutional Structure Items – All Respondents  

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

The actions of this institution reflect its mission. (1)               

Faculty 12 10.2 37 31.4 49 41.5 16 13.6 41 34.7 12 10.2 53 44.9 

Administrators 10 33.3 12 40.0 22 73.3 0 0.00 5 16.6 3 10.0 8 26.7 

Decisions are made at the appropriate level within 

this institution. (2) 

 

              

Faculty 5 4.2 28 23.7 33 28.0 24 20.3 44 37.3 17 14.4 61 51.7 

Administrators 5 16.6 11 36.6 16 53.3 5 16.7 7 23.3 2 6.6 9 30.0 

This institution promotes diversity in the workplace. 

(3) 

              

Faculty 23 19.5 43 36.4 66 55.9 19 16.1 26 22.0 7 5.9 33 28.0 

Administrators 10 33.4 13 43.3 23 76.7 1 3.3 4 13.3 2 6.7 6 20.0 

Administrative leadership is focused on meeting the 

needs of students.(4) 

              

Faculty 7 5.9 25 21.2 32 27.1 24 20.3 38 32.2 24 20.3 62 52.5 

Administrators 6 20.0 11 36.7 17 56.7 4 13.3 6 20.0 3 10.0 9 30.0 

Information is shared within the institution.(5)               

Faculty 2 1.7 11 9.3 13 11.0 22 18.6 47 39.8 36 30.5 83 70.3 

Administrators 4 13.3 7 23.3 11 36.7 3 10.0 7 23.3 9 30.0 16 53.3 
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Table 10 (Cont.) 

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total  

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Institutional teams use problem-solving techniques. 

(6) 

              

Faculty 3 2.5 20 16.9 23 19.5 43 36.4 35 29.7 17 14.4 52 44.1 

Administrators 4 13.3 10 33.3 14 46.7 2 6.7 11 36.7 3 10.0 14 46.7 

I am able to appropriately influence the direction of 

this institution. (7) 

              

Faculty 1 0.8 6 4.0 7 5.9 27 22.9 46 39.0 38 32.2 84 71.2 

Administrators 2 6.7 13 43.3 15 50.0 4 13.3 6 20.0 5 16.7 11 36.7 

Open and ethical communication is practiced at this 

institution. (8) 

              

Faculty 5 4.2 17 14.4 22 18.6 21 17.8 47 39.8 28 23.7 75 63.6 

Administrators 2 6.7 14 46.7 16 53.3 1 3.3 11 36.7 2 6.7 13 43.3 

This institution has been successful in positively 

motivating my performance. (9) 

              

Faculty 5 4.2 24 20.3 29 24.6 29 24.6 35 29.7 25 21.2 60 50.8 

Administrators 6 20.0 11 36.7 17 56.7 3 10.0 7 23.3 3 10.0 10 33.3 

A spirit of cooperation exists at this institution. (10)               

Faculty 2 1.7 27 22.9 29 24.6 19 16.1 40 33.9 30 25.4 70 59.3 

Administrators 6 20.0 9 30.0 9 30.0 4 13.3 5 16.7 6 20.0 11 7.4 
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Table 10 (Cont.) 

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total  

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Institution-wide policies do not guide my work. (11)               

Faculty 13 11.0 16 13.6 29 24.6 13 11.0 22 18.6 54 45.8 76 64.4 

Administrators 14 46.7 10 33.3 24 80.0 2 6.7 2 6.7 2 6.7 4 13.3 

This institution is appropriately organized. (12)               

Faculty 1 0.8 20 16.9 21 17.8 34 28.8 37 31.4 26 22.0 63 53.4 

Administrators 2 6.7 12 40.0 14 46.7 1 3.3 9 30.0 6 20.0 15 10.1 

 

I have the opportunity for advancement within this 

institution.(13) 

              

Faculty 3 2.5 31 26.3 34 28.8 34 28.8 37 31.4 13 11.0 50 42.4 

Administrators 7 23.3 11 36.7 18 60.0 4 13.3 4 13.3 4 13.3 8 26.7 

I receive adequate information regarding important 

activities at this institution.(14) 

              

Faculty 8 6.8 38 32.2 46 39.0 23 19.5 33 28.0 16 13.6 49 41.5 

Administrators 4 13.3 11 36.7 15 50.0 3 10.0 9 30.0 3 10.0 12 40.0 

My work is not guided by clearly defined 

administrative processes.(15) 

              

Faculty 10 8.5 32 27.1 42 35.6 21 17.8 35 29.7 20 16.9 55 46.6 

Administrators 9 30.0 17 56.7 26 86.7 0 0.0 2 6.7 2 6.7 4 2.7 
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In order to determine if faculty members perceptions were different from administrators 

on the construct institutional structure, the mean score on all institutional structure items was 

used as the dependent variable and employment classification as the grouping variable.  The 

ANOVA results, shown in Table 11, illustrate the variance between faculty and administrators 

perception of institutional structure.  While the item analysis above stated and detailed the 

varying levels of disagreement regarding perceptions of institutional structure, the ANOVA in 

Table 10 reveals there is a significant difference between faculty and administrators perception 

with respect to Institutional Structure, F (1, 146) = 10.740, p=.001.  In addition, on the different 

individual items the two groups differed.       

Table 11 

ANOVA Tests of Differences in Perception of Institutional Structure  

Source Type III Sum of 

Squares 

 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Intercept 858.823 1 858.823 1005.712 .000 

Employment 

classification 

10.740 1 10.740 12.577 .001 

Error  124.676 146 .854   

Total  1293.124 148    

Corrected Total 135.416 147    

 

Research Question Two 

 

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of  

 

supervisory relationships?  

 

 In an effort to determine if employment classification affects the perception of 

supervisory relationships, research question two was analyzed using an ANOVA to determine if 

any significant differences in perception exist between faculty and administrators.  Participants 
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responded to 13 survey questions designed to capture perceptions of supervisory relationships.  

(The assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of variance/covariance were 

checked and met, as well as test for normality and the normal distribution of the dependent 

variable). 

First, an item analysis of the responses regarding perception of supervisory relationship is 

shown in Table 12.  As presented in Table 12, over 69% of administrators agreed with statements 

that indicate a positive perception of supervisory relationships.  Administrators rated items 18, 

21, 26, and 27 (all at 80%) as the highest to which they agreed.  However, only 43% of faculty 

members agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of supervisory 

relationships, and rated item 19 and 26 as the highest to which they agreed.  The highest 

percentage of disagreement among faculty and administrators was on items 18 and 21.  For Item 

18, only 47.5% of faculty agreed with the statement, while 80% of administrators agreed; 

indicating that faculty do not perceive their supervisor to communicate positive work 

expectations to them.  For Item 21, only 44.9% of faculty agreed with the statement, while 80% 

of administrators agreed; indicating that faculty do not believe their supervisor provides timely 

feedback for their work.     
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Table 12 

 

Summary of Response Distribution on Supervisory Relationships Items – All Respondents  

  
 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly Agree Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

The administration expresses confidence 

in my work. (16) 

              

Faculty 13 11.0 43 36.4 43 36.4 24 20.3 34 28.8 4 3.4 38 32.2 

Administrators 9 30.0 16 53.3 16 53.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 2 6.7 4 2.7 

My supervisor is open to the ideas, 

opinions, and beliefs of everyone. (17) 

              

Faculty 20 16.9 28 23.7 28 23.7 23 19.5 34 28.8 13 11.0 47 39.8 

Administrators 8 26.7 13 43.3 13 43.3 3 10.0 4 13.3 2 6.7 6 20.0 

My supervisor communicates positive 

work expectations to me. (18) 

              

Faculty 19 16.1 37 31.4 56 47.5 23 19.5 29 24.6 10 8.5 39 33.1 

Administrators 7 23.3 17 56.7 24 80.0 3 10.0 1 3.3 2 6.7 3 10.0 

My supervisor identifies and 

communicates unacceptable work 

behavior to me. (19) 

              

Faculty 11 9.3 52 44.1 63 53.4 24 20.3 25 21.2 6 5.1 31 26.3 

Administrators 8 26.7 13 43.3 21 70.0 4 13.3 3 10.0 2 6.7 5 16.7 
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Table 12 (Cont.) 
 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly Agree Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

My supervisor provides timely feedback 

for my work. (20) 

              

Faculty 21 17.8 34 28.8 55 46.6 25 21.2 28 23.7 10 8.5 38 32.2 

Administrators 5 16.7 17 56.7 22 73.3 3 10.0 2 6.7 3 10.0 5 16.7 

My supervisor provides appropriate 

feedback for my work.  (21) 

              

Faculty 21 17.8 32 27.1 53 44.9 23 19.5 32 27.1 10 8.5 42 35.6 

Administrators 6 20.0 18 60.0 24 80.0 3 10.0 0 0.0 3 10.0 3 10.0 

My supervisor actively seeks my ideas.  

(22) 

              

Faculty 19 16.1 30 25.4 49 41.5 23 19.5 28 23.7 18 15.3 46 39.0 

Administrators 10 33.3 12 40.0 22 73.3 1 3.3 4 13.3 3 10.0 7 23.3 

My supervisor seriously considers my 

ideas. (23) 

              

Faculty 17 14.4 30 25.4 47 39.8 26 22.0 29 24.6 16 13.6 45 38.1 

Administrators 11 36.7 12 40.0 23 76.7 1 3.3 3 10.0 3 10.0 6 20.0 

My work outcomes are clarified for me by 

my supervisor. (24) 

              

Faculty 17 14.4 34 28.8 51 43.2 22 18.6 33 28.0 12 10.2 45 38.1 

Administrators 6 20.0 16 53.3 22 73.3 5 16.7 1 3.3 2 6.7 3 10.0 

My supervisor helps me to improve my 

work. (25) 

              

Faculty 16 13.6 31 26.3 47 39.8 28 23.7 29 24.6 14 11.9 43 36.4 

Administrators 6 20.0 12 40.0 18 60.0 7 23.3 3 10.0 2 6.7 5 16.7 
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Table 12 (Cont.) 
 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly Agree Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total 

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

My supervisor gives me the opportunity 

to be creative in my work. (26) 

              

Faculty 29 24.6 33 28.0 62 52.5 23 19.5 25 21.2 8 6.8 33 28.0 

Administrators 10 33.3 14 46.7 24 80.0 1 3.3 3 10.0 2 6.7 5 16.7 

My supervisor allows me to express my 

ideas in an appropriate forum. (27) 

              

Faculty 21 17.8 38 32.2 59 50.0 20 16.9 27 22.9 12 10.

2 

39 33.1 

Administrators 10 33.3 14 46.7 24 80.0 3 10.0 1 3.3 2 6.7 3 10.0 

My supervisor ensures that professional 

development and training opportunities 

are made available to me. (28) 

              

Faculty 
24 20.3 25 21.2 49 41.5 29 24.6 23 19.5 14 11.

9 

37 31.4 

Administrators 10 33.3 9 30.0 19 63.3 3 10.0 6 20.0 2 6.7 8 26.7 
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In order to determine if faculty members perceptions were different from administrators 

on the construct supervisory relationships, the mean score on all supervisory relationship items 

was used as the dependent variable and employment classification as the grouping variable. The 

ANOVA results, shown in Table 13, illustrate the variance between faculty and administrators 

perception of supervisory relationships.  While the item analysis above stated and detailed the 

varying levels of disagreement regarding perceptions of supervisory relationships, the ANOVA 

in Table 13 reveals there is no significant differences were found between faculty members and 

administrators with respect to supervisory relationships, F (1, 146) = 8.563, p=.008.  In addition, 

on the different individual items the two groups differed.          

Table 13 

ANOVA Tests of Differences in Perception of Supervisory Relationships 

 

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Intercept 1155.466 1 1155.466 991.373 .000 

Employment 

classification 
8.563 1 8.563 7.347 .008 

Error  170.166 146 1.166   

Total  1787.811 148    

Corrected Total 178.730 147    

 

Research Question Three 

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of 

shared governance?  

In an effort to determine if employment classification affects the perception of shared 

governance, research question three was analyzed using an ANOVA to determine if any 

significant differences in perception exist between faculty and administrators.  Participants 

responded to 14 survey questions designed to capture perceptions of shared governance.  (The 
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assumptions of independence of observations and homogeneity of variance/covariance were 

checked and met, as well as test for normality and the normal distribution of the dependent 

variable).     

First, an item analysis of the responses regarding perception of shared governance is 

presented in Table 14.  As shown in Table 14, over 47% of administrators agreed with statements 

that indicate a positive perception of shared governance.  Administrators rated items 35 

(“Administration and faculty serve on all institutional committees”) and 36 (“Faculty serve on all 

administrative committees”).  However, only 19% of faculty members agreed with statements 

that would indicate a positive perception of shared governance, and rated item 29 (“There is 

equal decision making power for administrators and the faculty”) and 31 (“Faculty have input 

into all institutional decisions”) as the highest to which they agreed.  The highest percentage of 

disagreement among faculty and administrators was on items 33 (“Final institutional decisions 

made by administrators reflect faculty input”) and 36 (“Faculty serve on all administrative 

committees”).  For Item 33, only 15.3% of faculty agreed with the statement, while 46.7% of 

administrators agreed; indicating that faculty do not perceive final institutional decisions made 

by administrators reflect faculty input.  For Item 36, only 26.3% of faculty agreed with the 

statement, while 63.3% of administrators agreed; indicating that faculty do not believe they serve 

on all administrative committees.       
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Table 14 

 

Summary of Response Distribution on Shared Governance Items – All Respondents   

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total  

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

There is equal decision making power for 

administrators and the faculty. (29) 

              

Faculty 1 0.8 13 11.0 14 11.9 6 5.1 48 40.7 50 42.4 98 83.1 

Administrators 3 10.0 8 26.7 11 36.7 2 6.7 11 36.7 6 20.0 17 56.7 

There is equal accountability for administrators and 

the faculty. (30) 

              

Faculty 3 2.5 21 17.8 24 20.3 10 8.5 47 39.8 37 31.4 84 71.2 

Administrators 8 26.7 1 3.3 9 30.0 2 6.7 8 26.7 5 16.7 13 43.3 

Faculty have input into all institutional decisions. (31)               

Faculty 0 0.0 10 8.5 10 8.5 21 17.8 49 41.5 38 32.2 87 73.7 

Administrators 3 10.0 8 26.7 11 36.7 2 6.7 12 40.0 5 16.7 17 56.7 

There is cooperation between the faculty and the 

administration. (32) 

              

Faculty 2 1.7 27 22.9 29 24.6 26 22.0 48 40.7 15 12.7 63 53.4 

Administrators 5 16.7 12 40.0 17 56.7 5 16.7 4 13.3 4 13.3 8 26.7 

Final institutional decisions made by administrators 

reflect faculty input. (33) 

              

Faculty 1 0.8 17 14.4 18 15.3 26 22.0 53 44.9 21 17.8 74 62.7 

Administrators 3 10.0 11 36.7 14 46.7 6 20.0 7 23.3 3 10.0 10 33.3 
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Table 14 (Cont.) 

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total  

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Administrative decisions are ratified by the faculty. 

(34) 

              

Faculty 0 0.0 10 8.5 10 8.5 27 22.9 46 39.0 35 29.7 81 68.6 

Administrators 2 6.7 9 30.0 11 36.7 6 20.0 8 26.7 5 16.7 13 43.3 

Administration and faculty serve on all institutional 

committees. (35) 

              

Faculty 17 14.4 44 37.3 61 51.7 28 23.7 28 23.7 1 0.8 29 24.6 

Administrators 14 46.7 8 26.7 22 73.3 4 13.3 1 3.3 3 10.0 4 13.3 

Faculty serve on all administrative committees. (36)               

Faculty 5 4.2 26 22.0 31 26.3 40 33.9 36 30.5 11 9.3 47 39.8 

Administrators 10 33.3 9 30.0 19 63.3 5 16.7 3 10.0 3 10.0 6 20.0 

Administration acts as a joint agent of the state board 

and the faculty. (37) 

              

Faculty 3 2.5 23 19.5 26 22.0 34 28.8 45 38.1 13 11.0 58 49.2 

Administrators 8 26.7 9 30.0 17 56.7 6 20.0 3 10.0 4 13.3 7 23.3 

The state board should be exclusively concerned with 

financial and personnel matters. (38) 

              

Faculty 6 5.1 15 12.7 21 17.8 25 21.2 57 48.3 15 12.7 72 61.0 

Administrators 7 23.3 7 23.3 14 46.7 4 13.3 9 30.0 3 10.0 12 40.0 
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Table 14 (Cont.)  

 Agree  Disagree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Agree Total Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

Total  

N 

 

% N % N % N % N % N % N % 

The faculty shall be exclusively concerned with 

curricular and academic matters. (39) 

              

Faculty 8 6.8 20 16.9 28 23.7 14 11.9 63 53.4 13 11.0 76 64.4 

Administrators 4 13.3 10 33.3 14 46.7 3 10.0 10 33.3 3 10.0 13 43.3 

Administrators and the faculty jointly interpret and 

implement state and legislative directives. (40)               

Faculty 4 3.4 31 26.3 35 29.7 21 17.8 43 36.4 19 16.1 62 52.5 

Administrators 4 13.3 11 36.7 15 50.0 3 10.0 9 30.0 3 10.0 12 40.0 

Students have input into all institutional decisions. 

(41) 
              

Faculty 2 1.7 7 5.9 9 7.6 20 16.9 51 43.2 38 32.2 89 71.4 

Administrators 2 6.7 8 26.7 10 33.3 1 3.3 11 36.7 8 26.7 19 63.3 

Support staff have input into all institutional 

decisions. (42) 
              

Faculty 2 1.7 10 8.5 12 10.2 35 29.7 44 37.3 27 22.9 71 60.2 

Administrators 2 6.7 11 36.7 13 43.3 2 6.7 11 36.7 4 13.3 15 50.0 
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In order to determine if faculty members perceptions were different from administrators 

on the construct shared governance, the mean score on all shared governance items was used as 

the dependent variable and employment classification as the grouping variable. The ANOVA 

results, shown in Table 15, illustrate the variance between faculty and administrators perception 

of shared governance.  While the item analysis above stated and detailed the varying levels of 

disagreement regarding perceptions of shared governance, the ANOVA in Table 15 reveals there 

is a significant difference between faculty and administrators with respect to shared governance, 

F (1, 146) = 11.60, p=.000.  In addition, on the different individual items the two groups differed.   

Table 15 

ANOVA Tests of Differences in Perceptions of Shared Governance  

Source Type III Sum 

of Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Intercept 738.349 1 738.349 1101.404 .000 

Employment 

classification 
11.600 1 11.600 17.304 .000 

Error  97.874 146 .670   

Total  1087.719 148    

Corrected Total 109.474 147    

 

Research Question Four  

What, if any, relationship exists between faculty members’ perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory relationships?  

In an effort to determine if a relationship exists in the way faculty perceive institutional 

structure and supervisory relationships, in relation to how they perceive shared governance, 

question four was analyzed using a Pearson‟s correlation coefficient.  Pearson‟s r correlation 

provides information about the direction and strength of the relationship between variables, the 

closer the correlation is to 1, the stronger the relationship (Bishara & Hittner, 2012).  As shown 
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in Table 16, the result of the correlational analysis for institutional structure and shared 

governance was a high positive correlation (r = .859), indicating a very strong relationship.  The 

analysis for supervisory relationships and shared governance also had a positive relationship (r = 

.611), indicating a strong relationship.  In addition, both relationships were statistically 

significant (p < 0.01). 

From these findings, it is clear that a relationship exists between faculty members‟ 

perceptions of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and their perceptions of shared 

governance.  The analysis revealed the strongest relationship existed between institutional 

structure and shared governance.  And, although the relationship between supervisory 

relationships and shared governance were not as strong, a relationship exists.  

Table 16 

Correlation Analysis of Institutional Structure, Supervisory Relationships, and Shared 

Governance (Faculty)  

 

 
Shared Governance 

 

Institutional Structure Pearson Correlation .859
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 

 

118 

 

Supervisory Relationships  Pearson Correlation .611
**

 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 118 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).  

Research Question Five  

What, if any, relationship exists between faculty member’s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure? 

In an effort to determine if a relationship exists in the way faculty perceive institutional 

structure in relation to how they perceive supervisory relationships, question five was analyzed 
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using a Pearson‟s correlation coefficient.  As shown in Table 17, the result of the correlational 

analysis for institutional structure and supervisory relationships was a positive correlation (r = 

.786), indicating a very strong relationship.  In addition, the relationship was also statistically 

significant (p < 0.01).  From these findings, it is clear that a relationship exists between faculty 

members‟ perceptions of institutional structure and their perceptions of supervisory relationships. 

Table 17 

Correlation Analysis of Institutional Structure and Supervisory Relationships (Faculty) 

 Supervisory 

Relationships 

 

Institutional Structure 

 

Pearson Correlation .786** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 118 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

Research Question Six 

What, if any, relationship exists between administrator’s perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory relationships? 

In an effort to determine if a relationship exists in the way administrator‟s perceive 

institutional structure and supervisory relationships, in relation to how they perceive shared 

governance, question six was analyzed using a Pearson‟s correlation coefficient.  As shown in 

Table 18, the result of the correlational analysis for institutional structure and shared governance 

was a high positive correlation (r = .874), indicating a very strong relationship.  The analysis for 

supervisory relationships and shared governance was also positive (r = .766), indicating a very 

strong relationship.  In addition, both relationships were statistically significant (p < 0.01).  From 

these findings, it is clear that a relationship exists between administrators‟ perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and their perceptions of shared governance.  
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The analysis revealed the strongest relationship existed between institutional structure and shared 

governance.  And, although the relationship between supervisory relationships and shared 

governance were not as strong, a relationship exists.  

Table 18 

Correlation Analysis of Institutional Structure and Shared Governance (Administrators) 

 
Shared Governance 

 

Institutional Structure Pearson Correlation .874
**

 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 

 

30 

 

Supervisory Relationships Pearson Correlation .766
**

 

 Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

 N 30 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

Research Question Seven 

What, if any, relationship exists between administrator’s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure? 

In an effort to determine if a relationship exists in the way administrators perceive 

institutional structure in relation to how they perceive supervisory relationships, question seven 

was analyzed using a Pearson‟s correlation coefficient.  As shown in Table 19, the result of the 

correlational analysis for supervisory relationships and shared governance was a high positive 

correlation (r = .831), indicating a very strong relationship.  In addition, the relationship was also 

statistically significant (p < 0.01).  From these findings, it is clear that a relationship exists 

between administrators‟ perceptions of institutional structure and their perceptions of supervisory 

relationships.   
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Table 19 

Correlation Analysis of Institutional Structure and Supervisory Relationships (Administrators) 

 Supervisory 

Relationships 

 

Institutional Structure 

 

Pearson Correlation .831** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 30 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

Summary 

 

 This chapter presented the results of the data analyses that were conducted to answer this 

study‟s research questions on institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared 

governance.  Descriptive statistics were provided to present a profile of the participants in the 

study.  Inferential statistics, ANOVA, were employed to determine if institutional structure, 

supervisory employment, and shared governance was perceived differently depending on 

participants‟ employment classification.  In addition, correlation analysis was utilized to 

investigate if a relationship existed between institutional structure, supervisory relationship, and 

shared governance.  Using the data presented, Chapter V will discuss findings, conclusions and 

provide recommendations for policy, practice and future research.    
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CHAPTER V: 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to gain a better understanding of the perspectives 

community college faculty and administrators hold toward governance, and if differences existed 

between their perceptions of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared 

governance at the site institution.  Further understanding and recognizing the impact and 

influence of faculty and administrators‟ perceptions are important aspects toward building a 

collaborative decision making environment (Miller & Miles, 2008; Townsend & Twombly, 

2007).  Moreover, a closer examination of perspectives, serves as a means to improving 

governance in the context in which currently exists                                                       

Findings 

In order to evaluate community college faculty and administrators‟ perceptions of 

institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance, a survey was 

administered to an Alabama community college to address seven research questions which 

guided this study.  Here, the research questions are restated along with the results for each 

question.   

Research Question One 

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of 

institutional structure? 

An ANOVA revealed that a significant difference existed between faculty and 

administrators perceptions with respect to institutional structure, F (1, 146) = 10.740, p=.001.  
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Further, an item analysis of the responses for this section of the survey revealed what differences 

existed between faculty and administrators‟ perceptions.  More than 57% of administrators 

agreed with statements to indicate a positive perception of institutional structure.  Administrators 

rated items 11 (80.0%) and 15 (86.7%) as the highest to which they agreed.  These items were 

related to employees‟ work being guided by institutional wide policies and administrative 

processes.  In contrast, only 26% of faculty members agreed with statements that would indicate 

a positive perception of institutional structure, and rated items 5 (70.3%) and 7 (71.2%) as the 

highest to which they disagreed.   

The highest percentage of disagreement among faculty and administrators was on items 

10 (51.9% difference) and 11 (55.4% difference).  For Item 10 (a spirit of cooperation exists at 

this institution), 59.3% of faculty disagreed with the statement, while only 7.4% of 

administrators disagreed.  For Item 11 (institution-wide policies do not guide my work), 64.4% 

of faculty disagreed with the statement, while only 13.3% of administrators disagreed.  

Based on these findings, there is a clear indication that faculty do not believe a spirit of 

cooperation exists and they are unable to operate autonomously, as they perceive their work is 

guided by institutional-wide policies.  These findings confirm what previous research has shown 

with regard to cooperation between faculty and administrators and organizational structures 

within higher education.  Del Favero and Bray (2005) posited that the “partnership between 

faculty and administrators is often characterized by lack of harmony and mistrust” (p. 55), where 

cooperation is problematic.  Birnbaum (1988) and Fincher (1986) stated that it is through the 

application of rigid organizational structures that conflict and dissention are suppressed, 

contributing to the different perceptions held by faculty and administrators.   This also 

corresponds with Birnbaum‟s view of a market institution where the types of structures, 
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regulations and systems define authority and organizational processes and promote compliance 

with policies.  Additionally, referencing back to the PACE model, as described in Chapter II and 

III, respondents overall mean score on this construct was 2.43 (a competitive system of 

management) indicating that organizational members were dissatisfied with the organization‟s 

climate with regard to its structure.         

Research Question Two 

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of 

supervisory relationships? 

An ANOVA revealed that no significant difference existed between faculty and 

administrators perceptions with respect to supervisory relationships, F (1, 146) = 8.563, p=.008.  

However, an item analysis of the responses for this section of the survey revealed what 

differences did exists between faculty and administrators‟ perceptions.  More than 69% of 

administrators agreed with statements to indicate a positive perception of supervisory 

relationships. The highest percentage of agreement was found on items 18, 21, 26, and 27 (all at 

80.0%).  These items were related to work expectations, providing appropriate feedback, and 

individuals‟ freedom to express their ideas.  In contrast, only 43% of faculty members agreed 

with statements that would indicate a positive perception of supervisory relationships, and rated 

item 19 (My supervisor identifies and communicates unacceptable work behavior to me) (53.4%) 

and 26 (My supervisor gives me the opportunity to be creative in my work) (52.5%) as the 

highest to which they disagreed.  These items related to supervisor‟s level of communication of 

work behaviors and the freedom for employees to be creative in their work.        

The highest percentage of disagreement among faculty and administrators was on Items 

18 (32.5% difference) and 21 (35.1% of difference).  For Item 18 (my supervisor communicates 
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positive work expectations to me), 80.0% of administrators agreed with the statement, while 

47.5% of faculty agreed.  For Item 21 (my supervisor provides appropriate feedback for my 

work), 80.0% of administrators agreed with the statement, while only 44.9% of faculty agreed.   

Although these results were not significant, based on these findings the percentage of 

difference between respondents indicates that faculty do not perceive supervisory relationships 

as positive as administrators.  While these findings are consistent with previous research 

(Birnbaum, 2004; Bray, 2003, 2008; Charpentier, 2011; Del Favero & Bray, 2010), in that the 

literature acknowledges vast differences of perception exists between faculty and administrators 

regarding their relationship, these results do not significantly reflect the same level of difference 

that previous research indicates regarding faculty and administrative relationships.  Additionally, 

referencing back to the PACE mode, as described in Chapter II and III, respondents overall mean 

score on this construct was 3.36 (a consultative system of management) indicating that 

organizational members were satisfied with supervisory relationships.               

Research Question Three  

What differences exist between faculty member’s and administrator’s perceptions of 

shared governance?  

An ANOVA revealed that a significant difference existed between faculty and 

administrators perceptions with respect to shared governance, F (1, 146) = 11.60, p=.000.  

Further, an item analysis of the responses for this section of the survey revealed what differences 

existed between faculty and administrators‟ perceptions.  More than 47% of administrators 

agreed with statements to indicate a positive perception of shared governance.  Administrators 

rated items 35 (73.3%) and 36 (63.3%) as the highest to which they agreed.  These items were 

related to faculty and administrative institutional committees.  In contrast, only 19% of faculty 
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members agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of shared governance, 

and rated items 29 (83.1%) and 31 (73.7%) as the highest to which they agreed.  These items 

related to decision-making and faculty input.       

The highest percentage of disagreement among faculty and administrators was on items 

33 (31.4% difference) and 36 (37.0% difference).  For Item 33 (final institutional decisions made 

by administrators reflect faculty input), 46.7% of administrators agreed with the statement, while 

only 15.3% of faculty agreed.  For Item 36 (faculty serve on all administrative committees), 

63.3% of administrators agreed with the statement, while only 26.3% of faculty agreed.   

Based on these findings, there is a clear indication that faculty do not perceive they have 

input into institutional decisions, nor do they serve on all administrative committees.  These 

findings confirm what previous research has shown with regard to shared governance and how 

faculty and administrators frequently view governance differently (Del Favero, 2003; Del Favero 

& Bray, 2005; Downey, 2000; Etzioni, 2000).  Lechuga (2004) states that with growing 

corporate style decision making taking place, a dynamic “us” versus “them” mentality among the 

faculty and administration is becoming most prominent, leading to opposing views of decision-

making.  For many community college faculty, input in the decision making process is seen as 

pointless or unwanted, although, when faculty feel their input is valued, they are more likely to 

participate (Birnbaum, 2004; Gumport, 2000).  According to Lester and Lukas (2008) the 

unbalanced involvement of faculty in governance threatens the values of community colleges, 

and calls into question their ability to cope with the stressors brought by both external and 

internal forces.  Porter (2007) states governance committees rarely are comprised of members 

who represent each constituent group and, therefore, cannot offer expert advice or make 

informed decisions.  According to Charpentier (2011) most institutions allow faculty to have 
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input through institutional committees, but some faculty feel serving on these committees is a 

way for institutions to follow guidelines set forth by accrediting bodies while not relinquishing 

any real authority to the faculty.  Additionally, referencing back to the PACE model as described 

in Chapter II and III, respondents overall mean score, on this construct, was 2.50 (a competitive 

system of management) indicating that organizational members were dissatisfied with shared 

governance.             

Research Question Four and Six 

What, if any, relationship exists between faculty members’ perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory relationships? 

What, if any, relationship exists between administrator’s perceptions of shared 

governance and their perceptions of institutional structure and supervisory relationships? 

A correlation revealed that a significant difference existed between faculty members‟ 

perceptions of institutional structure and shared governance, indicating a very strong relationship 

(r = .859).  The analysis for faculty member‟ supervisory relationships and shared governance 

also revealed a significant difference (r = .611), indicating a strong relationship.  In addition, 

both relationships were statistically significant (p < 0.01).  The correlation for administrators also 

revealed that a significant difference existed between their perceptions of institutional structure 

and shared governance (r = .874), indicating a very strong relationship.  The analysis for 

supervisory relationships and shared governance also revealed a significant difference for 

administrators (r = .766), indicating a strong relationship.  In addition, both relationships were 

statistically significant (p < 0.01).      

Based on these findings, there is a clear indication that both faculty members‟ and 

administrators‟ perceptions of shared governance is strongly related to their perceptions of 
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institutional structure and, to a lesser extent, supervisory relationships.  These findings confirm 

what previous research has shown.  Previous research has shown that much of the debate 

regarding shared governance is connected to supervisory relationships, and the environment in 

which they function (Amey & Anger, 2008; Birnbaum, 1988; Bray, 2008; Del Favero & Bray, 

2010; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Lechuga, 2004; Mintzberg, 2000).  Past research has shown that 

institutional structure affects how decisions are made, and if information is shared along the 

horizontal and vertical lines of authority.  Faculty and administrators alike have difficulty 

identifying whether their roles and responsibilities include academic or administrative concerns 

or a little of both (Birnbaum, 1988; Bray, 2003; Del Favero & Bray, 2010; Kezar & Eckel, 

2004).  This is particularly true in community colleges where bureaucratic forms of governance 

are widespread, where hierarchal structures are relatively flat, and conflicting expectations exists 

among faculty and administrators regarding their role in the decision-making process (Kater & 

Levin, 2004; Morphew, 1999; Tierney & Minor, 2003).  

Research Question Five and Seven  

What, if any, relationship exists between faculty member’s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure? 

What, if any, relationship exists between administrator’s perceptions of supervisory 

relationships and their perceptions of institutional structure?  

A correlation revealed that a significant difference existed between faculty members‟ 

perceptions of institutional structure and their perceptions of supervisory relationships.  A 

correlational analysis for institutional structure and supervisory relationships indicated a strong 

relationship (r = .786), and the relationship was statistically significant (p < 0.01).  The 

correlation for administrators also revealed that a significant difference existed between their 
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perceptions of institutional structure and their perceptions of supervisory relationships.  A 

correlational analysis for institutional structure and supervisory relationships indicated a strong 

relationship (r = .831), and the relationship was statistically significant (p < 0.01). 

 Based on these findings, there is a clear indication of how faculty members perceive 

institutional structure will be closely related to how they perceive their relationship with their 

supervisor.  These findings confirm what previous research has shown.  Previous research has 

shown institutional structure is frequently the largest construct that influences individuals‟ 

perceptions (Payne & Pugh, 1976).  Halpin and Croft (1963) argue that since faculty and 

administrators draw upon a different set of work values they are likely to differ in their 

perceptions of the institutions structure.  Thomas (2008) describes an institutions structure as a 

climate “like the air in a room, it surrounds and affects everything that happens in an 

organization” (p.227).                 

Conclusions 

Based on the data analysis and findings, several conclusions can be drawn from this 

study. 

Conclusion One 

Based upon the results of this study, the perceptions that faculty and administrators hold 

toward institutional shared governance is affected by how individuals perceive the institution’s 

structure in regards to whether or not a spirit of cooperation exists or if rules and regulations 

guide individual work.      

The literature suggests the way in which faculty and administrators form perceptions 

about governance is based on the organizational environment in which they function.  Reflecting 

back to the conceptual framework for this study, Tagiuri (1968) describes four perceptual 
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dimensions that work to develop organizational members‟ individual perception of their 

institution‟s climate.  The third dimension relates to structure (considers the aspects of shared 

decision-making and the way information is shared along the horizontal and vertical lines of 

authority), and depending on how individuals perceive this dimension alters the way they view 

other aspects of the institution.  Additionally, Payne and Pugh (1976) posit that institutional 

structure is frequently the largest determining factor that influences individuals‟ perception.  

The Pearson‟s correlation coefficient revealed a high positive correlation between 

institutional structure and shared governance for both faculty (r=.859) and administrators 

(r=.874).  Based on this evidence, it is plausible to believe that faculty and administrators who 

hold negative perceptions toward their institution‟s structure would also hold negative 

perceptions towards shared governance.  Over 74% of faculty members disagreed with 

statements that would indicate a positive perception of institutional structure and likewise for 

shared governance, as over 80% of faculty disagreed with statements that would indicate a 

positive perception.  Although administrators perceive both institutional structure and shared 

governance differently than faculty, a correlation still existed.  Over 57% of administrators 

agreed with statements that indicated a positive perception of institutional structure and likewise 

for shared governance, as over 47% of administrators agreed with statements that indicated a 

positive perception.         

From this, one could infer that faculty and administrators‟ perceptions significantly differ 

in the way make sense of their organization.  Faculty do not perceive a spirit of cooperation to 

exist, that their work is primary guided by rules and regulations, and information is not shared 

along the proper horizontal and vertical lines of authority.  In contrast, administrators perceived 
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that a spirit of cooperation does exist, individuals‟ work is not guided by rules and regulations, 

and information is properly shared.         

Conclusion Two 

 At the site institution, the dissimilarities between the interactions of faculty and 

administrators were found to be less prevalent in regards to whether or not they believe there is 

openness, two-way communication, consideration of ideas and opinions, as well as clearly 

defined work expectations than indicated by governance literature at doctoral/research 

institutions.       

The literature indicates that the faculty-administrative relationship is not one that is well 

understood, though it seems evident as a large piece that affects governance.  While this study‟s 

findings are consistent with previous research (Birnbaum, 2004; Bray, 2003, 2008; Charpentier, 

2011; Del Favero & Bray, 2010), the results do not significantly reflect the same level of 

difference that previous research indicates.  However, considering that much of the research in 

this area has been conducted at doctoral/research institutions, rather than at community colleges, 

these results were not too surprising.  This is not to say that these relationships were found in 

complete unity, as this study presents there exists ample disagreement between the perception of 

faculty and administrators with respect to supervisory relationships.  

From this, one could infer that community college faculty members and those at four-

year institutions hold different perspectives regarding their relationships with administrators.  

Overall, over 61% of respondents (faculty and administrators) agreed with statements to indicate 

a positive perception of supervisory relationships.             
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Conclusion Three 

Based on the negative perceptions of shared governance held by faculty and 

administrators, joint decision-making is obstructed.   

Tierney and Minor (2003) believe that, “conflict and strife and likely to appear when 

individuals on campus have dissimilar views about shared governance” (p. 10).  While decision 

making and communication varies by institution, colleges are becoming more subdivided 

through the development of new programs and administrative units leading to structures that 

place little emphasis on joint decision making (Alfred, 2008; Eckel, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004).  

Faculty and administrators‟ role in shared governance can either promote the development of 

social networks or impede its progress.  According to Birnbaum (2004), “it is the process of 

shared governance and, not its outcome, that helps build the dense network of social 

connections” (p.14).   

This study found neither faculty nor administrators to hold a positive perception of shared 

governance.  While there was a difference in the level of agreement between faculty and 

administrators, the overall results indicated a negative perception.  Only 19% of faculty members 

agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of shared governance, while 

47% of administrators agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception.  

Although the ANOVA results showed a significant difference between faculty and 

administrators‟ perceptions, with respect to shared governance, F (1, 146) = 11.60, p=.000, 

indicating differences in perceptions between the two groups, the overall perception is negative. 

According to the literature, shared governance demands a collaborative effort, 

participation and involvement, and a positive perception of its structure.  Given that these are 

referred to as minimum requirements to effective systems of governance, one could infer that 
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individuals do not believe shared governance is conducted through a courteous system where 

decisions are reached after everyone has had a fair chance to state their position and influence the 

outcome.  

Recommendations for Policy and Practice 

Considering the findings and conclusions of the present study, the researcher suggests the 

following recommendations for both policy and practice related to institutional governance.   

Systems of Governance 

Kezar and Eckel (2004) and Duggan (2008) stressed that while there are many changes 

taking place within the landscape of higher education, little research has been conducted in the 

last decade to effectively guide decision makers to create effective governance structures.  

Therefore, reforms to governance structures will require that reformers “reflect upon histories as 

well as futures” (Gumport, 2000, p. 87).  As environments continue to change, inevitably 

institutions will face more and more complicated and extreme challenges, the necessity for 

shared governance systems to respond quickly and in ways beneficial to the institution will 

increase (Benjamin et al., 1993; Warwick & Kennedy, 2009, 1994).   

Throughout organizational and governance literature there are continual calls for 

revitalized governance systems (Benjamin, Caroll, Jacobi, Krop, & Shires 1993; Birnbaum, 

1988, 2004; Gumport, 2000; Kezar & Eckel, 2004; Levin, 1998a; Miller & Miles 2003; Peterson 

& White, 1992; Tierney, 1998; Tierney & Minor, 2003, 2005).  As Kezar and Eckel (2004), 

Townsend and Twombly (2008), and Lester and Lukas (2008) point out, however, little 

empirical research exists and few studies have been conducted to advance the body of literature 

to better understand the perceptions held by both faculty and administrators, and of those, even 

fewer in the community college.  Past studies have found that size and complexity of governance 
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structures affect its efficiency, therefore, the larger the institution the more time-consuming the 

process of governance will be (Birnbaum, 1991; Lee, 1991; Mintzberg, 2000).  In light of this 

evidence one is led to believe that community colleges should be capable of embracing a shared 

decision making environment given their typical size.  Therefore, as Miller (2003) believes, it 

would seem there is an apparent natural fit between shared governance and community colleges. 

Since this study did not find this natural fit to be true, as indicated, the field could benefit 

from more empirical inquiry and testing.  Although many would argue that policy formation in 

areas of governance could help bring individuals together, it is the researcher‟s belief that 

creating such policies could do just the opposite.   Birnbaum (2004) refers to that approach as 

hard governance, which focuses on structures, regulations, authority, processes, and promotes 

compliance with policies.  Moreover, it is through the application of these rigid structures that 

conflict and dissention are suppressed, contributing to the different perspectives faculty and 

administrators hold toward governance and the tensions found between these two groups 

(Birnbaum, 1988; Fincher, 1986).  Based on these findings, further policy formation in this 

manner is highly unlikely to produce a successful system of governance.  Rather, information 

from further empirical inquiry and testing could be utilized to provide community colleges with 

valuable knowledge that informs them as they work to establish effective systems of governance.     

Institutional Structure / Organizational Environment  

The literature heavily suggests the way faculty and administrators form perceptions about 

governance is based on the organizational environment in which they function.  Few in-depth 

studies have attempted to investigate the implications of an organization‟s environment, as it 

relates to shared governance, but what is known indicates that an environment of trust and 

cooperation in a community of equals is not the norm.  While many organizational studies have 
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been explored in non-educational settings, few studies have taken place within higher education, 

and within those, even fewer in community colleges (Duggan, 2008).  With limited information 

researchers, practitioners, and policymakers are unequipped to improve the environment within 

community colleges.  Given the findings of the relationship between institutional structure and 

shared governance, researchers should further explore these interactions within the environment 

of community colleges.  And, based on the results of this study, practitioners should strive to 

increase the level of faculty involvement in decision making.  Additionally, practitioners should 

provide professional development sessions further defining and clarifying shared governance and 

how individual involvement potentially affects its success or failure.   

 As Tagiuri (1968) points out, the perception of organizational climate is formulated based 

upon what he describes as organizational contexts, or the environment in which work takes 

place.  It is through how participants define these contexts that they make sense of their 

organization.  Thus, through identifying how faculty and administrators characterize 

organizational climate, gaps and ways of improving shared decision making may be identified.  

As Peterson and Spencer (1990) suggest, further understanding faculty and administrators‟ 

perceptions could prove helpful in understanding the complexities of the organization.  

Additional empirical testing and research findings could help build a knowledge-base to identify 

particular re-occurring issues that then could be examined.  Further understanding the 

complexities of the environment within community colleges could provide practitioners and 

institutional leaders with knowledge to foster positive work environments.             
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Considering the findings and conclusions of the present study, the researcher suggests the 

following recommendations for future research related to institutional governance.   

Quantitative / Qualitative Research   

The current study utilized a survey instrument to gather data, establishing issues 

regarding individuals‟ perceptions.  Additional quantitative studies regarding institutional 

structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance are warranted.  Using techniques 

similar to those utilized in this study it would be possible to perform analyses at other 

community colleges to determine if these constructs have a similar impact.  Further use of this 

study‟s survey instrument would continue to test the reliability and validity of the survey 

instrument, in an effort to establish a way to assess faculty and administrators‟ perceptions and 

how their interactions affect governance.  Additionally, this foundational knowledge would 

allow researchers to rely less on the interpretations derived from comparisons with 

doctoral/research institutions.     

A future qualitative study could be conducted of Alabama community college 

administrators, full-time and part-time faculty to provide further insight, particularly in areas 

surrounding individuals‟ perception of their environment.  A qualitative study could help 

uncover other reasons that contribute to the ambiguity of shared governance found on most 

college campuses, which tend to mar both the structure and process of governance (Amey & 

Anger, 2008; Del Favero & Bray, 2010).  Further exploration may include participant interviews 

and open-ended qualitative survey questions, adding to the body of literature to better understand 

these constructs.    
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Demographics 

This study only considered faculty and administrators at an Alabama community college, 

and did not investigate if demographic variables contributed to differences in perception.  Future 

studies could include community colleges outside of Alabama or other institutional type‟s 

altogether, such as private or public four-year.  Future studies may explore if demographic 

variables such as gender or race contribute to any differences in perception of the constructs 

presented.  Replicating this study to include an investigation of demographic variables would 

also contribute to this disparate body of literature and better guide practitioners and researchers 

alike by providing a more comprehensive understanding to individual perception.           

Concluding Thoughts  

 This study sought to contribute to the literature and provide a better understanding of 

institutional governance within community colleges, as well as providing insight to the 

perceptions held by both faculty and administrators with respect to institutional structure, 

supervisory relationships, and shared governance.      

The results provide valuable insight to the site institution regarding participants‟ 

perceptions of institutional structure, supervisory relationships, and shared governance.  The 

findings of the study indicated that faculty and administrators significantly differ in these aspects 

of their organization.  The survey instrument revealed institutional structure to be the most 

predominant and influential construct to affect participants‟ perceptions.  Only 26% of faculty 

agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of institutional structure, while 

over 57% administrators agreed with statements that would indicate a positive perception of 

institutional structure.  Additionally, further data analysis revealed a strong correlation and a 

significant relationship between institutional structure and shared governance, revealing that 
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faculty and administrators perceptions of shared governance were strongly related to their 

perception of institutional structure.  

This study provided recommendations for decision makers and institutional leaders.  

Through continued research in the areas of institutional governance, gaps in the literature may be 

closed.  Also, through future research a more comprehensive and thorough understanding to the 

issues surrounding shared governance may be further identified, ultimately, leading to effective 

solutions for practitioners and institutional leaders.  Faculty, administrators, and college leaders 

should strive to determine how differences in perception challenge their cooperation and 

collaboration to improving institutional performance.   
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Appendix B 

 

Survey Invitation Email  

 

INFORMED CONSENT 

 

Dear Alabama Community College Employee: 

 

You are being asked to participate in a research project investigating the perceptions that 

Alabama community college faculty and administrators hold toward institutional governance.  

Your involvement in this project requires completing a short online survey that should take 

approximately 10 minutes to complete.  The online survey contains items that ask you to select a 

response on a five point scale from strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and strongly 

disagree.   

 

Your participation in this study is voluntary, but is extremely important.  There are no known 

risks or discomforts involved in your participating.  To assure anonymity of responses, you will 

not be asked to provide your name or any other identifying information on the survey, nor will 

the IP address from which you send your survey response be collected. Submissions are 

completely anonymous, as is the name of the institution.  While participation in this research will 

provide no direct benefit to you, the knowledge gained will benefit faculty and academic leaders 

of community colleges by posing a way to evaluate and improve institutional governance.    

By completing the survey, you are consenting to be a research participant.  If you have any 

questions about this study, you may contact me, Eric Campbell, by email at 

ecampbell@gadsdenstate.edu.  If you have questions about your rights as a person taking part in 

a research study, make suggestions or file complaints and concerns, you may call Ms. Tanta 

Myles, the Research Compliance Officer of the University at  (205)-348-8461 or toll-free at 1-

877-820-3066.  You may also ask questions, make suggestions, or file complaints and concerns 

through the IRB Outreach Website at http://osp.ua.edu/site/PRCO_Welcome.html. You may 

email us at participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu.  Proceeding to the survey via the hyperlink below, 

constitutes your consent to participate. 

 

In order to participate, please click on the hyperlink below or copy and paste the link directly 

into your web browser: 

 

HYPERLINK TO URL OF SURVEY 

You may wish to print off a copy of this informed consent form to keep for your records. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:ecampbell@gadsdenstate.edu
mailto:participantoutreach@bama.ua.edu
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Appendix C 

 

Survey Instrument  

 

Q1 Please indicate your current division. 

 Academic (1) 

 Technical (2) 

 If other, please specify. (3) ____________________ 

 

Q2 Please indicate your employment status. 

 Full-Time (1) 

 Part-Time (2) 

 

Q3 Please indicate your employment classification. 

 Faculty (1) 

 Administrator (2) 

 

Q4 What is your gender? 

 Female (1) 

 Male (2) 

 

Q5 What is your age? 
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Organizational Climate   

Respond to each item and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about your institution‟s structure. 

 Strongly Agree 
(5) 

Agree (4) Neutral (3) Disagree (2) Strongly 
Disagree (1) 

The actions of 
this institution 

reflect its 
mission. (1) 

          

Decisions are 
made at the 
appropriate 
level within 

this institution. 
(2) 

          

This institution 
promotes 

diversity in the 
workplace. (3) 

          

Administrative 
leadership is 
focused on 

meeting the 
needs of 

students. (4) 

          

Information is 
shared within 

the institution. 
(5) 

          

Institutional 
teams use 
problem-

solving 
techniques. (6) 

          

I am able to 
appropriately 
influence the 
direction of 

this institution. 
(7) 

          

Open and           
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ethical 
communication 
is practiced at 

this institution. 
(8) 

This institution 
has been 

successful in 
positively 

motivating my 
performance. 

(9) 

          

A spirit of 
cooperation 
exists at this 

institution. (10) 

          

Institution-
wide policies 
do not guide 

my work. (11) 

          

This institution 
is appropriately 
organized. (12) 

          

I have the 
opportunity for 
advancement 

within this 
institution. (13) 

          

I receive 
adequate 

information 
regarding 
important 

activities at this 
institution. (14) 

          

My work is not 
guided by 

clearly defined 
administrative 
processes. (15) 
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Institutional Governance    

Respond to each item and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about your perceptions of institutional governance. 

 Strongly Agree 
(5) 

Agree (4) Neutral (3) Disagree (2) Strongly 
Disagree (1) 

There is equal 
decision 

making power 
for 

administrators 
and the 

faculty. (1) 

          

There is equal 
accountability 

for 
administrators 
and the faculty 

(2) 

          

Faculty have 
input into all 
institutional 
decisions. (3) 

          

There is 
cooperation 
between the 

faculty and the 
administration. 

(4) 

          

Final 
institutional 

decisions 
made by 

administrators 
reflect faculty 

input. (5) 

          

Administrative 
decisions are 
ratified by the 

faculty. (6) 

          

Administration 
and faculty 
serve on all 
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institutional 
committees. 

(7) 

Faculty serve 
on all 

administrative 
committees. 

(8) 

          

Administration 
acts as a joint 
agent of the 
state board 

and the 
faculty. (9) 

          

The state 
board should 
be exclusively 

concerned 
with financial 
and personnel 
matters. (10) 

          

The faculty 
shall be 

exclusively 
concerned 

with curricular 
and academic 
matters. (11) 

          

Administrators 
and the faculty 

jointly 
interpret and 

implement 
state and 
legislative 

directives. (12) 

          

Students have 
input into all 
institutional 

decisions. (13) 

          

Support staff           
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have input into 
all institutional 
decisions. (14) 

Supervisory Relationships   

Respond to each item and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about your working relationship with your supervisor. 

 Strongly Agree 
(5) 

Agree (4) Neutral (3) Disagree (2) Strongly 
Disagree (1) 

The 
administration 

expresses 
confidence in 
my work. (1) 

          

My supervisor 
is open to the 

ideas, 
opinions, and 

beliefs of 
everyone. (2) 

          

My supervisor 
communicates 
positive work 
expectations 

to me. (3) 

          

My supervisor 
identifies and 
communicates 
unacceptable 
work behavior 

to me. (4) 

          

My supervisor 
provides 

timely 
feedback for 
my work. (5) 

          

My supervisor 
provides 

appropriate 
feedback for 
my work. (6) 

          

My supervisor           



 

142 

 

actively seeks 
my ideas. (7) 

My supervisor 
seriously 

considers my 
ideas. (8) 

          

My work 
outcomes are 
clarified for 
me by my 

supervisor. (9) 

          

My supervisor 
helps me to 
improve my 
work. (10) 

          

My supervisor 
gives me the 

opportunity to 
be creative in 
my work. (11) 

          

My supervisor 
allows me to 
express my 
ideas in an 

appropriate 
forum. (12) 

          

My supervisor 
ensures that 
professional 
development 
and training 

opportunities 
are made 

available to 
me. (13) 

          

 

 

 

  



 

143 

 

 

 

Appendix D 

 

Cronbach‟s Alpha Reliability Tables 

 

  

Shared Governance alpha 

reliability if 

removed 

There is equal decision making power for administrators and the faculty. .942 

There is equal accountability for administrators and the faculty .944 

Faculty have input into all institutional decisions. .943 

There is cooperation between the faculty and the administration. .942 

Final institutional decisions made by administrators reflect faculty input. .942 

Administrative decisions are ratified by the faculty. .942 

Administration and faculty serve on all institutional committees. .947 

Faculty serve on all administrative committees. .946 

Administration acts as a joint agent of the state board and the faculty. .943 

The state board should be exclusively concerned with financial and personnel 

matters. 

.950 

The faculty shall be exclusively concerned with curricular and academic 

matters. 

.947 

Administrators and the faculty jointly interpret and implement state and 

legislative directives. 

.943 

Students have input into all institutional decisions. .943 

Support staff have input into all institutional decisions. .944 

 Total alpha .948 

Institutional Structure alpha 

reliability if 

removed 

The actions of this institution reflect its mission. .958 

Decisions are made at the appropriate level within this institution. .957 

This institution promotes diversity in the workplace. .958 

Administrative leadership is focused on meeting the needs of students. .956 

Information is shared within the institution. .958 

Institutional teams use problem-solving techniques. .957 

I am able to appropriately influence the direction of this institution. .957 

Open and ethical communication is practiced at this institution. .957 

This institution has been successful in positively motivating my performance. .957 

A spirit of cooperation exists at this institution. .957 

Institution-wide policies do not guide my work. .960 
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This institution is appropriately organized. .959 

I have the opportunity for advancement within this institution. .960 

I receive adequate information regarding important activities at this institution. .959 

My work is not guided by clearly defined administrative processes. .958 

 Total alpha .961 

Supervisory Relationships alpha 

reliability if 

removed 

The administration expresses confidence in my work. .976 

My supervisor is open to the ideas, opinions, and beliefs of everyone. .976 

My supervisor communicates positive work expectations to me. .974 

My supervisor identifies and communicates unacceptable work behavior to me. .976 

My supervisor provides timely feedback for my work . .974 

My supervisor provides appropriate feedback for my work. .974 

My supervisor actively seeks my ideas. .976 

My supervisor seriously considers my ideas. .975 

My work outcomes are clarified for me by my supervisor. .974 

My supervisor helps me to improve my work. .974 

My supervisor gives me the opportunity to be creative in my work. .974 

My supervisor allows me to express my ideas in an appropriate forum. .974 

My supervisor ensures that professional development and training 

opportunities are made available to me. 

.975 

 Total alpha .977 

 


