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to a softening of the relationships at the bargaining table, particularly after a 

number of years. However, Rhoades (1993) illustrated the existence of 

retrenchment clauses in collective agreements as an example of the different 

direction taken to the principle of tenure which would be upheld in a shared 

governance culture. He cited this as indicative of the clash between 

confrontational and collaborative values surfacing in educational institutions (pp. 

341-343). Further to this seemingly irreversible division, Deas (1996) questioned 

whether successful shared governance can actually be spawned from 

confrontational collective bargaining as has been the result of contract 

negotiations in several college systems.

There are strong suggestions that collective bargaining can have a 

directly positive affect on shared decision-making, that affect being to 

“strengthen" (Polishook and Naples, 1989), “underpin” (American Association of 

University Professors, 1987), and “protect” (Lavine and Lemon, 1975). Lavine 

and Lemon noted that the typical characteristics of a faculty collective agreement 

such as no strikes, no lockouts, compulsory binding mediation and arbitration 

provisions separate it from an industrial contract and speak more to the collegial 

climate, consistent with shared governance, than they do the traditional labour 

relations climate in industry (pp. 32-33). (It should be noted that the inclusion of 

such clauses in collective agreements may not be as typical today). Polishook 

and Naples cited an example in the California State University system where the 

collective bargaining and shared governance structures can actually come
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together as happened in the response to state budget submissions by union, 

faculty senate, and administration in a “tripartite process.” There are, however, 

other examples where the values espoused in bargaining and shared 

governance are far apart and seem unlikely to be reconciled, as in the case of 

the National Association of Scholars’ charge that the American Association of 

University Professors’ defence of race and gender based hiring jeopardizes the 

academic freedom that has long been championed by faculty and promoted in 

shared governance (1995).

So far, this review has focused on the interaction of labour relations and 

shared governance from the viewpoint of individual faculty members. Unions, 

reflecting the policy of the body corporate, have tended to be antagonistic toward 

shared governance noted Polishook and Naples (1989). Piland and Butte (1991), 

in a study of trustees, were left with a split view on the suggestion that unions 

work against college goals (pp. 8-9). This may suggest that unions are not 

natural partners in shared governance. Certainly, Starrat (1996) noted that 

partners in shared decision-making, as agents of change, are always likely to 

meet headlong with unions and special interest groups (cited in Deas, 1996). 

However, Covey (1996) took a different view and saw unions as able to play a 

role in a collaborative culture:

Trade unionism is merely protectionism, the necessity for which 

diminishes with the building of trust and the creation of a learning 

environment. I am not against unionism, I am against management
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practices that cause unionism to flourish. In a progressive learning 

environment, unions become communication vehicles not barriers or 

agents of confrontation.

There remains, nevertheless, the lingering doubt, particularly in the university 

area, that unionism is a threat to the academic ideal. Cameron (1996) stated that 

“...unionism stands in potential opposition to academic self-government which is, 

in turn, one of the pillars underpinning academic freedom” (P. 8). Drummond and 

Reitsch (1995) found that the greater the level of shared governance in an 

institution, the more the likelihood that collective bargaining will not be as 

confrontational or as widespread in its scope as would otherwise be the case (p. 

57).

Examination of the issues that faculty want included in collective 

bargaining have [sic] revealed that faculty working in institutions with 

strong shared governance tend to limit the collective bargaining to salary 

and work conditions, while those in institutions with weak or unsuccessful 

shared governance want to extend the bargaining to cover academic 

issues. [Accordingly]...the more influence a faculty member believes 

his/her department has over academic issues the less they want to 

bargain it. (Ponak, Thompson, and Zerbe, 1992, cited in Drummond and 

Reitsch, p. 57)

Shark, Brouder, and Miller (1975) studied the impact on students of the 

growth, jointly and severally, of collective bargaining and shared governance.
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They predicted that, just as students have found a legitimate role in the latter, 

there is room for them in the bargaining process on the basis that bargaining 

comprises parties with vested interests. It was noted that the process of 

negotiation affects the quality, content, style, and cost o f programs and services; 

and this has a direct impact on students, hence the notion o f vested interest. 

Furthermore, negotiation of economic benefits for employees tends to have a 

direct affect on the economic status of students by leading to tuition fee 

increases (pp. 1-4). In the intervening twenty-three years since Shark’s study, 

the vested interest of students has been consistently confirmed but the evolution 

of a role for students in the collective bargaining process has not materialized to 

any extent. Nussbaum (1995) viewed collective bargaining in the college sector 

as an extension of shared governance in contrast to the virtual unilateral 

approach to labour relations prior to collective bargaining:

In terms of shared governance, the advent of collective bargaining was a 

watershed event. Governing boards were not only required to involve an 

internal constituency (their employees) but also, for the first time, to share 

their authority to act. Under collective bargaining, the governing board 

essentially had to have the agreement of the appropriate exclusive 

representative before it could act on matters within the scope of 

bargaining. If agreement was not reached and a governing board acted, 

an elaborate set of external dispute resolution procedures was made 

available to test the legality of the governing board’s action, (p. 7)
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The suggested incompatibility between labour relations and shared 

governance, which has brought widely contrasting views of agreement and 

disagreement, perhaps becomes more focused in the actual task of collective 

bargaining. In the context of governance councils as advisory bodies within 

shared governance structures, The Academic Senate for California Community 

Colleges tended to see such councils as a potential threat to undermine 

academic senates and unions (abstract, p. 1). Furthermore, the danger of 

collective bargaining issues sliding into the agenda o f governance councils was 

expressed:

If academic senates and bargaining agents choose to participate in such 

a [governance] council, several factors should be kept in mind. Academic 

senate members should not be drawn into discussion of bargainable 

issues in an inappropriate forum such as a governance council.

Bargaining agent representatives should not be party to such a council 

usurping the role of the senate in academic and professional matters. 

Discussions of the appropriate roles of the bargaining agent and the 

senate should take place directly between the two organizations, (p. 6) 

This view speaks again to the formation of alliances between employee players 

in the shared governance model and their unions, as has been noted in the 

British Columbia situation and which was examined in this study. Additionally, 

there is difficulty in determining the ideal representation of management on its 

side of the negotiating table. Piland and Butte (1991) found that trustees strongly
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disagreed with the notion that they should be directly involved, presumably 

preferring to leave it to the administration assisted by outside help if required.

The notion of the board “...remaining in the background, limiting its role to major 

decisions, encouragement of the management team, and ratification of the 

contract” (p. 39) was suggested by Seitz (1993). That administrators have been 

given this difficult mantle may tend to explain why Polishook and Naples (1989) 

reported negative administrative views on both shared governance and collective 

bargaining, citing them as “...forums to provide two bites at the same apple” (p.

5). They noted some dismay among university presidents following the arrival of 

faculty unions when it was said “...but they promised that the senates would 

disappear when the union was elected” (p. 6). Administrators would, therefore, 

appear to be suggesting that there is a not so great distinction between collective 

bargaining and shared governance. However, Filan (1992) described the attitude 

toward collective bargaining that participants in a shared governance model 

expressed as a “balancing act”. He contrasted the inclusiveness of shared 

governance, irrespective of constituency, with the exclusiveness, often hostile, of 

collective bargaining (p. 4). Piland, Lovell, and Janes (1981) proposed a team 

management model including faculty and administration that could even include 

divisional chairs, traditionally elected from the faculty, on the management team 

for negotiations with the faculty union. They noted that such representation 

would break down barriers and encourage better understanding o f the issues 

which sometimes get clouded in the heat of the negotiations battle (pp. 17-18).
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However, there remains the huge question as to whether unionized 

participants, in any collaborative model that touches on collective bargaining, 

could ever be truly independent. For, as Wood (1991) found, there is a clear 

expectation on the part o f trade unions, and with it pressure is brought to bear, 

that employee board members will represent the best interests o f the unions in 

board activities and decision-making. This expectation makes it difficult for 

individual employee board members to live up to the ideal of being members-at- 

large with the interests o f the whole college, the common good, as their goal (p. 

267). Consequently, boards, when dealing with sensitive labour issues, have 

tended to move much o f the business to in-camera meetings with the express 

intention of excluding internal board members, or at least compelling them to 

observe oaths of confidentiality (p. 268).

It would appear that the last twenty-five years has not really provided any 

clear indication of whether labour relations and shared governance can 

peacefully coexist. In terms of forging a relationship between two apparently 

disparate cultures, it may be that a longer period o f time is required.

The Advantages and Disadvantages of Shared Governance

It was stated that shared governance is not a precise science, and that 

has been demonstrated in the many differing observations noted. It can differ 

from institution to institution and can mean different things to the participants

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



118

depending upon their background and values. It is hardly surprising, then, that

there is a fairly even split between advantages and disadvantages of shared

governance according to the literature.

Advantages of Shared Governance

• Fosters greater understanding and acceptance of decisions by the entire 

institutional community (Draper and Van Groningen, 1990);

• Encourages long term planning in preference to quick, short term decision­

making (Lovas, 1994);

• Leads to institutions which are better equipped to pursue the common good, 

both for themselves and for society in general (Carver, 1997);

• Empowers the participants and, by extension, those from whom they are 

drawn (Wirth, 1991);

• Focuses on utilizing the expertise of professionals within an institution, 

reflecting the norms and values of an academic community, modeling 

democratic thought and increasing job satisfaction and commitment (Wood, 

1995);

• Leads to more intense commitment on the part of stakeholders to implement 

the decisions (Draper and Van Groningen);

• Facilitates the development of collegial relationships and an improved 

environment within the institution (Wirth);
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• Can lead to productivity from faculty and staff as they have ownership in the 

operation and can lead, consequently, to student success (Gulassa, 1989);

• Provides an avenue for the constituents to develop a greater breadth of 

understanding of the issues faced by education in general and their institution 

in particular (Wirth);

• Facilitates increased meeting of employee needs for self-identity, autonomy, 

achievement, and psychological growth (Draper and Van Groningen);

• Reduces the influence and bias of the president and senior administrators on 

boards on account of the presence of internal constituency members (Wood);

• Provides opportunities for conflict resolution even in cases of divergent 

objectives, through consultation and joint decision-making (Draper and Van 

Groningen);

• May lead to improved communications across campus (Wirth); and

• May lead to leadership training and other professional development for 

faculty, staff, and students (Draper and Van Groningen).

Disadvantages of Shared Governance

• Has a time-consuming reputation, for the decision-making process itself as 

well as for the various groups involved, with a likely significant impact on 

administrators (Draper and Van Groningen, 1990);
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• Can lead to the ‘balkanization’ of the decision-making process whereby 

shared governance slows down and fails to meet the immediate need of a 

rapidly changing environment (Flanigan, 1994);

• Discriminates between board members because institutions do not provide 

adequate levels of training for internal members (Filan, 1992);

• Requires recognition of the appropriate role o f administrators, faculty, staff, 

students, and trustees (Wirth, 1991);

• Suffers because it is perceived as costly in terms of time and money 

(Gulassa, 1989);

• Slows the college response to societal change and community demands, 

thereby striking at the very purposes of such institutions (Nussbaum, 1995; 

Baliles, 1996);

• Results in greater difficulty for administrators in implementing new programs 

and otherwise meeting their responsibilities because they have to spend 

more time implementing the shared governance process (Lovas, 1994);

• Effectiveness is hampered by the making of decisions by individuals with 

limited expertise (Draper and Van Groningen);

• Viewed by outsiders as self-serving because special interest groups have a 

tendency to focus more on their needs than on the global needs of the 

institution (Flanigan);
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• Systematically undermines and weakens the office of the president through 

the actions o f the other participants in the shared decision-making process 

(Baliles);

•  Runs the risk that teaching and learning may become secondary priorities as 

representatives spend time away from work and the classroom (Wirth);

• Results in middle managers who are uninformed about matters they will be 

called upon to implement on account of their potential exclusion from 

decisions made through shared governance committees (Draper and Van 

Groningen);

• Tends, itself, to be bureaucratic in nature while shared governance is often 

cited as the alternative to bureaucracy (Lovas); and

• Identifying responsibility, authority, and accountability is not always clearly 

managed among the range of participants and participant groups (Wirth).

Summary

The passage of time since shared governance became topical in the 

community college context has made interesting reading in the considerable 

amount of literature available on the subject. It seems that the tentativeness and 

philosophical diversity of the 70’s was replaced by a dogged determination to 

make shared governance work in the 80’s and that, in turn, has been replaced 

by a period of reflection and, not a little, doubt in the 90’s. Throughout the three
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decades, authors have divided into proponents, standing on the side of 

inclusiveness and even moral justification, and detractors, citing the very real 

issue of self-interest on the part of board members who coincidentally are 

members of the faculty, support staff, and student constituencies. In some ways 

the issues of those early days are still with us today and seem no nearer to any 

satisfactory resolution.

In the midst of the confusion, however, there are several strong themes 

that emerge from the writings on shared governance which served as the basis 

for this particular study. One of the most basic issues is the actual role of the 

board itself. Given that colleges are democratic organizations in which a good 

many of the stakeholders have the ability to control their own affairs, it might 

seem that boards are an unnecessary layer of officialdom. However, there is 

strong indication that the boards play an important role in providing the high 

level, long term vision that colleges need but are not particularly inclined to 

explore. Two further points arise from this designated purpose for boards—1) 

some body has to take the long term view because no one else will, not even the 

presidents whose tenure is far too insecure to allow anything other than a short 

term perspective, and 2) it seems entirely appropriate that all the stakeholders 

have a say in the long term future of institutions, hence the inclusion of internal 

members on boards. Shared decision-making is seen as being more ethical than 

any hierarchical form of governance and it is, at the same time, both reflective of 

and a major contributory to the climate of an institution.
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There are doubts about the ability of boards. Some express concerns 

about the commitment and knowledge of the external members but acknowledge 

their independence and connection to the general community. While others 

acknowledge the commitment and knowledge of the internal members but 

express concerns about their real or perceived conflict of interest. The two 

groups, internal and external, certainly seem to exist as separate entities in 

virtually all the literature. Their differences form the basis of most of the 

scholarship. Perhaps the reason for the emphasis on differences is the fact 

colleges are not by nature collegial organizations; and there is a long history of 

confrontation between boards and administrations on one side and faculty, staff, 

and students on the other. Consequently, bringing the combatants together in 

the shared governance model does not necessarily make for a marriage made in 

heaven. There is much said of the need for trust in the relationships that form the 

structure of shared governance, but little evidence that the trust is generally 

there.

Both the USA and Canada have witnessed, along with the growth in 

shared decision-making, a tendency toward centralization of decision-making at 

the state or provincial level. Of course, the latter serves to diminish the impact of 

the former. However, it has also been recorded extensively that participative 

decision-making tends to undermine the status of presidents who no longer have 

virtual absolute authority. Conversely, presidents are now viewed as having a 

more prominent role in dealing with external agencies, and so it is clear that they
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have been at the forefront of change during this period under review. As a result, 

presidents have had to acquire new sets of leadership skills in order to fulfill the 

expectations of their office.

One of the most forceful themes to emerge from the literature was the 

necessity for clear procedures to make shared decision-making work. However, 

opinions were split on whether such procedures should be developed internally, 

to reflect the local culture, or externally, to avoid self-interest. There was virtual 

unanimity that shared decision-making is a tedious, time-consuming process. 

Willingness to endure such hardships clearly varies according to the degree of 

philosophical value that the constituents placed on shared decision-making. 

Again, however, most writers could agree on the need for the decision-making 

process to be open to scrutiny through extensive communication with all the 

stakeholders.

The inclusion of internal constituents—faculty, staff, and students—on 

boards of governance was bound to have an impact on those people. However, 

the results were surprising. Students seem to have made little headway as a 

group although test scores would underline the value of a collegial atmosphere 

in which to study. Support staff seem to suffer something of an inferiority 

complex in terms of their relationship with external board members, 

administration and faculty. Staff also appeared to have difficulty sorting out the 

relationship between unions and governance bodies and the overlap o f their 

interests. The pursuit of self-interests rather than the common good was a
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common charge leveled at staff and faculty board members and forms probably 

the greatest general argument against shared governance. It was, of course, one 

of the main themes of this study. Faculty, who were by far the most vociferous 

champions of shared governance, have also tended to make the greatest 

contribution toward it from among the internal constituents. However, it is not 

clear that the advancements over the past twenty-five years have brought any 

greater degree of harmony and trust to college campuses. This may be because 

relatively few faculty actually want to get involved in governance in spite of the 

large-scale interest in the philosophy.

This study of shared decision-making focused on general matters and 

also those connected with financial affairs and labour relations. The research 

questions anticipated that board members would profess problems related to the 

two latter areas. That anticipation was very much underscored by the literature. 

Internal members faced the strongest charge of conflict of interest in matters of 

the budget where they have personal interest and several aspects of labour 

relations, the most notable of which would be contract negotiations. The latter 

also served to illustrate the overt alliances formed between unions and unionized 

members of boards which made authors and external members uneasy. Clearly 

many employees and students have viewed the changes in governance more as 

a shifting of power than a sharing of power. The evolution of shared governance 

remains incomplete and should provide fruitful content for study for some time to 

come.
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CHAPTER III RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter details the research methodology which was applied in the 

study. In a study which is based solely on the views of a population, in this case 

the board members of the colleges and university colleges covered by the 

College and Institute Act o f British Columbia, it is important that the process for 

gathering the views and the instrument to achieve that task are effective, fair, 

totally inclusive, and easily understandable by the participants. Furthermore, the 

techniques used to sort and analyze the data obtained from the participants must 

be statistically sound and accurate. The research methodology in this study 

contains the highest level of integrity that is obtainable and has been applied 

with a similar level of rigour.

The survey questionnaire represents a refinement of the instrument used 

in a similar study carried out by the researcher in early 1996. In addition, the 

questionnaire was reviewed by colleagues in the British Columbia post­

secondary system. Several questions were added, deleted, and modified as a 

result of input from this source as well as from the researcher’s dissertation 

committee. Further, the process of distributing the questionnaires, arranging for 

their collection, and following-up to encourage additional participation was similar

126
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to the approach adopted in the earlier study which had proved successful. As a 

senior administrator in the British Columbia post-secondary education system, 

the researcher is both familiar with the system and the structure of governing 

boards within it. Accordingly, this background facilitated entry to the population 

and execution of the study.

Methodological Overview

The purpose of this study was to examine three aspects of leadership 

through shared governance:

• the sharing of power,

• the effectiveness of the shared decision-making process, and

• how real or perceived conflict of interest on account of the employment 

or student status o f some of the board members has been addressed.

These aspects of leadership were studied in three particular contexts:

• board decision-making in general matters of business,

• board decision-making in financial matters, and

• board decision-making in the field of labour relations.

Therefore, the conceptual framework of the study took the form of a matrix with 

the aspects of leadership interacting with the contexts in which they are placed.
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