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THE EXPRESSED FACULTY PREFERENCE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING RELATED
TO SELECTED MEASURES OF JOB SATISFACTION, PERCEPTIONS OF
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING, AND ATTITUDES TOWARD

UNIONS AND UNION OFFICIALS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

The appearance of faculty unions in higher education in 1963
marked the beginning of a new era in the history of organized labor.
The unionization of college and university faculties is no longer
regarded as a temporary aberration of the traditional governance pro-
cess. Rather, unionization is increasingly viewed by faculty as a
legitimate and rational response to the changing social, economic, and
political forces which have fostered comprehensive structural and
functional changes in institutions of higher education. An analysis of
those forces which have fostered changes led Garbarino and Aussieker to
utilize changes such as growth in size, structure, and function of the
institntion and systems of higher education along with changes in

student and public attitude to analyze the faculty union movement.
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They observed that most of these changes took place during the single
decade of the 1960's, and that by the end of the 1960's, the faculty
union movement was well-established and steadily growing.1

The decade of the 1960's, often referred to as the "golden age"
of higher education, saw the number of institutions of higher education
increase by twenty-five percent, expenditures almost quadruple, stu-
dent enrollment increase by 125 percent, number of faculty double,
and average faculty salaries increase by at least 75 percent.2 However,
as Cheit was to observe, this period of affluence set the stage for the
serious financial problems that were to follow. As institutions grew
in size and upgraded the quality and scope of their academic programs,
most of the space, equipment, and libraries required to support new
programs and new students were either not funded or were financially
dependent upon government and foundation assistance, which were tempo-
rary in nature.

These circumstances, under-capitalization and over-extension,
coupled with a period of escalating inflation, declining enrollments,
cut-backs in government and foundation support, combined to create o
new era which Cheit chose to call a "depression" for higher education.?
While it is not possible to determine exactly when this depression
started, some institutions of higher education were beginning to
experience financial problems as early as 1968. A study conducted by
Cheit in 1970 of 41 institutions of higher education indicated that of
the institutions studied, 27 percent were considered to be in financial
trouble, and 44 percent were headed for financial difficulty.5 Admin-

istrations faced with rising costs and decreased funding were forced to
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act in order to avoid financial disaster. Predictably, the initial
efforts were to cancel future growth plans, cut back on maintenance,
hold down faculty increases, eliminate part-time faculty positions,
and in some instances, cut back or eliminate entirely some programs.
Secondary steps included foregoing filling new vacancies or hiring
part-time or non~-tenture track personnel. During this period the ten-
ure system came under increasing attack by administrators, governing
agencies and state legislatures, creating a threat to faculty job
security.

Perhaps the most significant structural change with respect to
higher education during this period was the rise of the multi-campus
system. By 1971, more than one out of every five institutions of
higher education was a part of a larger administrative structure.®
While only approximately 20 percent of the institutions of higher
education were part of multi-campus systems in 1971, they employed more
than 50 percent of all full-time faculty. In the public sector these
multi-campus systems employed at least 70 percent of the faculty. The
administration and coordination of the multi-campus system was the
subject of study by Berdahl.7

By the end of 1969, all but six states had a state agency per-
forming a coordinating function for higher education. With the decrease
in local campus autonomy came the need for new forms of institution
governance. It is within multi-campus systems where faculty collective
bargaining has grown most :c'apidly.8

Faculty collective bargaining first appeared on the campus in

the mid-1960's prior to the end of the "golden age" and before the start
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of the "depression." There has probably been no other union movement
in the history of labor chronicled more than the introduction and growth
of collective bargaining in the governance process of institutions of
higher education. Analysis of the early literature on collective bar-
gaining shows that as the faculty collective bargaining movement gained
momentum, the content of these articles progressed from anecdotal dis-
cussions of particular experiences to material based upon research that
was more sophisticated and analytical. Researxrch by Julius led him to
remark:

In the early years the market was flooded with a plethora of

value-laden books, monographs, articles and discussions devoted

to the subject. Underlying assumptions repeatedly implied that

a research culture, the advancement of learning, intellectual

independency, innovative thinking, and delicate institutional

membranes would fail to survive the adversarial relationships

inherent in U.S. style trade unionism.®
As the faculty union movement gained momentum during the early 1970's,
a number of thorough studies were conducted that were addressed to
reasons for particular groups of faculty organizing and the impact of
unionism on academic governance. This research effort was exemplified
by studies conducted by Begin, Settle and Alexander,10 Kenner and
Baldridge,ll Garbarino and Aussieker,l2 and Mortimer and Richardson.l3

As a result of these early studies, there emerged somewhat of

a consensus as to the significant predictors for faculty unionism. The
predictors identified were institutional transition and growth, size,
the relationship between faculty and administration, type of university
(public or private), and the presence of enabling legislation.

The results of these research efforts appeared to focus on

issues related to faculty governance and led many to believe that it was
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faculties' preoccupation with governance issues which led them to
embrace collective bargaining and disregard the traditional systems of
academic governance. While faculty concern over issues of governance
may have been the major reason for faculties turning to collective bar-
gaining in the early years, the preponderance of subsequent research
conducted at individual institutions and the analysis of contracts
negotiated between faculties and institutions demonstrate clearly that
the real issues were those of salaries, fringe benefits, security, and
faculty participation in the administrative process.l4

In the early years of faculty collective bargaining, the lack of
enabling legislation represented a definite barrier. 1In 1959 there was
only one state with legislation which extended the right of collective
bargaining to state employees. By 1970 there were 22 states that had
some form of legislation which accorded the faculty of state public
institutions of higher education the right to organize and bargain col-
lectively. Eight of these states had comprehensive bargaining laws, and
the unionized institutions in those states accounted for almost two-thirds
of all organized public institutions.l5 Except for California, no state
has passed a law covering faculty at four-year institutions since 1975.16

The significance of permissive legislation is further emphasized
by Garbarino}” in his analysis of the union movement up to 1979. In those
states with permissive legislation, 85 percent of all public institutions
were organized. Perhaps even more significant, excluding California whose
bargaining law became effective in 1973, there were only 27 public institu-
tions subject to enabling legislation that were not organized.18 In

contrast, in those states without enabling legislation only three of the
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states have public institutions which have organized, and only nine of
the 25 public institutions in those states have unionized, 19

While the majority of private institutions of higher education have
been subject to coverage by the National Labor Relations Act since 1970,
only slightly less than five percent have moved to formal collective
bargaining.20 Unfortunately, very licile research has been directed at
this segment of higher education, although private institutions outnumber
public institutions by three to one.2l

As the faculty union movement matured, three national organiza-
tions emerged to assume leadership roles. The three organizations include
the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT), and the National Education Association (NEA).
It is noteworthy that two of these organizations, NEA and AAUP, were pro-
fessional associations that gradually transformed their official stance
to embrace and sanction the use of collective bargaining to further advance
the goals and objectives of their membership. The AFT, on the other hand,
was an affiliate of the AFL-CIO and made clear that it was a union of
professionals dedicated to the traditional goals of unionism found in
the industrial sector.

One could easily conclude that faculty would overwhelmingly prefer
either one of the professional associations to affiliate with for the
purpose of collective bargaining rather than AFT. However, this clearly
has not been the case.?2 While each of the three national organizations
has adopted policy statements which vary in degree of specificity, analysis
of contracts negotiated by AFT, NEA and AAUP revealed not only a general

lack of correspondence between the national and local positions but



7
substantial variation between various chapter contracts as well,23
However, even though actual contracts may not differ significantly
regardless of the affiliation, an analysis of the research conducted by

Siedman, Kelley and Edge24

relative to the University of Hawaii demon-
strates the impact that intense competition between organizations seek-
ing representational rights can have on faculty opinions,

After observing that private institutions were showing little
interest in collective bargaining, Schramm2> formulated and advanced five
reasons to explain why private institutions had not turned to collective
bargaining. Unfortunately the stated reasons were global and laden with
intuition and judgment with no factual data to support his position.
Therefore, little is known about these institutions and why the union
movement has failed to penetrate this sector of higher education. How-
ever, generally they are much smaller in size, are more likely to have a
- good faculty-administration relationship, and are single campus institu-
tions. This may, to a large degree, explain why the private universities
have been more reluctant to turn to collective bargaining.

Over the years, there have been numerous large-scale surveys con-
ducted in the institutions of higher education which have given ample
evidence that faculty acceptance of collective bargaining was not only
substantial but was growing. The first study to call attention to
faculty acceptance of collective bargaining was a study conducted by the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education in 1969, While the purpose of
this study was not specifically to determine faculty attitudes toward
collective bargaining in colleges and universities, it did include the

follcwing statement: Collective bargaining by faculty members has no
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place in a college or wniversity. Of the €0,028 academic respondents
to thisg survey, 59 percent gave a general endorsement to the principle
of collective bargaining by rejecting the proposition.

Three years later, another faculty survey was conducted by
telephone that included 471 respondents. In response to the proposition
that, "The recent growth of unionization of college and university faculty
is beneficial and should be extended," 44 percent of the respondents dis-
agreed, 13 percent were uncertain, and 43 percent agreed.27

The 1975 Ladd-Lipset survey found that 69 percent of the faculty
members rejected the proposition that, "Collective bargaining by faculty
members have no place in a college or university."28 The 1977 Ladd-
Lipset study revealed that 65 percent of the faculty members surveyed
rejected the same proposition.29

In addition to surveying faculty with respect to support for
collective bargaining, Ladd and Lipset also surveyed faculty support for
unionization by asking respondents to respond to the proposition, "If an
election for a collective bargaining agent were to be held now at your
institution, how would you vote?" In response to this question, 72
percent of the respondents of the 1975 survey indicated they would vote
pro-union. In the 1977 survey, 73 percent of the respondents indicated a
pro-union preference. This led the authors to postulate, "Collective
bargaining has probably reached its 'natural limits' in general support
among American academics."30

While faculty acceptance of the legitimacy of collective bargain-
ing in institutions of higher education may have reached its "natural"

limits, in the opinion of Kelley and Rodriquez,3l the actual growth of
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faculty unionism had yet to reach its full potential. They venture the
prediction that within the next decade 85 to 90 percent of the private
institutions will have faculty organized for the purpose of collective

bargaining.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is analytically to assess factors
influencing faculties' expressed preference for collective bargaining
within selected four-year public institutions of higher education in
the state of Tennessee. A secondary purpose of the study is to study a
single university longitudinally to assess any apparent change in faculty
preference for collective bargaining.

The study should provide insights into faculty preferences for
collective bargaining; reveal their perceptions of collective bargaining;
identify possible sources of dissatisfaction which might inhibit effec-
tive working relationships between faculty and administrators; identify
issues deemed appropriate for collective Largaining; indicate faculty
rerceptions regarding union and union officials; and provide a basis for
comparison with other research results. Additionally, comments made by
the respondents may identify issues of particular concern to them within

the context of this study.

Need for the Study

Faculty acceptance of collective bargaining as evidenced by sur-
vey results does not correspond to reported unionization activity. Part
of this observed discrepancy may be explained by the fact that much of the

research has been related to responses to a single question posed in a
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global context rather than a situation specific context or to attitudes
toward collective bargaining. Therefore, determining faculty preference
for collective bargaining at their own institution appeared necessary in
order to establish a base of information. Further, there are organiza-
tional and personal variables which may be related to faculty
preferences.

There is a noticeable lack of research to indicate how faculty
members view unions and union officials and what relationships, if any,
these views might contribute to their stated preference for collective
bargaining. While there is information available as to how faculty have
voted in a representation election, the information is of little value
since voting is by secret ballot and only the final result of the election
is announced. While there have been several surveys reporting behavioral
intention with respect to voting in a representation election, research
concerning faculty intention as to whether they would join or support an
organization which secured bargaining rights is virtually nonexistent.

The majority of previous research efforts have been conducted in
a conceptual framework recognizing only two groups--those who are for
or those who are against collective bargaining in the institutions of
higher education. However, some research clearly indicates that this may
be a false dichotomy. There appears to be a substantial number of faculty
who, for various reasons, have not fully decided if they are in favor of
or against collective bargaining. Therefore, the conceptual framework
of this study provided for identification of three groups: those who
favor collective bargaining, those who oppose collective bargaining, and

those who are undecided.

)
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Definition of Terms

Terms that have a special meaning for understanding of this study
are: .
Attitudes - a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently
favorable or unfavorable manner with respect to a given object.

Bargaining unit - a particular group of employees which has been
recognized by the employer as an appropriate group to be represented by
a single employee organization for the purpose of collective bargaining.

Binding arbitration -~ a process whereby any issues which cannot
be voluntarily resolved by employer and employee representatives are
referred to a neutral third party (the arbitrator) for final and binding
determination. This process may be used to resolve negotiating
impasses over contract terms or to resolve individual griewvances
alleging violation of contract.

Collective bargaining - a process in which the representatives
of the employer and faculty negotiate in good faith to determine, to
their mutual agreement, many of the terms and conditions of faculty
employment. The mutually agreed-upon terms are usually incorporated into
a written contract.

Grievance - complaint alleging violation of contract.

Impasse - an impasse is said to have occurred when the employer
and employee organization have failed to reach a mutually satisfactory
agreement and yet neither is willing to make further concessions.

Enabling legislation ~ national legislation, executive order, or
state statute providing a framework for the orderly conduct of the
collective bargaining process and defining the rights and responsibilities

of the parties represented in the collective bargaining process.
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Intended behavior - indication by respondent as to how he or she
would respond in a given set of circumstances to an object or person.

Likert-type attitude scale - an attitude scale in which the re-
spondents indicate their reaction to individual items by means of a
five~category rating system: strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree,
and strongly disagree. The categories are arbitrarily scored by assign-
ing the numerical values of 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively for the
positively skewed items and 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 respectively for the
negatively skewed items.

Union - a combination of non-supervisory, rank-and-file
employees for the joint and mutual protection of their common interest
in an employment setting.

Union officers - persons, either elected or appointed, who occupy

leadership positions in their respective labor unions.

Research Questions

The specific questions this study seeks to answer are the
following:

1. 1Is there a significant difference between respondents' pre-
ference for collective bargaining and the quality of institution where
they are employed?

2. Do any of the socio-economic variables statistically distin-
guish between groups with respect to their preference for collective ’
bargaining?

3. Do any of the selected measures of job satisfaction statis-
tically distinguish between groups with respect to their preference for

collective bargaining? ,
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4. Do respondents' perceptions of collective bargaining statis-
tically distinguish between groups relative to preference for collective
bargaining?

5. What issues are considered by respondents as appropriate
for collective bargaining?

6. What are faculty views regarding strikes and the use of
arbitration and strikes as methods of dispute settlement?

7. What do the respondents view as the appropriate bargaining
unit for the purpose of collective bargaining?

8. Do respondents' attitudes toward unions statistically dis-
tinguish between groups relative to their preference for collective
bargaining?

9. Do respondents' attitudes toward union officials statis-~
tically distinguish between groups relative to their preference for
collective bargaining?

10. What are the respondents' behavioral intentions with
respect to voting in a representation election?

11l. What are the respondents' behavioral intentions with
respect to membership and economic support of an organization should it
be successful in winning faculty representation rights?

12. Do respondents' comments reveal additional information
relevant to this study?

13. wWith respect to the longitudinal study, does there appear to
be a significant change over time in faculties' stated preference for

collective bargaining?
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Hypotheses

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study and to determine
answers to the above research questions, the following hypotheses were
constructed and are stated in the Null Form.

Hypothesis I. There is no significant relationship between
respondents' stated preference for collective bargaining and the quality
of institution where they are employed.

Hypothesis II. There are no socio-economic variables that are
statistically significant for distinguishing between groups with
respect to respondents' stated preference for collective bargaining.

Hypothesis III. There are no job satisfaction variables that
are statistically significant for distinéuishing between groups with
respect to respondents’ stated preference for collective bargaining.

Hypothesis IV. There are no collective bargaining perceptual
variables which are statistically significant for distinguishing between'
groups with respect to stated preference :for collective bargaining.

Hypothesis V. There are no union attitude variables which are
statistically significant for distinguishing between groups relative to
their stated preference for collective bargaining.

Hypothesis VI. There are no union official attitude variables
vhich are statistically significant for distinguishing between groups

relative to their stated preference for collective bargaining.

Scope and Limitations

This study was limited to a survey of full-time employees of the
state-supported, four-year institutions of higher education in the sgtate

of Tennessee who posses§ed academic rank. No attempt was made to survey
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the state-supported two-year institutions of higher education or the
private sector institutions of higher education in the gtate of
Tennessee. Analysis was restricted to the data obtained from survey
respondents with no attempt to project the findings beyond the population
from which the sample was drawn. The study was not intended to deter-
mine faculty attitudes, job satisfaction, or perceptions per se but
rather to determine which, if any, variables relating to attitudes, job
satisfaction, or perception might be useful in predicting faculty pre-
ference for collective bargaining.

Furxther, not all of the research questions are related to a
research hypothesis and therefore are treated as research questions

only.

Organization of Study

Chapter I, Introduction, contains the background of the problem,
the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the need for the
study, definition of terms used in the study, statement of the research
questions, statement of the hypotheses, a discussion of the population
and survey respondents, and a statement of the scope and limitation of
the study.

Chapter II provides a review of the literature and research
related to the study.

Chapter III is a report of the research methods and procedures
that were used in obtaining and analyzing the data utilized in the study.

Chapter IV reports and analyzes the findings of the study.

Chapter V includes the summary, conclusions, and recommendations

based on the findings presented in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER II

THE GROWTH OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN

INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Faculty collective bargaining appears to have made its initial
appearance in 1963. BAlthough there is some uncertainty as to the pre-
cise origin of faculty collective bargaining, it is generally accepted
that the Milwaukee Technical Institute, which was organized in 1963,
marked the beginning of the modern union movement in institutions of
higher education.l

During the summer of 1967, an agreement was signed at Bryant
College of Business Administration, a private institution in Rhode
Island.2 Then in February of 1968 the United States Merchant Marine
Academy faculty successfully negotiated a contract.3 However, it was
not until the faculty of the City University of New York (CUNY) secured
bargaining rights and successfully negotiated a contract that faculty
unionization attracted national attention.4 The CUNY electionvproduced a
single bargaining unit that consisted of over 15,000 faculty and staff.
Perhaps the most significant result of the negotiation process was the

signing of a contract that established a maximum salary of $31,275.5
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While the extent to which this lofty salary structure influenced faculty
at other institutions with respect to collective bargaining has been the
subject of much conjecture, it did unquestionably attract considerable
attention.®

While the faculty union movement could be characterized as vir-
tually nonexistent prior to the CUNY experience, its growth since has
been steady although levels of activity have varied somewhat substantially
from year to year. 1In analyzing the faculty union movement from 1966
through 1979, Garbarino observed that of the approximately 227 institu-
tions organized, about one~-third were organized during the years
1969-71. Of the approximately 86,000 faculty and staff represented by
organizations which had secured exclusive representation rights, about
one-half were organized during this same three-year period.7 However,
if the extent of organizational activity is viewed in terﬁs of number of
elections held, then a somewhat different pattern emerges. It was not
until 1975 that organizational elections reached a peak of 36 elections
being held with 23 of them resulting in an organization securing exclu-
sive representation r_ights.8 The following table (Table 1), drawn from
Garbarino's study, illustrates quite vividly the results of faculty
organization activity through 1979.°

At first glance the extent of faculty organizing activity does not
look too impressive. However, one must understand that many of the
organized institutions are multi-campus institutions. Also, these figures
include only those institutions of higher education where faculty organi-
zational attempts have resulted in representational elections being

conducted. Another dimension to the extent of organizing activity comes
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TABLE I

FACULTY ORGANIZATION ELECTIONS, 1966-1979

Number of Number of Percent of
Yeaxr Elections Elections Won Elections Lost  Elections Lost
1966 1 1 0 0
1967 1 1 o] o]
1968 0 0 0 0
1969 6 6 o] (o]
1970 10 10 o] o]
1971 14 9 5 36
1972 23 15 8 35
1973 29 18 11 38
1974 19 11 8 ' 42
1975 36 23 13 36
1976 26 13 13 50
1977 15 8 7 a7
1978 15 10 5 33
1979 10 _8 _2 _20
TOTALS 205 133 72 35

from the survey conducted by the Bureau of National Affairs' survey of
institutions of higher education. Of the 453 institutions who

responded, 96 indicated there had been some formal faculty organizing

. activity on their campuses by a laboxr organization.lo It seems plausible

to assume that there may have been a fairly sizable amount of organizing
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activity that for some reason or other was not sufficient to attract
the attention of the administration. It is somewhat noteworthy that an
estimated 20 elections were held before a rejection occurred.11
However, for the total period covered, about one-third of the elections
have resulted in no organization securing representation rights for the
purpose of collective bargaining. The extent of faculty unionization,
when measured in terms of the number of faculty covered by collective
bargaining versus total faculty in all institutions of higher education,
is virtually impossible to ascertain with precision. Bargaining units
characteristically include not only faculty but also various non-
teaching professionals. Faculty of the professional schools, medicine
and law, may or may not be included in the bargaining unit at an
institution, or in some instances, may have a separate bargaining unit
altogether. Further complicating the issue is the question concerning
part-time faculty, teaching assistants, and research associates. Any one
or all of these groups may be included or excluded from the bargaining
unit for any one institution. For these reasons, what emerges are esti-
mates of faculty presently covered by collective bargaining. These
range from the estimate by Garbarinol? of about one-fourth of all faculty
in the four-year institutions of higher education and about 30 percent of
all faculty in two-year institutions. Miner,13 on the other hand, esti-
mates that about one~third of the faculty in all institutions of higher
education are covered by collective bargaining.

One other fact that is significant for this analysis is that to
date there have been only three decertification elections held by faculty

at institutions where collective bargaining rights had been gained. Two
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of the decertification elections were at small private institutions
and both resulted in the faculty rejection of collective bargaining. In
the other case, the faculty voted to reject collective bargaining but
subsequently selected a new bargaining agent to represer.t them.

What emerges from this analysis is that faculty unionism appears
to be firmly entrenched in higher education. Collective bargaining, for
better or for worse, has been integrated into the governance process of
a substantial number of institutions and the faculty of those institu-
tions appear to be satisfied with the arrangement although not neces-
sarily the results achieved.

An extensive review of the literature has identified a large vol-~
ume of publications dealing with various aspects of collective bargain-
ing in higher education. Much of the literature, while informative, is
not the result of research efforts. Other publications contain the
results which appear significant but are lacking in rigorous statistical
analysis. There is a substantially smaller body of the literature which
is research based, and contains conclusions based upon results of
statistical analysis.

The research results reported, for the purpose of this study, are
not all inclusive but rather have been selected based upon their
relevance to this study. It is difficult, if not impossible, to establish
a classification system for research reported that would be acceptable
to everyone, but for the purpose of this study, two broad categories are
proposed. These categories are environmental factors and attitudes
toward collective bargaining. Environmental factors include those general

environmental conditions which are recognized as being significantly
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related to the faculty collective barguining movement. Also included
in this group are the results of analysis conducted specifically for
this research effort. While the environmental factors can explain to
some degree why faculty turn to collective bargaining and eschew the
more traditional forms of academic governance, the decision to organize
is ultimately an individual one made in the context of the environment
of their own institutions. Therefore, the second category deals with
research directed toward identifying attitudinal variables relative to
collective bargaining for institutions of higher education.

It can be argued, perhaps with some validity, that faculty are
generally unconcerned with both the external environment and the
internal environment until such time as environmental changes affect
them directly or indirectly in a manner that is perceived to be undesir-
able. What is important then, is not what environmental conditions
actually are, but what the faculty member perceives them to be. If the
environment is perceived to be hostile or threatening, then the stage
is set for either individual action or collective action. If collective
action is perceived to be the only way or the most effective way of
dealing with the environment, then collective bargaining may be the form
of collective action chosen. Thus, the second category of research
reported is that of faculty attitudes and perceptions regarding their

work environment and collective bargaining.

The Environment

The late 1950's and most of the 1960's were years of unprecedented
growth in higher education. The number of institutions of higher educa-

tion increased by 25 percent, their expenditures guadrupled, student
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enrollments almost doubled and the number of faculty more than doubled.
‘The Council for Financial Aid to Education estimated that foundation sup-
port for higher education increased at an annual rate of $70 million to
.a peak of $350 million and that support from alumni, business, and other
groups doubled.14 Economic conditions in general, spurred by inter-
national competition in science and technology caused by the "space
race," gave rise to an increased demand for highly trained manpower of
which the institutions of higher education were the prime source. This
led to massive increases in financial aid by the federal government to
support higher education and their programs for research and develop-
ment. All segments of society turned to the institutions of higher
education to provide leadership, guidance and means by which to deal
with problems that plagued society. The institutions of higher educa-
tion thus became central to the "war on poverty," the civil rights
movement, and "The Great Society." 1In the opinion of Barbarino,
"Overall the prestige of university faculty and of university education
had never been higher."15

The "golden age" of higher education depicted by rapid growth
and affluence ended by the turn of the decade. Student activism that had
emerged altered drastically the attitudes of the public, legislative
bodies, foundations, and the business community toward institutions of
higher education. The image was tarnished. The period of general
economic growth and prosperity that characterized these years began to
deteriorate. Student enrollments reached their peak and began to decline,
the massive federal expenditures for defense and research decreased, and

the period of austerity began. Institutions of higher education,
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collectively and individually, began to feel the impact of these
circumstances almost immediately. The statement by Baldridge et al,
perhaps sums up this analysis best. “The backlash against student
revolts of the 1960's, tﬁe disbelief in the ideology that education
could solve most social problems, the rising skepticism about education's
contribution to occupational success, and the strident attacks on facul~-
ties by politicians have produced a crisis of confidence. The impact
of these factors is now commonly recognized: lower financial support,
more state control of educational policy, and less research money."16

The financial structure for public institutions of higher
education was characterized by the Carnegie Commission in terms of the
percentage of total resources from the various sources as follows:
states, 52 percent; federal government, 22 percent; tuition, 9 percent;
localities, 7 percent; and other sources including gifts, 10 percent.17
With the end of economic prosperity came the inevitable economic crunch.
State legislatures were increasingly hesitant to fully fund the needs
of institutions of higher education, federal spending declined, student
enrollments declined, and community support decreased. If only one of
the sources of institutional resources had decreased, perhaps conditions
might not have deteriorated so rapidly. However, with substantial
decreases in all areas of funding, the results wexe in some instances
catastrophic. It was a time of retrenchment.

During the "golden era" characterized by rapid growth in student
bodies, proliferation of academic programs, the large increase in faculty
and staff created a stress on traditional academic governance structures.

The administrative structures did not grow nearly so rapidly, and as a
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result faculties in general enjoyed a high degree of autonomy and
influence with existing governance structures. However, with the coming
of the period of austerity came the need for stronger control and admin-
istration. In the face of financial exigency institution goals and
priorities had to be re-evaluated and substantial changes made. Increas-
ingly in the public sector, the institutions of higher education were
brought under control of system governance structures. Many decisions
that impacted the institutions and their faculty were now being made by
governmental agencies that in most instances were far removed from the
local campus. Serious challenges were mounted to traditional systems
of academic governance and faculty tenure by legislative bodies, newly
created state governing bodies, and boards of trustees. Increasingly as
the traditional governance processes were transformed, faculties became
increasingly aware of their decreasing influence in the decision-making
process. Thus, Kemerer and Baldridge concluded as a result of their
study that, "The drive to form unions seems to be a protective reaction
against external economic and social pressures, as well as a reflection
of deep and genuine concern over internal issues of governance, tenure,

and grievance procedures.“18

Participation in Academic Governance
Perhaps the legitimacy of faculties' concern with their role in
governance is best depicted by a comprehensive study conducted by AAUP
during the 1969-70 academic year.19 This study followed an earlier study
conducted by the American Association of Higher Education which con-
cluded "the main sources of faculty discontent are the faculty's desire

to participate in the policies that affect its professional status and
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performance and in the establishment of complex, statewide systems of
higher education that have decreased local control over important campus
issues."20 The AAUP survey was conducted at gll institutions where
there was an active AAUP chapter. Questionnaries were sent to the top
administrative official at each institution and the AAUP chapter
president who were encouraged to prepare a joint reply.

The questionnaire contained a list of 31 decision types which
respondents were asked to characterize how decisions were made at their
institutions by classifying them as faculty-determined, joint action
between faculty and administration, consultation (a formal procedure for
recommendations), discussion (informal expression of opinion) or forﬁal
opinions from administration-selected committees, and none (no faculty
participation). Perhaps the most enlightening analysis of the data
gathered in this study was conducted by Garbarino. For analysis pur-
poses, the 31 decisions were grouped into three broad categories of
decision types. The categories were personnel matters, academic matters,
and administrative matters.

The result of this analysis has several implications for the
faculty unionization movement. First, faculty determination was low on
all of the issues with the exception of academic evaluation of students.
Second, average faculty participation did not reach the level of
"joint action" on any of the other items. Third, and perhaps most
significant, of the items that fall into the personnel matter category,
an unexpectedly large number fell into the "discussion" or "none"
participation categories.21 The authors of the AAUP study constructed a

single index number for each institution and reported that the median
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level was somewhat below the "consultation” level. While the patterns
of response indicated a substantial difference between institutions,
the results indicate that overall faculty participation in the
academic governance process was low and that this participation in
"personnel matters" was particularly low. It would appear then, that
faculty concern over participation in the academic governance process
as an explanation of the acceptance of collective bargaining during the

early 1970's was valid.

Faculty Economic Environment

Institutions of higher education are affected by the general
economic environment as well as the attitude of the diverse groups
that provide the financial resources necessary to sustain them. Not only
does a decrease in the general level of economic activity translate into
declining support for higher education but inflation, particularly in
the area of energy costs, represents an even greater economic threat
to the faculty. The American Association of University Professors,
through its annual faculty salary survey, has tracked the economic status
of the profession for years. The following table (Table 2.1) depicts
quite vividly what has happened to economic welfare of the faculty in
the institutions of higher education.

It is evident that the real income of faculty has continued to
deteriorate since the beginning of the 1970's. The relevance of the
decline in faculty's real income as it relates to collective bargaining
is related to the effectiveness of faculty collective bargaining in pro-
tecting faculty's economic interests. In an attempt to determine if

faculty collective bargaining does in fact influence faculty compensation,



29

TABLE 2.1

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN FACULTY SALARIES AND PURCHASING POWER*

Percent Increase Percent Increase Net Gain

Academic Year In Average Compensation Consumer Price Index (Loss)
1966-67 to 1967-68 6.6 3.6 2.9

1967-68 to 1968-69 6.4 4.9 1.5

1969-70 to 1970-71 5.8 5.8 0

1970-71 to 1971-72 3.6 3.8 (.2)
1971-72 to 1972-73 4.1 4.8 (.7)
1972-73 to 1973-74 5.1 7.5 (2.4)
1973-74 to 1974-75 5.8 11.1 (5.3)
1974-75 to 1975-76 6.0 7.1 (1.1)
1975-76 to 1976-77 4.7 5.8 (1.1)
1976-77 to 1977-78 5.3 6.7 (1.4)
1977-78 to 1978-79 6.0 9.4 (3.4)
1978-79 to 1979-80 7.1 13.3 (6.2)

*Source: AAUP Bulletin

several researchers have conducted studies comparing unionized campuses
with carefully matched non-unionized campuses. The first to employ this
approach was Birnbaum.22 on thevbasis of his research, Birnbaum deter-
mined ". . . increases were greater at collective bargaining institutions
in each of four institutional categories (public universities, public
four-year colleges, public two-year colleges and independent and sectarian
colleges and universities,) although the increases were statistically
significant only in the first two categories.“23

Mortimer and Lozier,24 after an analysis of fourteen bargaining
contracts at four-year schools, concluded that salaries of faculty at most
union schools stayed even with or were slightly ahead of inflation. They
regarded this as a significant gain for collective bargaining, particular-

ly in view of the trend in higher education. Moxgan and Kea:«:ney,z5
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following the Birmnbaum model of matched pairs of unionized and non-
unionized four-year campuses, compared faculty compensation in 1969-70
to 1974-75 compensation levels. They also found that faculties on
unionized campuses had larger monetary gains than faculty at non-unionized

campuses. Leslie and Hu,26

using Birnbaum's matching techniques, extended
the time pericd covered for analysis to include the 1975-76 academic year.
They, too, found that unionized institutions continued to enjoy larger
salaries although the difference had declined somewhat. Brown and
Stone,27 following Birnbaum's model of matched pairs, approached the issue
of change in faculty salaries with a different approach. 1Instead of
direct comparison of change in faculty compensation, an index was com-
puted by comparison of faculty salary at each institution with the
national average. The rates of change between union versus non-union
campuses were then analyzed. Using their approach, they'concluded that
unionism had little if any effect on faculties' salaries.2’ Marshal,28
again following the Birnmbaum model of matched pairs, analyzed data from
the same time frame as the Brown and Stone study. Analysis differed in
that changes for the period were measured by increases in faculties'
salaries and comparison made between unicnized versus non-unionized
faculties. The conclusion reached was that unionization had little, if
any, impact on observed changes in faculty salaries.

It is aéparent that the results of this research are somewhat
inconclusive. It is also apparent that the more recent the data for
analysis, the greater is the tendency of the results to indicate less
of a difference in faculty salaries between union and non-unionized

institutions. Garbarino's observation that collective bargaining is



31
more successful in the initial years of collective bargaining, but in
subsequent years negotiated salary increases tend to decrease.?? This
would tend to indicate that as the bargaining relationship matures,
administrations are becoming more astute. While the issue of the impact
of faculty unionization on salaries is far from conclusive, the research
results do indicate there is a relationship but it may not be statisti-

cally significant in a long-term bargaining relationship.

Legal Environment

The presence of specific legislation extending collective bar-
gaining rights to faculties of institutions of higher education does
not cause collective bargaining to occur per se. Such legislation is
permissive in nature in that it establishes the rights of faculty to
organize, identifies obligations of the parties with respect to negotia-
tions, and establishes administrative procedures for conducting elec-
tions and certification of bargaining agents. Thus in the presence of
enabling legislation there is no mandate for faculty to engage in col-
lective bargaining, but it does extend the right for faculty to do so
if they so choose. The absence of permissive or enabling legislation,
however, does present a definite barrier for faculties who wish to enter
into a collective bargaining relationship with their administrations.
Without approprigte legislation, there is no obligation for administra-
tions to accord recognition rights or to engage in collective bargaining.

The National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) enacted in 1935, is the
enabling legislation that covers private sector collective bargaining.
The NLRA expressly exempted federal, state and local governments from

coverage thus excluding all public-supported institutions of higher
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education from coverage. The administration of the NLRA is vested in
the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), a quasi-judicial agency
created by the NLRA, which has the authority to make, amend, and
rescind the rules and regulations necessary to carry out the provisions
of the act. The NLRB in 1970, acting upon a petition by Cornell and
Syracuse Universities, reversed its prior position and extended coverage
of the act to private non-profit institutions of higher education with

30 Thus, approxi-

gross annual operating levels of $1 million or more.
mately 85 percent of the private sector institutions are covered by
the NLRA. The collective bargaining activity in private institutions

of higher education, conducted under the coverage of the NLRA, is sum-

marized in Table 2.2

TABLE 2.2

SUMMARY OF FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ACTIVITY IN
PRIVATE SECTOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

(U.S. AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA THRU 1980)*

Number of Number of Percent of Percent of Total

Type of Number of Elections Elections Elections Institutions With
Institution Institutions Held Won Won Collective Bargain.
4-year 1,391 129 83 64.3 5.97
2-year 269 11 4 36.4 : 1.49
TOTALS 1,660 140 87 62.1% 5.24%

*Sources: Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service and the
National Center for Education Statistics

Even though the majority of the private institutions of higher

education are covered by the NLRA, relatively few of the private institutions
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of higher education have turned to collective bargaining. On the other
hand, faculty at private four-year institutions have rejected collective
bargaining in 46 of the 129 representation elections held and private
two-year institutions have rejected collective bargaining in seven of

eleven elections.31

It is apparent, given the relatively large size of
the private sector of higher education, that faculty collective ‘bargaining
activity has been relatively light. This seems to indicate that, for
the private sector of higher education, the presence of enabling legis-
lation has not generated a mass movement toward acceptance of collective
bargaining. Enabling legislation, if present, for faculty in public
state institutions of higher education arises from legislative activity
at the state level. Since faculty at state public institutions are ex-
cluded from coverage by the NLRA, only the presence of a state statute
affords them legal protection and places upon the administration the
obligation to recognize and bargain with a duly elected bargaining agent.
The absence of enabling legislation does not necessarily mean that collec-
tive bargaining cannot take place. If faculty organize and administra-
tion voluntarily recognizes them, unless the state consitution or a state
statute prohibits such recognition, collective bargaining can transpire.
There are presently 24 states, plus Montgomery County in
Maryland and the District of Columbia that have legislation covering
faculty collective bargaining. The following table (2.3), a summary
taken from a more comprehensive report prepared by the Academic Collective
Bargaining Information Service, presents a brief outline of this
legislation.32

In addition to the 24 states with enabling legislation, there are

nine states which have no enabling legislation, yet collective bargaining
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TABLE 2.3

DATE OF

ENACTMENT, AND EXTENT OF COVERAGE

Year Last
Year Enacted State Coverage Amended
1941 New Jersey All higher education 1980
1947 Michigan All higher education 1978
Nebraska All higher education 1979
1958 Rhode Island All higher education 1973
1959 Wisconsin Voc~Tech schools only 1978
1963 Oregon All higher education 1979
1967 New York All higher education 1979
1969 South Dakota All higher education 1978
Vermont Community colleges & univ. 1977
(voc~tech under separate
statute)
1970 Delaware All higher education 1973
Hawaii Community colleges & univ. 1980
Kansas Two-year institutions 1980
Pennsylvania 211 highexr education "1976
1971 Kansas Universities 1977
Minnesota Community colleges & univ. 1980
Washington Community colleges 1976
1972 Alaska All higher education 1977
1973 Massachusetts Community colleges & uriv. 1979
1974 Florida All higher education 1980
Iowa All higher education 1979
Montana All hisdher education 1979
1975 California Two-year institutions 1981
Connecticut Colleges & universities 1978
Maine Two & four-year institutions 1979
New Hampshire All higher education 1979
1978 California Four-year institutions 1979
Dist. of Columbia All higher education -

Maryland (Mont-
gomery Cty. only)

Community colleges




35
by faculty appears to be permissible. The states are Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Illinois, Louisiana, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio, and West
Virginia.33 Thus voluntary collective bargaining is not only per-
missible but has occurred in some instances. There are fifteen states
that prohibit collective bargaining and Tennessee is one of these
states.

While the presence of enabling legislation does not appear to
have much of an impact on faculty collective bargaining in private
institutions, there does appear to be a more definite relationship
between legislation and collective bargaining activity by faculty in
public institutions. The following table (Table 2.4) combines data
taken from a publication of the Academic Collective Bargaining Informa-
tion Service and the National Center for Education Statistics,34 clearly
demonstrates the level of faculty collective bargaining activity that has
taken place in the public sector. When one considers that 26 of the
states have no enabling legislation covering faculty, and in fifteen of
those states, collective bargaining by faculty and other state employees

is prohibited by statute, this analysis takes on added significance.

TABLE 2.4

SUMMARY OF FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING ACTIVITY IN
PUBLIC SECTOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

(U.s. and DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EXCLUDING U.S. SERVICE SCHOOLS THRU 1980)

Number of Number of Percent of Percent of Total

Type of Number of Elections Elections Elections Institutions With
Institution Institutions Held Won Won Collective Bargain.
4-year 534 207 176 85.02 33.33
2-year 922 " 462 443 95.89 48.05

TOTALS 1,456 669 619 92.53% 42.72%
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The impact of enabling legislation on faculty unionization is
more accurately portrayed in Table 2.5 and Table 2.6. By focusing
attention on those states that have enabling legislation, Table 2.5, and
those states without enabling legislation but which permit "“voluntary"

collective bargaining, a far clearer picture emerges.

TABLE 2.5

EXTENT OF FACULTY UNIONIZATION IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION IN STATES WITH ENABLING LEGISLATION (THRU 1980)*

Type of Number of Institutions Percent of Total
Institution Institutions Unionized Institutions Unionized
4-year 230 170 73.91
2-year 433 420 96.99
TOTALS 663 590 88.98

*Includes District of Columbia

In those states with enabling legislation approximately 89 per-
cent of the institutions of higher education are unionized. It is also
readily apparent that the faculty of the public two-year institutions
have been significantly more active than the faculty of the 4-year
institutions. In those states where enabling legislation is not
present but voluntary collective bargaining is permitted, a somewhat
different picture emerges. The data in Table 2.6 summarizes what has
happened in those states with respect to faculty collective bargaining.

In those states which permit voluntary collective bargaining,
only 28 institutions are unionized which is approximately 12 percent of

the total number of institutions of higher education in those states.



37
TABLE 2.6
EXTENT OF FACULTY UNIONIZATION IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION IN STATES WITHOUT ENABLING LEGISLATION BUT
ALLOW VOLUNTARY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING (THRU 1980)

Type of Number of Institutions Percent of Total
Institution Institutions Unionized Institutions Unionized
4-year 87 5 5.75
2-year 154 23 14.94
TOTALS 241 28 11.62

It is clear from this analysis, that any substantial increase
in faculty collective bargaining in public sector institutions of higher
education is dependent upon the passage of enabling legislation in
those states that so far have not extended bargaining rights to state
employees. While there has been legislative activity in some states
to enact legislation that would extend bargaining rights to state employ-
ees, only the state of California has enacted legislation since 1975.
that extends bargaining rights to the faculty of the public institutions
of higher education. The California statute enacted in 1978 extended
collective bargaining rights to the state four-year institutions of
higher education. To date; only one representation election has been
held. The faculty at the University of California-Berkeley in a close
election, opted not to pursue collective bargaining. Other representa-
tion elections in California institutions are scheduled for late 1981.35
It seems reasonable to assume that other states will eventually pass
enabling legislation, and that, when they do, faculty collective bargain-

ing activity in those states will increase.
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There is another possibility for faculty gaining bargaining
rights other than by state statute. There is a possibility that
federal legislation eventually may be enacted. In past years there has
been congressional activity to amend the NLRA to remove the "state and
local" exemptions currently provided by the act. However, a more
significant movement has centered around a bill originally drafted by
the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees and
introducted as H.R. 17383 in the 91st Congress on April 30, 1970. This
same bill was subsequently submitted in the 92nd Congress as H.R. 7683
on April 22, 1970; reintroduced as H.R. in the 93rd Congress as H.R.
579 and H.R. 1091; and was again reintroduced in the 94th Congress on
January 15, 1975, as H.R. 1488. While this bill, entitled "National
Public Employee Relations Act," has quite a legislative history, there
appears to have been no further legislative activity since 1975. There
have been other bills introduced ‘at the federal level. The National
Education Association drafted a bill which was introduced in 1969; and
in 1973, a bill endorsed by the Coalition of American Public Employees
was introduced.3®

Behind the lack of current congressional activity with respect

to the proposed National Public Employee Relations Act noted earlier, is

a decision rendered by the U.S. Supreme Court in the National League
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of Cities VS. Usery case in 1976. In view of the decision rendered in

this case, it is questionable if Congress has the authority to legislate
collective bargaining rights for employees of state or local governments.
There are nine U.S. service schools which, although they are in

the public sector of higher education, have circumstances are somewhat
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atypical. These institutions are administratively attached to various
branches of the federal government and are thus covered by federal
enabling legislation. 1Initially, the right to organize was extended to
employers of these institutions and other federal employees by
Executive Order 10988 which was issued by President John F. Kennedy on
January 17, 1962. Further rights were extended to federal service
employees by Executive Order 11491 issued by President Richard M. Nixon
on October 29, 1969. More recently, Congress passed the Federal Service
Labor-Management and Employee Relations Law as Title VII of the Civil
Service Reform Act of 1978 which became effective January 1, 1979.
Under this umbrella of protection, the faculties of two of the nine
service schools have organized.

The legal environment, while not a cause of faculty unionism,
does appear to have a substantial impact upon faculty unionism, particu-
larly when enabling legislation is absent. However, it appears that the
legal environment has a catalytic effect rather than a causal effect
with respect to the faculty collective bargaining movement. It was,
perhaps, the recognition of this effect that led the Carnegie Commission
to formulate the following recommendations:

Recommendation 15: State laws, where they do not now permit it,
should provide faculty members in public institutions the oppor-

tunity of obtaining collective bargaining rights. One alterna-
tive under such laws should be choice of no bargaining unit.

Recommendation 19: A separate federal law and separate state
laws should be enacted governing collective bargaining by faculty
members in both private and public institutions and should be
responsive to the special circumstances that surround their
employment. If this is not possible, then separate provisions
should be made in more general laws, or leeway should be provided
for special administrative interpretations.38
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Leadership--The Role of Labor Organizations

Collective bargaining by faculty in an institution of higher
education does not happen spontaneously. Even though the faculty may be
ripe for collective bargaining because of their dissatisfaction and
expectations, without positive action on their own or the presence of an
organization that can and will act in their behalf, collective bargain-
ing will not occur. The impetus for collective bargaining can come
either from within or from outside the institution. 1In a study conducted
by BNA, more than half (54) of the 96 responding universities and
colleges that had been the subject of a faculty organizing campaign
reported that the movement was an outgrowth of a professional association
on campus. Further, an additional 28 initial contacts were made as a
result of faculty soliciting aid from an outside labor organization
and only nine initial contacts were made by outside labof organizations
seeking to organize the faculty.39 The traditional campus faculty
organization, the faculty senate or equivalent organization, generally
has not been an effective force in campus organizing campaigns. However,
faculty senates have been instrumental in the formation of separate
faculty organizations for thé purpose of representing the faculty in
organizational drives and in negotiations, where the drives have been
successful. This appears to be particularly true when the individual
institutions are either part of a multi-campus institution or part of a
state-wide system. Almost without exception, faculty organizations,
regardless of their origins, have chosen to affiliate with one or more
of the national organizations that have emerged as the driving force

behind the faculty unionization movement. The three national organizations
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that have emerged to take the active leadership role are the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP), the National Education
Association (NEA), and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). It
should be pointed out that it is the local affiliate of these organiza-
tions that is legally the bargaining agent, not the national organization.
Since the local affiliate of the national organizations, in each
instance, exercises varying degrees of autonomy, the role of the national
organization appears as one of p?oviding leadership and financial
support for the local organization.

One of three national organizations providing leadership and
support to faculty for the purpose of collective bargaining is the
National Education Association which traces itsc origin back to 1857.
While NEA's traditional role was to promote the interest of teachers in
the public school systems, it did develop an interest invhigher educa-
tion. Through a series of organizational arrangements, the American
Association for Higher Education (AAHE) was formed as an affiliate
organization. As NEA moved increasingly toward the acceptance of
collective bargaining, the AAHE, which was opposed to collective bar-
gaining, voted to drop its departmental status and become an independent
organization. To fill the void left by this departure, NEA created a
new department to support higher education. Just as the NEA had adjusted
its policy to promote coliective bargaining for public school teachers,
the NEA has vigorously pursued collective bargaining in the institutions
of higher education. For the 1980-81 academic year, $2 million of the
NEA's $71 million budget has been committed to support higher education

organizing effort.40
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The AFT was founded in 1916 for the principal purpose of bringing
public school teachers into the American labor movement and to win better
wages and working conditions.41 The activities of the AFT were limited
in the early vears to just organizing activities since there was a lack
of enabling legislation permitting collective bargaining for public
employees. As early as the 1930's the AFT had local affiliates for
college professors at urban universities. It thus gained a collective
bargaining representation position in hicher education before either NEA
or AAUP. By 1969, AFT had successfully organized a number of campuses,
virtually unchallenged by other organizations seeking to organize the
faculty for collective bargaining. As a result of their earlier suc-
cess and the continued aggressive efforts of its organizers, the AFT
has emerged as the largest faculty union to date.

The AAUP, founded in 1913, is the only national 6rganization that
represents faculty of the institutions of higher education exclusively.
It has advanced the interests of the profession through the formula-
tion of some 25 policy statements relating to faculty-administration
relationships. As a professional organization, AAUP had great diffi-
culty reconciling its traditional posture to accommodate the faculty
collective bargaining movement. The first tentative step was made in
1966 when the AAUP Council established a "temporary" policy to
authorize AAUP chapters to seek recognition as bargaining agents at
institutions where "effective faculty voice and adeguate protection and
promotions of faculty economic interest" did not exist. This policy was,
however, subject to three constraints: a chapter had to first secure
approval from AAUP; the chapter could not institute a strike or work

42
stoppage; and, no agency shop arrangements were permitted. By 1968,
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AAUP was prepared to go a step further by conceding that conditions
at some institutions might be so unsatisfactory for the faculty that
collective bargaining could well be the best way to improve the situa-
tion. Even so, the preferred approach was to strengthen the faculty
senate role in shared governance systems in an effort to improve faculty-
administration relationship and foster a shared governance system. In
October, 1971, the council of the aésociation, the governing body of
AAUP, adopted the following statement of position regarding collective
bargaining:

The Association will pursue collective bargaining as a major

additional way of realizing the Association's goals in higher

education, and will allocate such resources and staff as are
necessary for the vigorous selective _development of this

activity beyond its present levels.

The council's position statement was submitted at the AAUP annual meeting
in 1972, and after lengthy discussion, was adopted as an official policy.'
The transformation from a professional association to bargaining agent
was now complete.

Given the or;gin of the three national organizations, one would expect
that there would be substantial differences between them regarding their
approach to organizing faculty and representing them in negotiations.
While there are fundamental differences, these seem to disappear some-
where in the bargaining process. In a study which carefully analyzed
the contracts negotiated by NEA, AFT, and AAUP locals, Bognanno et al,
reported substantial differences between the contracts did exist, but
that upon analysis, very few of the differences could be explained by the

organizing agent variable.44

It would suggest then, that local conditions
and bargaining environment may have greater impact on the negotiation

process than the philosophical stances by the national organization.
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These three national organizations, AAUP, NEA, and AFT, are now
actively committed to the faculty collective bargaining movement. When
representation elections are held today at an institution of higher
education, it is almost a certainty that at least two of these orxganiza-
tions, and likely that all three will be competing for the representation
rights. The following table (2.7) compiled from the publicatioﬁs of

the Academic Collective Bargaining Service,45

provides an overview of
the national organizations' relative success in competing for

representation rights.

TABLE 2.7

FACULTY REPRESENTED BY BARGAINING AGENTS IN
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION THRU 1980

No. Bargaining Units No. Bargaining Units Total Total
Bargaining Public Institutions Private Institutions Bargaining Faculty
Agent 4-year 2~year 4-year 2-year Units Rep.
AAUP 28 15 25 2 70 23,110
AFT 70 131 18 4 223 77,285
NEA 50 191 13 2 256 39,400
Independent 2 22 6 0 30 5,550
Coalitions* 19 7 -0 0 26 7,700
& Others — —
TOTALS 169 366 62 8 374 153,045

*Coalitions include 14 units (AAUP-AFT) and 1l units (AAUP-NEA); the
other is an AFGE bargaining unit at U.S. service school.

It is interesting to note that in several instances, coalitions

have formed between two of the three organizations. The results show
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that while NEA is the leader in number of bargaining units, it is AFT
that leads in the number of faculty represented. This is explained
largely by the NEA's strength in the public two-year institutions and
AFT's strength is in the private four-year institutions, a section
that has proven to be difficult to organize. The relatively weak
showing of AAUP to some degree may be the result of its somewhat

belated commitment in principle to collective bargaining.

Summary

This analysis has refiewed those environmental factors that exist
beyond the institutional control of the institutions of higher education.
While the environment factors have differentially afrfectsd the individual
institutions of higher education, each has been faced with survival in
an environment that appears to be becoming increasingly hostile. &as
the institutions of higher education seek to adjust to their changing
environment, it is inevitable that the academic governance process must
also change. It is perhaps not so much the nature of change, but from
where the mandate for change comes and the manner in which change is
implemented that will determine the future of collective bargaining in

institutions of higher education.

Related Research--Attitudes Toward Collective Bargaining

Faculty Attitudes--Institutions with Faculty Unions
In what appears to be the first study on collective bargaining in
higher education, Lane 46 surveyed the faculty‘in a California State
College that was unionized, He compared the responses of union members

and non-members with regard to professional and demographic variables.
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The results of his analysis revealed that: (1) union members were
younger than non-members, had less college teaching experience,
possessed lower academic rank, and lower sala;y levels; (2) union mem-
bers expressed significantly lower opinions of the administration than
non-members; (3) union members were more concerned with institutional
prestige. It was also noted that while a majority of both members and
non-members of the union felt some form of collective action was neces-
sary, union members were more likely to express the belief that other
faculty organizations were ineffective.47

2 somewhat different approach was taken by Muller48 in his study
of faculty at seven four-year institutions where the faculty had organ-
ized for collective bargaining. The institutions were selected  for
inclusion based upon geographical dispersion, type of institution
(public/private) and bargaining unit affiliation (AAUP, NEA, and AFT).
Historical profiles of the seven universities were included, and the
results of the survey were related to each institution individually.
While no attempt was made to analyze the results statistically across
institutional boundaries, the conclusions reached by the researcher were
that each campus has its own unique set of problems that were of direct
concern only to the faculty of that institution and that, overall, the
faculty organized to protect themselves from a perceived threat.

In a stﬁdy that compared faculty attitudes toward collective
negotiations at six community colleges, three of which were unionized,
Gallo4? found that thle the general hypothesized relationship between
level of job satisfaction and a more positive attitude toward collective

negotiations was not statistically significant, two of the variables
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included in the job satisfaction scale did show statistical significance
when tested independently. One was the relationship between dissatis-
faction with salary and support for collectivg negotiations. The other
significant relationship was between dissatisfaction with the university
president and support for collective negotiations. Interestingly, the
relationship between professionalism and positive attitudes toward col-
lective negotiations proved to be statistically significant and positive
in this study. The relationships between the following variables
proved not to be statistically significant: size of institution, age
(older institution vs. newer institution), liberal arts versus
technically oriented institutions, urban versus rural institutions, and
unionized versus non-unionized institutions relative to faculty attitudes
toward collective negotiations.

Further, when the respondents from the colleges were separated
into two groups (unionized and non-unionized), there were no statisti-
cally significant differences between the groups with respect to their
attitudes toward collective negotiations. It would appear that, based
upon the results of this study, faculty attitudes toward collective
negotiations are generally unaffected by the presence of a faculty
union. |

A study of faculty vote in a representation election was con-
ducted by Herman and Skinnexr>0 shortly after a successful organization
by AAUP at the University of Cincinnati. The survey was conducted
using both a questionnaire and an interview. While the results of the
survey were not subjected to rigorous statistical analysis, there are

numerous conclusions that can be drawn from a rather cursory survey of
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the reported results. The percentage of faculty indicating they had
voted in favor of collective bargaining ranged from 75 percent for
instructors to 34.9 percent for full professo;s. When respondents were
asked to indicate agreement/disagreement with the proposition that
"collective bargaining is inconsistent with professionalism," agreement
ranged from 100 percent for business and engineering faculty to 32
percent for the nursing faculty, with an overall agreement of approxi-
mately 50 percent.51 The responses to the open-ended questions yielded
insight into the reasons why faculty either voted for or against collec-
tive bargaining. Approximately 20 percent of the respondents gave
as the most important reason for their negative vote an opposition to
labor unions. What appeared to be the most important reasons for a
positive note were low salaries and anti-administration sentiment. This
study by Herman and Skinner is particularly relevant to the current
study for it is the only study which gives an indication that attitudes
toward unions in general might affect faculty collective bargaining
preferences.

As part of a study conducted by Lozier and Mortimer,52 faculty of
the l4-campus Pennsylvania State College system and Temple University
which had voted for union representation, were asked to indicate
satisfaction with six general issues. The faculty indicated in both
studies that they were most satisfied with "conditions of employment"
and "faculty personnel policies." They were least satisfied with
"determination of education policy" and “faculty participation in
governance." Overall, they concluded that the Pennsylvania State College

faculty were more concerned with conditions external to the institutions
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(relations with state legislature and governor) and Temple University
faculty were more concerned with faculty-administration matters.>3

In a study conducted just prior to a representation election,
Flangos.4 surveyed faculty attitudes related to the selection of a
bargaining agent for the Pennsylvania State College system. An
analysis between preference for representation and the variables identi-
fied as a political party affiliation, political and campus activism,
priority issues, and the role of teachers and teachers' organizations
was conducted. Since the purpose of the study was to determine which
organization was viewed as most appropriate in relation to the variable
identified and used in the study, the results are of limited value to
the present study. However, generally the results indicate that
faculty will choose the agent to represent them that they perceive will
be most successful in representing their interests. Convérsely, those
faculty who feel strong enougﬁ individually to represent their own
interests were inclined to vote against representation.55

A third study of the Pennsylvania State College system relative
to faculty collective bargaining preference was conducted by Muczyk, Hise,
and Gannon.>® The study was conducted approximately one year after the
selection of an NEA affiliate to represent a faculty bargaining unit
composed of all faculty at the institutions in the state college system.
Preferences for representation/no representation were analyzed to deter-
mine if differences existed relative to job satisfaction and selected
socio-demographic variables. The preference for representation when
related to job satisfaction yielded only one relationship that was

statistically significant--salary. Faculty not in favor of representation
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scored significantly higher on the "professional commitment" items
and were found to possess higher academic rank and represent an
academic discipline other than the humanities, sciences or the
professions.s7

What emerges from an attempt to summarize the research results
for studies conducted where faculty had chosen collective bargaining
is that there appears to be no specific variables that are consistent
predictors of faculty predisposition relative to collective bargaining.
Much of the inconsistency can be explained by differing research objec-
tives and methodology; however, despite the conflicting results of these
studies, there do appear to be general patterns which should not be
ignored. In genexal it would appear that some relationship does exist
between faculty receptivity of collective bargaining and job satisfac-
tion, attitudes toward administration, certain organizatiénal character-

istics and personal characteristics of the faculty.

The National Surveys

In 1969 the first large-scale survey to deal with the question
of collective bargaining in higher education was conducted by the Sur-
vey Research Center of the University of California at Berkeley. The
project was funded by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and
the United States Office of Education, Department of Health, Education
and Welfare. The project was a broad-based survey directed toward
surveying faculty attitudes relative to a variety of subjects one of
which happened to be collective bargaining. This study proved to be
'important for two reasons. Firstly, it proved an information base from

which a number of researchers drew upon for analysis purposes. Secondly,
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the assertion used in the study that "Collective bargaining by faculty
membexrs has no place in a college or university,” became the benchmark
that was repeated in a number of subsequent studies. Aas Carr and
Van Eyck were to lament, "One could wish that the statement had been
put in a more positive and precise fashion, asking the faculty member
to give his views of the desirability or probability of faculty collec-
tive bargaining at his own institution."98

Even though the form of the question perhaps left something to
be desired, it did show how some 60,000 faculty members felt about the
appropriateness of collective bargaining in higher education. Approxi-
mately 59 percent of the respondents rejected the statement, thus in
effect, agreeing that faculty collective bargaining does have a place
in higher education. A second study in 1972, was done by Ladd and Lipset
using a telephone survey process to survey a sample of the respondents
to the 1969 Carnegie study. The question used for this survey was, "Do
you agree or disagree that the recent growth of unionization of college
and university faculty is beneficial and should be extended?" Unfortu-
nately, this question also was poised in a general rather than a situa-
tion specific manner. The results of the survey revealed that 43 per-
cent of the respondents agreed with the statement, 44 percent disagreed,
and the rest, 13 percent, gave conflicting statements or were uncertain.59
It is unfortunate that the results of this study received only limited
attention. No analysis of the results was conducted other than a brief
comparison with the 1969 Carnegie study results.

In 1972-73, Bayer6° conducted a large~scale study and returned

to the use of the question as posed in the 1969 Carnegie study. The
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results of the survey, and perhaps the most significant £inding, demon-
strated the faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining had changed.
Only 34.1 percent of the respondents accepted the proposition that
faculty collective bargaining had no place in a college or university.
Thus, approximately 66 percent of the faculty respondents possessed a
favorable attitude toward collective bargaining. This represented an
increase of approximately seven percent over the original results
reported in the 1969 Carnegie study.

Following the Bayer study were two separate studies by Ladd and
Lipset. The first, conducted with support from the National Institute of
Education was conducted in 1975. In essence, this study was an update of
the 1969 Carnegie study and was not limited exclusively to the question
of faculty collective bargaining. ﬁowever, in response to the query
concerning collective bargaining used in the 1969 Carnegie study, approxi-
mately 69 percent of the faculty rejected the proposition that faculty

collective bargaining had nc place in higher education.61

Again, rela-
tively little analysis wos performed other than to highlight the signifi-
cant changes that had occurred in the seven years since the 1969
Carnegie study. Of the changes identified, the increased favorable
attitude toward collective bargaining was only one of many.

The second "follow-up" study by Ladd and Lipset was conducted in
1977. Again using the question from the 1969 Carnegie study, they found
that only 65 percent exhibited a favorable attitude toward collective
bargaining. In both the 1975 and 1977 studies, there were five additional

propositions presented relative to collective bargaining. Respondents

in both studies agreed overwhelmingly that collective bargaining would
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result in higher salaries, improved benefits, and would protect
faculty members against arbitrary action by administraion. Also, a
clear majority agreed that colleotive bargaining reduced collegiality,
resulted in overemphasis on rules and regulations, and that faculty
unions had made it more difficult to deny tenure. When asked how they
would vote if an election were held at their own institution, the
respondents indicated in both studies that a substantial majority (72
percent) would vote in favor of collective bargaining. This pro-collective
bargaining stance was maintained across all institutional categories by
academic rank and by academic discipline.62

The work of Ladd and Lipset led them to conclude that the major
underlying factor of faculty sentiment toward collective bargaining was
their liberal or conservative ideology. While also giving passing recog-
nition to such factors as age, tenure, type of institution where employed,
and level of salary, they continued to support their basic proposition
that a liberal orientation of faculty was the major determinant of favor-
able sentiment for collective bargaining. By contrast, Carr and Van
Eyck,63 using some of the same data, came to the conclusion that faculty
sentiment for collective bargaining had its roots in faculty dissatis-—
faction with those conditions arising out of the governance and reward
structures of the institutions where they were employed. The faculty who
supported collective bargaining were more likely to be dissatisfied with
such aspects of their campus situation as the power of senior professors,
the effectiveness of the faculty senate, and the autocratic nature of

their departmental governance.

Another major national study was conducted by Kemerer and

Baldridge®4 as part of the Stanford Project on Academic Governance which
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was financed by the National Institute of Education and sponsored by
the stanford Center for Research and Development in Teaching. The
study was conducted in two stages. The first stage was conducted in
1971 and consisted of some 244 institutions of higher education. The
second phase of the study was conducted in 1974 and included all the
colleges and universities included in the first survey plus all the
institutions of higher education that were involved in faculty collec-
tive bargaining. 1In both studies, two questionnaires were used: one
for the president, the other for faculty. In the second study, where
faculty unionism was the focal issues, the questionnaire went to the
president of the institution with the other questionnaire going to the
faculty chairperson of the local bargaining unit. In the 1971 study,
respondents were asked to respond to the proposition that "collective
negotiations are the most effective way for faculty to influence campus
decisions." 1In view of the earlier studies such as the 1969 Carnegie
study, the results are somewhat surprising. Only 35 percent of the
respondents agreed with the statement.

The 1974 study contained ten items which the respondents were
asked to rate as to their significance as a cause of faculty upionism.
The results of the analysis did show that there were significant dif-
‘ferences between the president's evaluations and those of the faculty
chairperson of the local bargaining unit. Overall analysis led Kemerer
Baldridge to conc¢lude that faculty unionism appealed to two different
groups—--those who were "preservation" oriented and those who considered
themselves "depriﬁea."ss They also developed a general profile of the

faculty member most likely to join a union: "In general he or she will
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(1) teach in a two-year community college or four-year public institu-
tion with no tradition of strong faculty participation in institutional
governance; (2) have a degree short of the doctorate and be non-tenured;
(3) teach in the humanities or social science field; (4) be less than 40
yvears of age and male; (5) have a greater teaching load and lower
salary than academics at four-year/graduate institutions; (6) have a
record of little participation in a campus senate or similar body:;
(7) have low trust in the campus administration and be dissatisfied with
working conditions; (85 be conscious of the benefits of unions on other
campuses and of the non-academic level of his own campus."66 This
classification is, of course, very general in nature, but it is based
upon the most comprehensive study of faculty collective bargaining
undertaken to date.

The study conducted by Kennelly and Peterson®7 of approximately
200 institutions of higher education used two questionnaires: one for
the president of each institution, the other for the chairperson of the
faculty senate or comparable faculty organization. 1Included in the
questionnaires were a series of gquestions concerning attitudes toward
collective bargaining with the chairperson of the faculty organization
considered a proxy for the faculty in general. Analysis of the results
revealed that in general, both the presidents and the faculty chair-
persons held negative attitudes toward collective bargaining, with the
presidents' attitude being somewhat more negative than those of faculty
chairpersons. A major criticism of this study is the assumption made
that the chairpersons' attitudes reflect the general attitudes of the

faculty toward collective bargaining. For this reason, perhaps the most
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enlightening portion of the study is reflected in the extent to which
collective bargaining activity was reported by the respondents.

Of the 191 institutions responding, 31 perxcent indicated no
activity, 39 percent reported their institutions to be at a talking stage,
15 percent reported being in the developmental stage, 4 percent were ‘
actually at the negotiations states, and 10 percent were operating with
a contract.®8 This represents a significant finding in that the inci-
dence of bargaining activity reported is apparently greater than pre-
viously reported since, normally, such activity is officially recognized
only when it reaches the- representation election stage. If this sample
of institutions was in fact a representative sample of all institutions
of higher education, the levels of faculty activity with reséect to
collective bargaining may have been considerably greater than the
reported statistics indicate.

In summary, the research results of the large-scale national stud-
ies reviewed in this section present an overview of faculty sentiment
toward collective bargaining. The Carnegie study combined with the
follow-up studies by Ladd and Lipset, show somewhat conclusively that in
general faculty sentiment toward collective bargaining in a general
context has increased significantly over the years. The Stanford
study, on the other hand, indicates that faculty support for collective
bargaining, when placed in the context of their own institution, is pex-
haps not as prevalent as the Ladd and Lipset studies would indicate.

The study by Kemerer and Baldridge indicates thét where faculty unioni-
zation has occurred, there are common threads which allow the construc-

tion of a general profile of faculty who are receptive to collective
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bargaining. The study by Kennelly and Peterson indicates that the
level of activity relative to collective bargaining may be considerably
greater than previously reported: There appears to be a general con-
census that faculty sentiments toward collective bargaining are related
to faculty perceptions of the environmental conditions relative to their
own situation. However, Ladd and Lipset would include a qualifying
statement concerning the liberal/conservative ideology of the faculty
membexr.
Faculty Attitudes Toward Collective Bargaining - Other Studies

The studies included in this section are no less important than
studies presented earlier. However, these studies are for the most part
limited to only a single institution or institutions within a single
state system of higher education. While these studies are typically
smaller in size, the range of issues encountered is somewhat greater than
encountered in the larger surveys of the previous section.

In a study conducted in the Community colleges of Pennsylvania,
Moore®9 investigated the relationship between faculty members' attitudes
toward "collective negotiations" and variables identified as "sense of
power" and "sense of mobility." The sense of mobility had two parts,
identified as "perception of professional opportunities® and "personal
constraints.” Analysis of the responses indicated that faculty who per-
ceive their employment opportunities as being relatively good tended to
have a more favorable attitude toward collective negotiations than
did faculty who saw employment opportunities as more limited. Faculty
who perceived few constraints on their mobility tended to also have a

more favorable attitude toward collective negotiations. Faculty with a
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low sense of power (the extent to which individual faculty members
felt capable of influencing institution events) in general were more
inclined to be more supportive of collective negotiations than faculty
with a high sense of power. It was also determined that several bio-
graphical variables tended to be related to faculty attitudes toward
collective negotiations. However, Moore concluded that overall, sense
of mobility, sense of power, and the sociological characteristics had
limited value as predictors of faculty attitudes toward collective
negotiations.

In a study conducted at a large state-supported university,

MacInnis70

analyzed the relationship between attitude toward collective
bargaining and faculty liberal-conservative orientation, perceptions of
authority, and selected demographic characteristics of the faculty.
Results of the study showed that faculty members favoring collective
bargaining were more liberal and were also likely to feel their academic
department had little autonomy. Of the demographic characteristics, only
age and perceptions related to salary were significantly related to
attitudes toward collective bargaining. Rank, tenure status, and sex of
the respondents were not related to attitude toward collective bargaining.

The study conducted by Cline71

in 14 community colleges in the
state of Colorado compared faculty attitudes toward “collective negotia-
tions" with their perceptions of management style used at their institu-
tions. He found a highly statistically significant relationship between
perceptions of management style and their attitudes toward collective

negotiations. The more authoritarian the management style, as perceived

by the respondents, the more likely they were to have favorable attitudes
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toward collective negotiations. The more participative the management
style, the less favorable the attitude toward collective negotiations.

After noting that dissatisfaction with the role of faculty in
governance was often cited as a cause of faculty unionism, Lindman 72
initiated a study of faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining to
determine if the attitudes were related to perceptions of institutional
goals. Also included in the study was an analysis of attitudes toward
collective bargaining and selected biographic-career characteristics of
the respondents. Lindman found that there was a significant relation-
ship between faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining and their
perceptions of institutional goals. However, he found no statistically
significant relationship between attitudes toward collective bargain-
ing and the selected biographic-career variables.

The study conducted by Minus73 to determine if a relationship
existed between faculty attitudes toward collective negotiations and
type of institution, tenure status, and race revealed some interesting
results. The faculty at public institutions did demonstrate a signifi-
cantly more favorable attitude toward collective negotiations than
faculty at private universities. There was also a significant difference
between tenure status and attitude toward collective bargaining with non-
tenured faculty expressing a more favorable attitude than tenured
faculty. The results also revealed that black faculty members had a
more favorable attitude toward collective negotiations than non-black
faculty, irrespective of type of institution or tenure status.

The study conducted by Wilkinson74 represents é different

approach taken to determine variables related to attitudes toward
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collective action. Using a questionnaire constructed to encompass a
broad range of attitudinal variables and then subjecting the responses
to factor analysis, Wilkinson identified seven factors, three of
which proved to be significantly related to attitude toward collective
action. The three factors identified were: "professionalism," "power/
authority influence," and "personal security/freedom." He also found
that the demographic variable of sex, salary, and years since degree
were significantly related to attitudes toward collective action. Of
the factors found to be significantly related to collective action
attitudes, the factor labeled "professionalism” emerged as the strongest
measure. This led Wilkinson to conclude ". . . that those persons
favorable to collective action believe that the way to prevent pro-
fessionalism from being eroded away is to unify their efforts to
prevent it. Likewise, those individuals opposed to collective action
are against unionism precisely because they see it as a threat to their

conception of professionalism."75

The results of this study are signifi-
cant since, for the first time a signficant relationship had been
determined between a variable labeled "professionalism" and attitude
toward collection action. The concept of professionalism as it relates
to faculty collective bargaining has not been overlooked in the previous
literature. However, since it is a difficult concept to define, much
less measure, most authors have chosen to merely postulate that
"professionalism" probably is related to faculty unionism in an inverse
mannexr. If the number and frequency of publications by faculty are
considered as evidence of "professionalism” then the results of the 1969
Carnegie survey and the Ladd and Lipset surveys would indicate that such

a relationship does in fact exist.
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The study by Feuille and Blandin’® in a large western state
university was differentiated from other studies in that they used a
very definitive conceptual research model for this study. The conceptual
model tested the relationship of demographic variables and measures of
job satisfaction against collective bargaining perceptions. The collec-
tive bargaining perceptions were then tested against faculty motiva-
tional dispositions. Feuille and Blandin concluded, as a result of
their analysis, that respondents who were dissatisfied with various
employment conditions were significantly more inclined to favor collec-
tive bargaining. While a clear majority of all faculty supported collec-
tive bargaining, junior faculty were significantly more favorable toward
collective bargaining than senior faculty. It was also determined that
faculty holding administrative positions were less likely to support
collective bargaining. However, academic discipline appeared to have
no relationship with faculty preference for collective bargaining.
Another interesting finding emerged in that it was determined that females
were significantly more restrained than male faculty members in support-
ing collective bargaining.

The Feuille and Blandin study is significant in that for the
first time it was the measurement of faculty members' preference for
collective bargaining at their own campuses rather than attitudes toward
faculty collective bargaining generally that was examined., Their
approach is utilized in the present study.

77 of assistant profes~

A survey conducted by Budwig and Decker
sors at ten major public institutions revealed strong feelings toward

tenure. All of the respondents were non-tenured and expressed a great
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deal of concern about being at the "professional mercy" of their senior
colleaques who were tenured. Nearly three-fourths of the 200 respond-
ents to the survey felt that the_cxisting system denied them both
intellectual and academic freedom. The respondents to this study
indicated overwhelmingly (96 percent) that they favored unionization
of faculty because they felt collective bargaining might give them
a lasting and more significant role in higher education.

The study conducted by Gress and Wohlers’8 attempted to deter-
mine predictions of attitudes toward collective bargaining by utilizing
14 predictor variables that earlier research had indicated were
related to attitudes toward collective bargaining. Using factor
analysis and stepwise regression, the variables that emerged as the
best predictors of faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining were
faculty perception of faculty salaries, recent salary increases,
faculty participation in policy making, and individual faculty members’
present salary. There were several variables that demonstrated a
significant bivariate relationship with attitude toward collective
bargaining which disappeared in the multivariate analysis.

The study by Kazlow and Giacquinta79 was conducted surveying
the school of Education faculty of a large, private research-oriented
university. The objectives of the study were to determine faculty
support for collective bargaining and unionism and to determine if any
relationship existed between the support for collective bargaining and
support for unionism. The study also sought to determine if there was

a relationship between support for unionization and the academic rank,
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tenure status, and research orientation of the respondents. The analysis
of the responses produced some atypical results when compared to the
1969 Carnegie study. Support of collective bargaining was much higher
than anticipated with 77 percent of the faculty having positive
attitudes toward collective bargaining. This finding was contradictory
to the finding of previous studies which found approximately 54 percent
of the faculty of private research-oriented institutions expressing
favorable sentiment toward collective bargaining.

Faculty support for unionization, 77 percent expressing favor-
able attitudes, was considerably above the level of support apparent
in the 1969 Carnegie study. The results also demonstrated a moderate
relationship between support for collective bargaining and support
for unionism. (If the analysis had been conducted in terms of favor-
able versus non-favorable rather than choice of affiliation, it is
likely the relationship would have been much stronger.) Perhaps the
most surprising result was that while 39 percent of non-tenured faculty
supported unionization, 69 percent of the tenured faculty supported
unionization. Of the faculty with low research priority, 70 percent
supported union affiliation compared to 44 percent of the faculty with
high research priority. Also, atypically, 61 percent of the full
professors, 68 percent of the associate professors, and 33 percent of
the assistant professors were favorably disposed toward faculty
unionization.

The results of this study are significant for two reasons. First,
the explicit recognition of collective bargaining and unionism as being

separate concepts, and secondly, it gives an indication as to the
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extent to which the results of large-scale studies may mask significant
differences that exist within individual institutions and, in this case,
individual academic departments.

The study at Fordham University conducted by Bernhardt80
studied the relationship between faculty attitudes toward collective
action and their perceptions of the organizational characteristics of
the university. The research instruments used were a modified form
of Likert's "Profile of Organizational Characteristics,"” and a modified
version of Ostrander's "Collective Assertion Scale." Findings of the
study indicated that faculty members were less supportive of collective
action when they perceived the university's organization characteristics
to be toward the System 4 end of Likert's pattern of management continuum.
The faculty that were less supportive of collective action perceived
administrators to be friendly and supportive of faculty, and felt there
was mutual trust and confidence between administration and faculty.81
This study lends credibility to the often repeated assertion that
faculty's perceptions and expectations within their own institutions
are related to their motivational predisposition to accept collective
bargaining.

82 conducted at Southern Illinois

The study by Jauch and Bateman
University at Carbondale was made under unique circumstances. The
Faculty Senate conducted a collective bargaining referendum at the
university and allowed the researchers to actually include on the ballot
limited demographic information. Thus, the researchers were able to

investigate relationships between these variables and how faculty

actually voted rather than their attitude toward collective bargaining.
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The ballots asked faculty to indicate whether they "favored,"
"opposed," or were "uncertain" as to collective bargaining. Faculty
were also asked to indicate academic rank, tenure status, type of con-
tract, and employment status (full-time vs. part-time). Different
colored ballots were used for the different academic schools so respond-
ents' affiliation was also revealed.

Another unigue feature of this study was categorization and
placement of colleges of the university in groups by degree of profession-
alization. The colleges designated as "unprofessional" were Liberal Arts,
Communication and Fine Arts, and Human Resources. The colleges designated
as "near professignal" were Education, School of Technical Careers,
Science, Library and Agriculture. The schools designated as "professional"
were Engineering, Medicine, Law, and Business. 83

Multiple discriminant analysis was used to assess the relationship
between the independent variables (professionalism, rank, tenure status,
type of contract and employment status) with the dependent variable
being the actual vote cast by the respondent. The findings indicate
that all the independent variables were useful in predicting the faculty
vote with the variable "professionalism" being the strongest predictor.
The more "professionalized" the faculty affiliation, the greater the
propensity to vote against collective bargaining was the conclusion
drawn from the analysis. On the surface this appears plausible. However,
closer investigation of the classification of the schools with respect
to professional status closely approximates the categorization of schools

84

by Ladd and Lipset™™ with respect to faculty's liberal versus conservative

ideology. It may be they are measuring the same dimension but using

different labels.
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The study by Bigoness85

analyzed the relationship between faculty
attitudes toward collective bargaining and job satisfaction, job involve-
ment, and locus of control (internal versus external). Data were
cbtained from 222 full-time faculty at a New England land grant univer-
sity . Results indicated a significant relatibnship between job dis-
satisfaction (work, pay, supervision, and promotional opportunities)

and favorable attituaes toward collective bargaining. Externals (those
who perceive their fate as largely in the hands of others and beyond
their control) also demonstrated a more favorable attitude toward
collective bargaining. Faculty members who were more involved in their
jobs were less favorable toward collective bargaining than less~job-
involved faculty. It was also determined that older faculty members
exhibited a less favorable attitude toward collective bargaining.

The study conducted by Neumann®6 is another studj that is some-
what different in the approach taken. The variables selected to
represent faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining were contract
provisions taken from contracts at institutions of higher education
that had faculty collective bargaining contracts. The respondents to the
questionnaire were faculty in the departments of social science and
physical science at different universities located in the northeast.

The study analyzed the relationship between facets of organization cli-
mate in university departments and faculty attitudes toward various
aspects of faculty unionization. There were three dimensions to organi-
zation climate: perceived power structure, assessment of rewards, and
perceived organizational goals. Five items were included related to
attitudes toward collective bargaining: seniority-based salary increases,

teaching assignment based on preference subject to seniority, binding
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grievance and arbitration procedures, forced payment to union, and
restrictions on class size. Tests for relationship were conducted on
individual items of the union attitude scale rather than a global
measure.

The results of the analysis revealed that perceived power
structure was an important determinant of an equalitarian system,
especially so for the social science respondents. The perceived
emphasis on consulting activities within the reward system was found to
be positively related to attitudes toward seniority-based aspects of
collective bargaining in the physical sciences while perceived
emphasis on personal factors was positively related to all aspects of
attitudes toward collective bargaining in the social sciences. Per-
ceived inequity was found to be positively related to attitudes toward
unionization both in the physical and social sciences. The conclusion
of the researcher was that ". . . a given organizational climate may
create favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining in one depart-

ment and unfavorable attitudes in another."87

Summary

The research results reported in this section have dealt with a
wide variety of issues and their relationship to faculty attitudes
toward collective bargaining. Numerous methods have been utilized to
represent faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining, ranging from
the semantic differential to items drawn from actual faculty bargaining
contracts. While there does not appear to be universal agreement between
results of this research, there does appear to be a general agreement

that faculty dissatisfaction with perceived institutional issues does
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relate positively with favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining.
There also appears to be general agreement between results of the
research efforts that age, sex, race, tenure status, research orienta-
tion, and rank are related to faculty attitudes toward collective

bargaining, although not always in the same manner.

Limitations of the Research Literature

The literature related to faculty attitudes toward collective
bargaining has with only a few notable exceptions been directed toward
determination of faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining in a
general context. When the attitudinal variable 'support for collective
bargaining was placed in the context of the faculty member's own
institution, faculty support for collective bargaining was considerably
lower. Faculty appear to have little or no reservations concerning
endorsement of collective bargaining in the context of higher education,
but the results of the Stanford study indicate that faculty are more
reluctant to endorse collective bargaining for their own campus. The
possibility of this occurring was apparently recognized by Carr and Van
Eyck when they lamented the fact that the Carnegie study had failed to
prhrase the attitudinal variables in a manner to reflect faculties'
attitudes toward collective bargaining on their own campuses.

After analyzing the results of the national surveys relative to
patterns of organization, Garbarino concluded:

Faculty opinions about unionization are a poor predictor of
the propensity to organize. It is not that opinion data are
irrelevant but the attributes associated with differences do not
permit us to discriminate well between institutions. The current
weakness of such data is illustrated by the fact that there appears
to be little difference in attitudes or opinions between public and

private universities, but the differences in levels of qrganiza«
tion at these two types of institutions are overwhelming. 8
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The observation by Carr and Van Eyck that ". . . the professor is at
the same time a practitioner of a profession, an employee of an
organization, and a manager who helps set and administer the policies

and programs,"91

takes on added significance when viewed in this con-
text. Faculty are thus torn between three different roles. The results
of the research reviewed for this study indicate that in general, the
more professionally oriented the faculty member, the greater is the
likelihood that he or she will not endorse collective bargaining in
higher education. However, it is also true that where faculty perceive
threats to their status as professionals, they are likely to express
favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining if they perceive it to
be a means of protecting their professional status. Indeed, the some-
what belated endorsement of collective bargaining by the AAUP was based
on the premise that "The implementation of Association-supported prin-
ciples, reliant upon professional traditions and upon moral suasion can
be effectively supplemented by a collective bargaining agreement and
given the force of law."92

As employees, faculty are apparently primarily concerned with
economic benefits, job security, tenure, and promotional opportunities.
For some faculty, collective bargaining represents a threat to their
position in a traditional “elitist" structure of system rewards. For
others, the "have-nots" collective bargaining represents a means to
acquire the rewards and benefits enjoyed by the elite few. 1In the role
of manager, some faculty perceive collective bargaining as a threat to

faculty's traditional roles in academic governance. Others see collec-

tive bargaining as a way to gain greater voice in the governance process,
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to protect against encroachment of their prerogatives from the adminis-
tration and outside groups (i.e. state legislatures and system-wide
governing boards) and to secure a faculty voice in administration
matters where none was existent.

The acceptance or rejection of faculty collective bargaining is
thus an individual decision apparently based upon the individual
faculty member's perxceptions of his or her own institutional environ-
ment, their own role commitment, and how they perceive the import of
collective bargaining. The conclusion of Rokeach that "A person will
make a 'pro' response to én object toward which he harbors negative
feelings if he believes thé object to be sufficiently good for him“93
is particularly relevant here. A faculty member is likely to endorse
collective bargaining even though harboring negative attitudes toward
collective bargaining if he or she perceives the consequences of such
action as being generally favorable. Conversely, they may harbor
favorable attitudes toward colleétive bargaining but perceive the impact
of collective bargaining to be detrimental to them. If so, they would
most likely not be inclined to endorse collective bargaining on their
own campuses, but give general endorsement to the legitimacy of collective
bargaining in the institutions of higher education. The role ambiguity
produced between individual perceptions of role definition and percep-
tions of collective bargaining may leave a substantial percentage of
faculty at a point of indecision with respect to collective bargaining.
Forcing the individual to choose between a "pro" or "con" posture with
respect to endorsement of collective bargaining may well produce
results that are of questionable reliébility when extended for predic-

tion purposes. It is also significant, as Ladd and Lipset observed, that
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since representation elections do not take place in a vacuum, "many
professors who endorse bargaining have mixed feelings about it and can
be moved by the way the issue is.articulated.“94

There is a void in the research literature concerning faculty
attitudes toward unions. The study conducted by Human and Skinner
revealed that for some of the faculty who voted against representation,
it was opposition to unions per se that determined their vote.%5 after
reviewing the results of opinion polls concerning how the general pub-
lic viewed unions, Bok and Dunlop concluded that, in view of the fact
that between 60 and 70 percent of Americans approve unions in general
and were supportive of workers' rights to join unions, there was a
generally favorable attitude toward unions.96
The analysis of the results of the 1977 Quality of Employment

Survey by Kochan27

revealed that workers generally view unions as large,
powerful bodies which are highly effective. Interestingly, 39 percent
of the non~unionized respondents indicated they would vote to unionize
if afforded the opportunity. A study of attitudes of federal scientists
and engineers toward unions was conducted by Manley and McNichols98 who
determined that while respondents appeared convinced that unions could
secure economic gains, they were equally strong in their belief that
unions would decrease professionalism, cause employees to be treated
with less dignity, and receive less consideration as individuals. Over-
all, with 54 percent of the respondents indicating they would not join

a union under any circumstances, it would appear that attitude toward
unions might be a determinant in the decision to join or not join a

professional union. Unfortunately, the study did not test the relation-

ship between attitudes toward unions and respondents' indication of
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whether they would join or not join a union if representational rights
were obtained. The results of a study conducted by Imund099 of white-
collar federal government employees who were covered by collective
bargaining but were not members of the union led him to conclude that
the respondents did not join unions because they fear union power and
already had representation without having to pay dues. Another study
relative to workers' attitudes toward unions was conducted by Nyeloo
using responses from civilian blue and white collar workers who were
employed at a federal facility. While significant differences were
found between blue and white collar respondents with respect to how
they view unions and union officers, the researcher concluded overall
that respondents had a favorable impression of government employee
unions and union officers. There were also significant differences
between how union members and non-union members viewed unions and union

officers.

Major Conclusions Drawn From the Research Literature

Perhaps the most significant conclusion to be drawn from the
literature research is the most obvious one. There is no simple
explanation for the appearance and rapid grcwth of faculty unionism in
the institutions of higher education. The acceptablity of collective
bargaining, as an alternative to the traditional system of academic
governance, has undeniably increased over the last decade. Changing
economic, social, and legal environments, faculty's attitude toward -
administration, faculty job dissatisfaction, changing administrative
systems, and individual differences have all been systematically

explored with respect to, faculty acceptance of collective bargaining.
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While each of these research efforts has contributed to the identifica-
tion and understanding of the issues that surround the faculty unioniza-
tion movement, they do not explain why collective bargaining appeared

nor why it has grown in some sectors of higher education and not others.
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CHAPTER III

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Research Design

In reviewing the research, this writer determined that most of
the research models incorporated a design to accommodate responses as
either favorable or unfavorable to collective bargaining. However, there
are results which indicate that some faculty, perhaps as a result of
role ambiguity and their perceptions of collective bargaining, are
undecided concerning the introduction of collective bargaining on their
own campus. The research model used for this study allows the faculty
member to indicate that he or she is undecided, in favor of, or against
collective bargaining on his or her own campus. The "undecided" response
category is also retained as a response category for the research ques-
tions concerning the respondent's behavioral intention with respect to
voting and membership relative to collective bargaining. For the purpose
of this study, the respondents' stated preference for collective bargain-
ing on their own campus will be treated as the dependent variable in

accordance with the following diagram.
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Fig. 3.l--Research model

Preference For
Collective Bargaining

] | 1 I ]

Socio-Economic|{Job Satisfaction||Perceptions of]| |Perceptions| |Perceptions
Variables Variables Collective of of Union
Bargaining Unions Officers

Survey Instrument

A ten-part, multidimensional questionnaire was developed as the
survey instrument for this study (see Appendix A). The basic question-
naire used for this study was developed by Feuille and Blantonl and
used with their permission (see Appendix B). Two additional sections
were added to the above questionnaire which were the sections dealing
with faculty perceptions of unions and union officers respectively. This
portion of the questionnaire was taken from a copyrighted survey instru-
ment (Union Attitude Scale) developed by Dr. Donald Austin Woolf,2
University of Oklahoma, and used with his permission.

The final step in the development of the research instrument was
the review and critique by individuals with a high degree of competency
in research design and methodology. These individuals were asked to
make recommendations for revisions so that the objectives of this research
effort would more likely be accomplished. Their recommendations were

incorporated into the final form of the questionnaire used for this

study.
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A discussion of the major parts of the questionnaire follows:

Part I

This part of the questionnaire contained twelve socio-demographic
variables for the purpose of profiling the respondents., These variables
were then dichotomized to provide a new set of variables for analysis
purposes and were scaled as "0" or "1."

An additional variable was included in this part of the question-
naire to allow the respondent to indicate the institution where he was
employed. This was an identification variable and was not scaled. This
variable was used to group the institutions for the testing of Hypothesis
I. Using the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education's technical report,
the institutions were grouped into three classes identified for analysis
purposes as "high," "medium," and "low" quality. These labels were
chosen as relative indicators of institutional gquality rather than an

absolute measure of the quality of the institutions.3

Part II

This part of the questionnéire contained twenty-two variables
included to determine satisfaction with selected job attributes. Each
variable was represented by a declarative statement to which the respond-
ent was asked to indicate "strongly agree," “agree," "undecided,"
"disagree,"” or "strongly disagree.” Each item was scaled from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree.) For analysis purposes the
scales were collapsed to form new variables. The new variables were
"agree," "undecided," and "disagree” and were scaled from 1 (disagree) to

3 (agree). Negative statements were reverse scored for analysis purposes.
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Part III

This part of the questionnaire, containing seven items, was
included to determine respondents' perceptions of collective bargaining.
Each item was a declarative statement to which the respondent was asked
to indicate “strongly agree," "agree," "undecided," "disagree," or
"strongly disagree." The items were scaled from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree) with negative items reverse scored for analysis

purposes.

Part IV
This portion of the questionnaire was included to determine the
respondents' views as to topics appropriate for collective bargaining.
There were fourteen topics listed to which the respondent was asked to
indicate for each one whether they were “clearly appropriate,"

"appropriate,” "undecided," "inappropriate," or "clearly inappropriate."

Part Vv
This portion of the questionnaire contained four items to
determine respondents' views toward the use of arbitration and strikes
by faculty as a means of dispute settlement. Each item was a declarative
statement to which each respondent was asked to indicate "strongly
agree," "agree," "undecided," "disagree," or “strongly disagree.” The
items were scored from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree) for

analysis purposes.

Parts VI and VII

These parts of the questionnaire were taken from Dr. Donald A.

4

Woolf's Union Attitude Scale™ and were included to determine respondents'
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perceptions of unions and union officers respectively. The two scales
consisted of lists of eightecen and thirteen adjectives. The respondents
were asked to indicate for each scale if the adjectives described
unions and union officers by indicating "yes," "undecided," or "no."
Both scales for analysis purposes were scored using the weighted scoring
procedure developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin.4 Items were scaled 0
for "no," 1 for "undecided," and 3 for "yes" with negative items being

reverse scored.

Part VIII
This part of the questionnaire was included to determine what
the respondents viewed as an appropriate bargaining unit. These two

questions were categorical questions that required no scaling.

Part IX
This part of the questionnaire contains two items included to
determine respondents' behavioral intentions with respect to how they
would vote if a representation election were held and if they would
join or support an organization that was successful in securing bar-

gaining rights. Both items are categorical and were not scaled.

Part X
This portion of the questionnaire is an "open comments" section.
Respondents were afforded the opportunity to make any comment they so
desired. The intent of this section was to determine if the comments
could contribute any additional information to the understanding of

faculty preference or opposition to collective bargaining.
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The Dependent Variable

For the purpose of this study a single item was used as the
dependent variable. The respondents were askgd to indicate their pref-
erence for collective bargaining on their own campus. Response
categories were "strongly in favor," "moderately in favor," '"undecided,"”
"moderately opposed,” and "strongly opposed." This variable was coded
1 (strongly opposed) to 5 (strongly in favor) for analysis purposes.

The tabulated responses to the survey are shown in Table 3.1.

TABLE 3.1

EXPRESSED COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PREFERENCE
BY FACULTY-~ORIGINAL GROUPS

Category Freguency Relative Percent Adjusted Percent*
Strongly Opposed 197 22.2 . 22.4
Moderately Opposed 127 14.3 14.4
Undecided 161 18.1 18.3
Moderately in Favor 215 24.2 24.4
Strongly in Favor 180 20.2 20.5
No Response _9 1.0 ——

Total 889 100.0 100.0

*Effect of missing data removed.

For the purpose of analysis it was deemed desirable to reduce the
number of groups. Thus the "strongly opposed" and "moderately opposed"
were combined to form a grouping identified as “opposed" to collective
bargaining. The "strongly in favor" and "moderately in favor" responses

were combined to form a group "in favor" of collective bargaining. The
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"undecided" category was left unaltered. Thus, three groups were
formed and identified for analysis purposes as those faculty who were
"in favor of," "undecided," or "opposed to" collective bargaining on
their own campus. The result of combining the response categories is
summarized in Table 3.2. It is the revised categories that will be used
for analysis purposes in order to facilitate the analysis and interpre-
tation of results.

TABLE 3.2

EXPRESSED COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PREFERENCE
BY FACULTY--REVISED GROUPS

Category Frequency Relative Percent Adjusted Percent*
Opposed 324 36.4 36.8
Undecided l6l 18.2 ) 18.3
In Favor of 395 44.4 44.9
No Response -9 1.0 —

Total 889 100.0 100.0

*Effect of missing data removed.

Population Identification and Sampling Procedure

The population from which a sample was selected for the purpose
of this study consisted of all full-time employees of the ten state~
supported, four-year institutions of higher education in the state of
Tennessee who possessed academic rank. The ten universities are
organizea into two separate systems.

The University of Tennessee System, a multi-campus university'

system, is the official state university and federal land grant institution.
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The University of Tennessee system is governed by a Board of Trustees,
whose members are appointed by the governor of Tennessee who serves as
chairman. The principal campuses, each headed by a chancellor, are
geographically dispersed and have their own faculty, administration, and
student body. These campuses are: the University of Tennessee--
Knoxville, the University of Tennessee--Martin, the University of
Tennessee--Nashville, the University of Tennessee--Chattanooga. Faculty
from each of these institutions were included in this survey.

The State University and Community College System of Tennessee
is composed of six state comprehensive universities and ten state com—
munity colleges. As a system, the government, administration, and
control is vested in the State Board of Regents. The Board of Regents
is composed of 17 members: 1l members appointed by the governor; four
ex-officio members who are the governor, the Commissioner of Education
and Agriculture, and the Executive Director of Tennessee Higher Educa-
tion Commission, the immediate past Commissioner of Education, and a
student appointed from among the member institutions.

For the purpose of this study, only the six comprehensive
universities were included. These are Austin Peay State University,
East Tennessee State University, Memphis State University, Middle
Tennessee State University, Tennessee State University, and Tennessee
Technological University. These universities are geographically dis-
persed, each having its own faculty, administration and student body.

A copy of the questionnaire was mailed to the president of each
institution along with a cover letter explaining the purpose of the study

and a request for a listing of all full-time employees possessing faculty
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rank. A sample was selected, using a random sampling process from lists
provided by the presidents of the selected institutions. In those
instances when lists were not provided, either campus telephone direc-
tories or current university catalogues were used.

For the purpose of this study a stratified proportional (30 per-
cent) sample was selected from the population of all full-time employees
possessing academic rank at the selected institutions with the exception
of one institution. This university was treated differently in that
all full-time employees who possessed faculty rank were included in the
survey to provide a data base from which to conduct the longitudinal

dimension for this study.

Survey Response

Using the sampling method previously described, 1,497 questionnaires
were mailed to the selected faculty members at their institutions. Table
3.3 summarizes the mail~out and return of the questionnaires. Question-
naires received after July 1, 1975 were not included since action taken
and announced on that date by the Tennessee State legislature could
well have biased the results. This issue will be addressed later.

The response rate of over 59 percent for a single mail-out gues-
tionnaire is considered adequate for this study. However, the pattern of
responses raises the question of possible differences between the respond-
ents and the non-respondents. Since the respondents were guaranteed
anonymity, there is no way to determine if those who did respond were
truly representative of all faculty who were included in the total

sample.
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TABLE 3.3

SURVEY RESPONSE BY INSTITUTION

Questionnaire§ Usable Questionnaires Usable %
University Sent Returned Returned
Austin Peay State 60 55 91.67
East Tennessee State 130 59 45.38
Memphis State 200 101 50.05
*Middle Tennessee State 427 267 62.52
Tennessee State 65 26 40.00
Tennessee Technological 90 57 63.33
U.T.--Chattanooga 60 25 41.67
U.T.--Knoxville 370 242 65.41
U,T.--Martin 65 42 44.62
U,T.--Nashville 30 _15 50.00
Total 1,497 889 59.38

*Represents a 100% sample.

While it was impossible to profile the respondents against the non-
respondents, it was possible to profile the respondents against the two
state university systems using academic rank. Table 3.4 compares the
two state university system profiles with the survey respondents' profile
using academic rank.

There is a slight overrepresentation of respondents in the pro-
fessor rank and an under representation in the instructor rank. However,
the profile of the respondents by academic rank, closely follows the

profile of the combined systems.



91
TABLE 3.4

SURVEY RESPONDENTS COMPARED TO POPULATION
BY ACADEMIC RANK (PERCENT)

University of State Univ. Combined Survey
Rank Tennessee System System Systems Respondents
Professor 25% 26% 25% 28%
Associate Prof. 28 32 30 30
Assistant Prof. 32 25 29 30
Instructor 15 18 17 8

Missing
(not designated)

- - - 4

Source: Statistical Abstract of Tennessee Higher Education 1975-1976
and computer program.

Analysis Procedures

For the purpose of this study thirteen research questions and
six hypotheses were stated. The hypotheses represent a restatement of
six of the research questions. As a result those research questions
will be ignored in favor of statistical analysis of the appropriate
hypotheses. Thus, there are seven research questions that will be
analyzed primarily by utilizing basic descriptive statistics. The
following table (Table 3.5) identifies the research question and the
corresponding hypothesis and identifies the parts of the survey
questionnaire used for analysis purposes.

The remaining researcn questions and the corresponding parts

of the survey questionnaire are shown on Table 3.6.

.
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TABLE 3.5

RELATIONSHIP OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS, HYPOTHESES,
AND PARTS OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Research Question No. Hypothesis No. Questionnaire Part No.
1 I I
2 II I
3 III ' I
4 Iv IIT
8 \' VI
9 VI ViIi
TABLE 3.6

RELATIONSHIP OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS
TO PARTS OF SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Research Question Questionnaire Part No.

5 IV

6 v

7 VIII
10 IX

11 IX
12 X
13 Dependent variable plus data

taken from a separate study¥*

*Includes results of study conducted under direction of faculty senate
of one institution.
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The data used in the follow-up portion of this study, the
longitudinal study, was gathered five months after the initial study.
Unfortunately, the basic research question was not worded exactly the
same in both studies. Therefore, research question 13 is treated only
as a research question for analysis purposes. Wording was judged to be
sufficiently close to warrant comparison.

The statistical testing of hypotheses I through VI was conducted
using chi square and multiple discriminant analysis. The following
table (3.7) identifies the hypotheses and the related statistical
technique used in this study.

TABLE 3.7

HYPOTHESES AND RELATED STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES

Hypothesis Number Statistical Technique

I Chi square
11 Multiple Discriminate Analysis
III Multiple Discriminate Analysis
Iv Multiple Discriminate Analysis
v Multiple Discriminate Analysis
VI Multiple Discriminate Analysis

Hypotheses II through VI were tested separately using the appropriate
scale. All scales were combined to form a single scale which was then
tested against the dependent variable, again using discriminant analysis.
Then the results were analyzed. BAll data were processed utilizing the

University of Oklahoma's computer facility, using the Statistical Package
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for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 05/360, Version H, Release 8.1. All

tests of significance were conducted at the 95 percent confidence level.

chi Square Analysis

The following discussion of chi square analysis as it pertains
to this study is based upon Siegel's6 test for independence of samples
as expressed in response frequencies. The technique is a goodness-of-
fit test used to determine if a significant difference exists between an
observed number of responses falling into various categories and an
expected number based on the null hypothesis,

The general equation for cocmputing chi square for an r x k

(0i5 - Eij)2
1 Eij

array is: x2 =
i

Il ™
L ae B

13

observed number of cases categorized in the ith row of

where : oij

the jth column

Eij = number of cases expected under the Hy to be categorized
in the ith row and the jth column
r k
z L directs one to sum over all (r) rows and all (k) colums.
i=1 J=1

In order to determine whether a systematic relationship does
exist, it is necessary to determine the probability of obtaining a chi
square value as large or larger than the one calculated from the sample,
when in fact the variables are actually independent. The degrees of
freedom vary with the number of rows and columns in the table and are
important since the probability of determining a specific chi square

value depends on the number of cells in the table. The degrees of
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freedom (df) is determined by: df = (r - 1) (k - 1) where r = number of
rows in the table and k = number of columns in the table.
As indicated earlier, chi square analysis was used to test
Hypothesis I in this study. The .95 level of confidence was selected

to determine acceptance or rejection of the hypothesis.

Discriminant Analysis

The principal purpose of discriminant analysis is to derive a
linear function that best differentiates between two or more groups using
a derived set of m variables. The special property of this function,
which is a linear function of the observations, is that it will dif-
ferentiate better than any other function between specified groups on
which certain characteristics are available. The basic mathematical
principle underlying the discriminant function is that thg ratio of the
differences between specific means and the standard deviations within
classes will be maximized.

Theoretically, discriminant analysis is analogous to correlation
and regression analysis. In discriminant analysis, the dependent variable
is categorical and the independent variables are scalor values. Whereas,
in regression analysis the dependent variable is a scalor value. Further,
discriminant analysis attempts to describe differences between an a priori
defined group or to predict the category or group to which an individual
belongs based on sets of group mean values combined with the set of
variances and covariances of the independent variables. Regression
analysis, on the other hand, attempts to analyze the position of an

individual on a continuum.
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Assumptions of discriminant analysis. The maximum efficiency

of discriminant analysis is determined when all underlying assumptions
are met. Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Grablowsky summarize the assumption
as follows:
The assumptions for deriving the discriminant function are multi-
variate normality of the distributions and unknown (but equal)
dispersion and covariance structures for the groups. When
classification accuracies are determined we also must assume
equal costs of misclassification, egqual a priori group proba-
bilities, and know dispersion and covariance structures.

However, they also cited evidence that discriminant analysis is
not very sensitive to violations of these assumptions ". . . unless the
violations are extreme."® This was held to be particularly true with
large samples. BAlso, Pinches notes that "applied researchers have tended
to ignore the question of multivariate normality . . . or assume that
multiple discriminant analysis and classification procedures are robust

to departures from normality.“9

It is doubtful that in the practical
application of discriminant analysis that all of the assumptions are
met. It is assumed that discriminant analysis is sufficiently robust to
overcome the violations of the underlying assumption of discriminant

analysis.

Discriminant analysis process. There are specific steps followed

in application of discriminant analysis, some of which include important
considerations relative to the methodology utilized. The following
discussion outlines the process, step-by-step, identifying the methodo-
logical considerations and choices made under the SPSS subprogram
discriminant.

The first step is somewhat obvious in that it deals with selec-

tion and identification of the.independent variables and the dependent
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variable. For this study, the independent variables were selected based
upon the results of past research. The dependent variable utilized was
one which categorized respondents by expressed preference for collec-
tive bargaining.

The second step in discriminant analysis was to compute the
mean value and standard deviation for each variable for each group.
These values allow a test of significance of the differences in the
mean values to be performed.

The third step involved the division of the sample into an analy-
sis sample and a holdout sample. This step was necessary to avoid the
bias which results from using the same data to classify individuals as
was used to develop the discriminant function. Thus, the analysis
sample was used for deriving the discriminant function and the holdout
sample was used to validate the discriminant function.

The fourth step involved the selection of the computational
methods to utilize in deriving the discriminant function. For the pur-
pose of this study, the forward stepwise method was selected and used.

In many instances the full set of independent variables may
not be needed to discriminate between the groups. By sequentially
selecting the "next best" discriminating variable at each step, it is
possible that a reduced set of variables may be found which may be
better than the full set. The Wilks' lambda criterion was used to
determine selection of the variable for inclusion at each step.

The process begins by choosing the single variable that has the
higﬁest value on the selection criteria (Wilks' lambda). This variable

is then paired with all other variables, one at a time, and the Wilks'
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lambda statistic computed. The new variable which in combination with
the first variable produces the best selection criteria, is selected as
the next variable to enter the analysis. This procedure is repeated
until all of the variables are included or no additional variables
provide some minimum level of improvement. This method was selected
because of the large number of independent variables and the researcher's
desire to investigate the result of the intermediate steps in the
analysis.

The fifth step involved the derivation of the discriminant
function or functions. In discriminant analysis the number of functions
derived is equal to one less than the number of groups or equal to the
number of discriminating variables, whichever is smaller. The mathe-
matical objective is to weight and linearly combine the discriminating
variables so that the groups are forced to be as statistically distinct
as possible. This is accomplished by forming one or more linear combina-
tions, i.e., discriminant functions of the form:

Dj = djy 2) +dis Zy +""dip Zp
where D; = score on discriminant function

d; = weighting coefficient

Z standardized values of the p discriminating variables

The sixth step involved the assessment of the discriminant
function/functions for statistical significance. The conventional crite-
rion .05 or beyond was used since, if the function is not significant at
or beyond the .05 level, there is little likelihood that the function

would classify individuals more accurately than a random classification

process.
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The seventh step, assuming the discriminant function was found
to be significant, was a process of validation of the discriminant
function. This is necessary since the measure of statistical signifi-
cance used by the SPSS subprogram discriminant is a chi sguare test of
differences betwcen group means. If the sample size is sufficiently
large, the group means could be viréually equal but still show statis-
tical significance. Thus, the level of significance as determined by
the chi square test is a poor indicator of the functions' ability to
discriminate between groups.

Since the ultimate test of success of the discriminant function
is the function's ability to accurately classify individuals, a classi-
fication matrix was developed and the percentage of cases correctly
classified tested against the expected percentage of cases correctly
classified by chance.

The first step in the development of a classification matrix was
the development of a classification equation for each group. There was
always a separate classification for each group. Each individual case
was evaluated by each of the classification equations, Thus, each
individual case had a number of scores egqual to the number of groups.
The rule is to assign the case to the group which has the largest |
classification score. The rule of assigning a case to the group with the
highest score is eguivalent to assigning the case to the group for which
it has the greatest probability of membership.

The determination of optimum classification probabilities was
based upon considerations of both group sizes and cost of misclassifica-

tion. The group probabilities specified for the computational process
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.
were the a priori probabilities as determined by each group's size
relative to the total of all three groups. Equal costs for correct
and misclassification were assumed for the purpose of this study.

Using the discriminant functions derived from the analysis
sample, discriminant scores and classification probabilities were com-
puted for each case in the holdout sample and the appropriate group
assignment made. Actual group membership was, of course, known. There-
fore, a classification matrix could be formed.

The classification matrix produced was of the general form shown

in Figure 3.2.

Fig. 3.2.--General form for classification matrix

Number
of
Actual Membership Cases Predicted Group Memberships
Group I Group IT . * Group IIT
Group I Nl nqq njs ng3
Group II Ny njq nno Nyq
Group III N3 nay N3y Ny
Totals Nt n. n.. N...

total number of individuals in each group classified

where N =
n = number of individuals predicted for each group
N = total number of individuals.classified,

The number of correct classification was then determined deter-
mined by summing the diagonal of the matrix. Thus the percentage of
correct classifications was determined by the following equation:

percent correctly classified = (Rll * P22 + n33)y 100 = y
N
t
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To determine the significance of the discriminant functions the
percentage of correct classifications was compared with the chance
proportional probability of correct classificgtion. The chance pro-
portional probability of correct classification was determined by summing
the squares of the a priori probabilities of each group. The chance
proportional probability is represented by the general equation
Cp = Clz + 022 + C32 + ...Ckz. where C3, Cy, ...Cy equal the a priori
probabilities.

The test statistic utilized for testing the significance of the

discriminant functions was the one used by Joy and Tollefson.8 The test

statistic is a 2 value determined by the following equation:

\l ¢, (@ - )
Ve

This statistic was used to test Hypotheses II through VI.

The eighth and final step of the discriminant analysis, assuming
the discriminant functions were statistically significant, was the
interpretation of the results. Interpretation involves determining the
relative importance of each independent variable for discriminating
between groups. For this purpose the linear correlation between each
independent variable and the discriminant function was used. Additional
statistic produced by the SPSS subprogram discriminant were also utilized
in the analysis phase of this study. These statistics include the means
and standard deviations for each group and for all cases, the pooled
within-groups covariance matrix, the pooled within-groups correlation
matrix, the covariance matrix for each group, and F test for differences

between group means.



102
End Notes
1, Petexr Feuille and James Blandin, “Faculty Job Satisfaction

and Bargaining Sentiments, A Case Study," Academy of Management
Journal, (December 1874), pp. 678+692, ‘

2. Donald Austin Woolf, Union Attitude Scale, Copyright 1970.

3. Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, A Classification of
Institutions of Higher Education, (Berkley, California: The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 1973).

4. Woolf, Union Attitude Scale.

5. Patricia Cain Smith, Lorne M. Kendall, and Charles L, Hulin,
The Measurement of Satisfaction in Work and Retirement, (Chicago: Rand
McNally and Company, 1969).

6. Sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics For the Behavioral
Sciences, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956).

7. Joseph F. Hair, Jr., Rolph E. Anderson, Ronald L. Tatham and
Bernie J. Grablowsky, Multivariate Data Analysis, (Tulsa, Oklahoma:
Petroleum Publishing Company, 1979), pp. 86-87.

8. 1Ibid. p. 87.

9. George E. Pinches, "Factors Influencing Classification Results
From Multiple Discriminant Analysis," Journal of Business Research,
(December, 1980), p. 44.




CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS
The procedure utilized in this chapter is to apply the method-
ologies outlined in Chapter III to the related research questions and
hypotheses and to present the findings with appropriate discussion and
interpretation. There is a redundancy between some research questions
and hypotheses and, in these instances, since the acceptance or rejec-
tion of the hypothesis answers the research question, only the results

relative to the hypotheses will be reported.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

Stated in the null form the hypothesis was: "There is no
significant difference between respondents' stated preference for
collective bargaining and the quality of the institution where employed."

A chi square test was applied to the data in Table 4.1. The
resulting %2 = 20.58973 with 4 degrees of freedom is well beyond the
expected x2 = 9.45 at the .05 level of significance. Therefore the
hypothesis was rejected. There was a significant difference between
respondents' stated preference for collective bargaining on their own

campus and the quality of institution where they were employed. However,
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since only one university was categorized as a "high quality"
institution, one university categorized as a "medium quality" institu-
tion, and the remaining eight universities cl;ssified as "low gquality"”
institutions, the results of this analysis must be interpreted
cautiously. In general it can be seen from the data in Table 4.1 that
the faculty at the "high quality" institution have expressed a higher
degree of opposition to the concept of collective bargaining on their
own campus than have faculty of the "medium"” and "low quality"
institutions.
TABLE 4.1
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS' PREFERENCE

FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING BY
QUALITY OF INSTITUTION

Quality of Institution

Preference Low Medium High ' Total
Oppose 170 41 113 324
Undecided 107 13 . 41 161
Favor 263 47 85 . 385

Total 540 101 239 880

Of the respondents employed at the "high qualitv" institution
47.2 percent were opposed to collective bargaining, 17.2 peréent were
undecided, and 35.6 percent were in favor of collective bargaining. How-
ever, of those respondents employed at low quality institutions, 31.5
percent were opposed to collective bargaining, 19.8 percent were
undecided, and 48.7 percent were in favor of collective bargaining.

This represented a virtual complete reversal of the percentage of
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respondents in favor of collective bargaining and the percentage of
respondents opposed to collective bargaining between the "high quality"
and "low quality" institutions. Respondents from the "medium quality"”
institutions were split virtually evenly between being opposed or in favor
of collective bargaining. The percentage of respondents that were
undecided about collective bargaining were essentially the same across
all three categories of institutions.

However, there may be other factors which were not taken into
consideration by this analysis which, when analyzed independently, might
also explain the observed results attributed only to the quality of the

institutions where the respondents were employed.

Hypothesis I1I

This hypothesis was stated as: "There are no soc#o—economic
variables that are statistically significant for distinguishing between
groups with respect to respondents' stated preference for collective
bargaining." In order to test this hypothesis, stepwise multiple dis-
criminant analysis was used.

The data utilized were the dependent variable and the twelve
independent variables identified as V1 to V15. .Table 4.2 defines the
independent variables in relation to the variable label. Using the
independent variables and the SPSS subprogram Discriminant, data analysis
was conducted using the University of Oklahoma's computer. The tolerance
limits were controlled so that all variables would be included fox the

first step of the data analysis process.
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TABLE 4.2

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINED BY VARIABLE LABELS
(SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES)

Variable Label Variable Description

v4 Academic rank Senior~junior

v5 Tenure status Tenured/non-tenured

vé Age Under 35/over 35

A\ Race Caucasian/non-caucasion
Vs Sex Male/female

V9o Yrs. present position Less than 3/3 or more
V1o Yrs. in rank Less than 3/3 or more
vl Total yrs. teaching Less than 10/10 or more
v1i2 Degree Doctorate/ho doctorate
Vi3 Position Teacher/administrator
V14 Salary To $16,000/over $16,000
V15 Interest Teaching/research

The first computexr run failed to produce a significant discrimi-
nant function (p : .05). However, the summary of the process shown in
Table 4.3 indicated clearly that there were variables that appeared to
be significant. Those variables that contributed to a Wilks' Lambda
significance of p 2 .05 were selected for inclusion in a variable sub
set for further analysis.

The socio-economic variable sub set was submitted to discriminant
analysis and the results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.4. Two

discriminant functions were produced of which only one was significant.
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Therefore further analysis proceeded using only the significant
discriminant function.
TABLE 4.3

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS:
SOCIO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES

Variable Number of Wilks'

Step Entered gﬁi;ig;gs Lambda Significance
1 Vi3 1 0.981800 0.0160
2 V14 2 0.972502 0.0138
3 V15 3 0.966771 0.0190
4 Vo 4 0.963443 0.0334
5 V1o 5 0.956955 0.0321
6 v? 6 0.953506 0.0461
7 Vil 7 0.949848 ' 0.0603
8 vs8 8 0.947613 0.0890
S V4 9 0.946200 0.1345

10 V12 10 0.945319 0.1995

11 V5 11 0.944215 0.2718

12 Vo 12 0.943539 0.3618

TABLE 4.4

DISCRIMINATING POWER AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OF
THE CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
(THE SOCIO-ECONCMIC VARIABLES)

Discriminant Percent of Cumulative

Function Total Variance Percent of

Total Variance Significance

I 94.38 94.38 0.0114
II 5.62 100.00 0.9146
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The test of significance of the discriminant function is a chi
square statistic which is of questionable reliability if a large sample
size is involved. Therefore a classification'matrix was produced using
the holdout sample to validate the classification accuracy of the dis-
criminant function developed using the analysis sample. Table 4.5 shows
the result of this analysis.

TABLE 4.5

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS HOLDOUT SAMPLE
(COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PERCEPTIONS)

Number Predicted Group Membexship
Actual Group Ca::s Oppose Undecided Favor
Oppose 151 85 0 66
Undecided 75 35 0 40
Favor 220 _84 _o 136
Total 446 204 0 242

Of the 446 cases classified, 221, or 49.55 percent, were correctly
classified. However, the real test of the significance of the discrimi-
nant function is to determine if the percentage of cases correctly classi-
fied is significantly greater than that which would have occurred by
chance. The proportional chance model was used to determine the per-
centage of cases (Cp) one could expect to be correctly classified by
chance given the prior probabilities of .368, .183, and .449‘for

Group 1, Group 2, and Group 3,.respectively. Where Cp = (.368)2 +

(.183)2 + (.449)32 the result is the percentage of correct case classi-

fications, 37.05 percent, that one could expect to be correctly classified

by chance.
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Applying the data to the test statistic 2 =Y = G -
\ / Cp (1-Cp)
—m—
resulted in a value of Z = 5.466.which is significant beyond the .0001
level of significance. Thus the discriminant function has been vali-
dated and shown to be of significant use in discriminating between the
groups. Therefore, Hypothesis II was rejected. There were socio-economic
variables which did distinguish between groups with respect to their
stated preference for collective bargaining.

However, an analysis of the classification matrix (Table 4.4)
indicated that the discriminant function was effective only in classi-
fying Group 1 and Group 3. An analysis of the pairwise F ratios, a
significance test for the Mahalonobis distance between groups, revealed
that there was a significant difference only between Group 1 and Group 3.
There was a high degree of overlap between Group 1 and Group 2. There
was also a high degree of overlap between Group 2 and Group 3. Thus,
statistically, Group 2 was not significantly different from éither
Group 1 or Group 3.

Additional analysis was conducted to determine the rélative con-
tribution of each independent variable to the discriminant function. For
this purpose the discriminant loadings, the linear correlation between
each independent variable and the discriminant function, were used.

Table 4.6 shows the result of this analysis. Using this data, and noting
that the variables were dichotomies, it was possible to construct a
general profile of Group 1 and Group 3. Group 1, those respondents

opposed to collective bargaining, were more likely to hold administrative
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positions either full~time or share their time between administration
and teaching, make over $16,000 annually, be over 35 years of age, be
Caucasian, have held their academic rank for more than three years,
and be more interested in researéh than teaching.
TABLE 4.6

DISCRIMINANT LOADINGS ORDERED BY MAGNITUDE OF CORRELATION
(COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PERCEPTIONS)

Variable Variable Label Correlation
Vi3 Position -0.82306
V14 Salary 0.60146
V6 Age 0.31727
v7 Race 0.20224
V10 ¥rs. in Rank 0.15173
V15 Interest 0.05556

Conversely, Group 3 respondents, those in favor of collective bargaining,
were more likely to have a full-time teaching position, make less than
$16,000 annually, be under 35 years of.age, be non—Caucasian, have held
their academic rank less than three years, and be more interested in
teaching than research. WNo profile can be constructed for Group 2, those
respondents undecided concerning collective bargaining because of the high

degree of overlap between groups.

Hypothesis III
The hypothesis was stated as: "There are no job satisfaction
variables that are statistically significant for distinguishing between

groups with respect to the respondents' stated preference for collective

(]
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bargaining." 1In orxder to test this hypothesis, stepwise multiple dis-
criminant analysis was used.

The data utilized were the dependent variable and the twenty-two
independent variables identified as S1 to S22. Table 4.7 defines the
independent variables in relation to the variable description.

TABLE 4.7

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINED BY VARIABLE LABEL
(JOB SATISFACTION)

Variable

Label Variable Description

sl Present salary

s2 Communication between faculty and administration

s3 Representation of faculty interests in campus administration
sS4 Representation of faculty interests to St. Board of Regents
S5 Representation of faculty interests to state legislature
S6 Teaching as a career :

S7 Administration's concern with faculty's problems

s8 Representation of faculty interests in personnel decisions
*S9 Extra-curricular workload '

S10 Financial support provided to the university

s1l Retirement program

s12 Hospitalization and medical benefits

Ss13 Appeals procedure for faculty grievances

s14 Administration of standards for merit and tenure

S15 Manner in which curriculum matters are determined

*S16 Teaching load

sl17 Manner in which salary levels and increases are determined
sis Distribution of faculty among academic ranks

si1e Clerical support

S20 Research assistance and support

s21 Travel funds

S22 Library facilities

*Indicates variables reverse scored.
The data were analyzed using the SPSS Subprogram Discriminant and the
University of Oklahoma's computer. The tolerance limits were controlled

so that all variables would enter into the analysis for the first step in

the analysis of the data.
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The results of the first computer run are summarized in Table
4.8. All variables were found to contribute to the discrimination between
groups except one, S16, which had been dropped from further analysis for
failure to attain the minimum tolerance level dictated by the subprogram
Discriminant. A check of the univariate F ratios, a one-way analysis
of variance for each independent variable, revealed that the variable
S16 had a significance level of .0446. While this variable possessed
univariate significance, it did not attain a multivariate F ratio of
sufficient magnitude to remain in data for further analysis.

TABLE 4.8

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS:
JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES

Variable s:gg:;lgg Wilks'

Step Entered Included Lambda Significance*
1l s3 1 0.885497 0.0001
2 sl 2 0.868553 0.0001
3 s5 3 0.855518 0.0001
4 s18 4 0.847178 0.0001
5 S9 5 0.840166 0.0001
6 S6 6 0.833856 0.0001
7 S19 7 0.829417 - 0.0001
8 s20 8 0.825655 0.0001
] s7 9 0.822109 0.0001

10 S22 10 0.818567 0.0001
11 s15 11 0.814951 0.0001
12 s13 12 0.812514 0.0001
13 S10 13 0.81015° 0.0001
14 s21 14 0.808284 0.0001
15 s8 15 0.806960 0.0001
16 sll 16 0.805738 0.0001
17 s12 17 0.803696 0.0001
18 s2 18 0.802760 0.0001
19 s17 19 0.802042 0.0001
20 sS4 20 0.801617 0.0001
21 S14 21 0.801435 0.0001

*All values of Wilks' Lambda were significant beyond .0000 as indicated
by the program but were rounded to .0001 for presentation.
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The job satisfaction variables were submitted to discriminant
analysis and the results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.9. Two
discriminant functions were produced of which only one achieved a
significance level necessary to continue analysis. Therefore, only the
significant discriminant function was used in further analysis.

TABLE 4.9
DISCRIMINATING POWER AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL

OF THE CONONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
(JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES)

Discriminant Percent of Cumulative Percent
Function Total Variance of Total Variance Significance
I 94. 38 94.38 . 0.0114
II 5.62 100.00 0.9146

The test of significance of the discriminant function is a chi
square statistic which is of questionable reliability if a large sample
size is involved. Therefore, a classification matrix was produced using
the holdout sample to validate the classification accuracy of the dis-
criminant function developed using the analysis sample. Table 4.10
shows the result of this analysis.

TABLE 4.10

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS--HOLDOUT SAMPLE
(JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES)

Actual Group Number of Cases Predicted Group Membership
Oppose Undecided Favor
Oppose 158 96 (0] 62
Undecided 75 33 0 42
Favor 317 _60 o 157
Total 450 189 (o] 261
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Of the 450 cases classified, 253, or 56.22 percent, were
correctly classified. However, the real test of the discriminant func-
tion is to determine if the percentage of the cases correctly classified
is significantly greater than would have occurred by chance. The pro-
portional chance model was used to determine thepercentage of cases (Cp)
one could expect by chance given the prior probabilities of .368, .183,
.449 for Group 1, Group 2, and Group 3, respectively. Where Cp =
(.368)2 + (.183)2 + (.449)2, the result is the percentage of correct
classifications, 37.05 percent, that one could expect to be correctly

classified by chance.

BApplying the data to test statisticz= Y~ &

| / Cp(lN- Cp)

t
resulted in a value of 2 = 8.4205 which is significant beyond the .0001

level of significahce. Therefore, the discriminant function has been

validated and shown to be of significant use in discriminating between
groups. Therefore, Hypothesis II was rejected. There are job satis-

faction variables which do distinguish between groups with respect to

their stated preference for collective bargaining.

However, an analysis of the classification matrix (Table 4.10)
clearly indicates that the discriminant function was effective in classi-
fying cases into Group 1 and Group 3 only. An analysis of the pairwise
F ratios, a significance test for the Mahalonobis distance between
groups, revealed that there was a significant difference only between
Group 1 and Group 3. There was apparently a relatively high degree of
overlap between Group 1 and Group 2. There also appeared to be a moderate

degree of overlap betweep Group 2 and Group 3. This apparent overlap was
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verified by comparing the data plots for the three groups. Thus, Group
2 was not statistically different from either Group 1 or Group 3.
Additional analysis was conducted to determine the relative
contribution of each independent variable to the discriminant function.
For this purpose the discriminant loadings, the linear correlation
between each independent variable and the discriminant function, were
used. Table 4.11 shows the result of this analysis. Using this data
TABLE 4.11
DISCRIMINANT LOADINGS ORDERED

BY MAGNITUDE OF CORRELATION
(JOB SATISFACTION VARIABLES)

Variable Correlation Variable Description
S3 0.84028 Representation of fac. interests in campus admin.
s2 0.66366 Communication between fac. and admin.
s7 0.58750 Admin. concern with fac. prcoblems
s17 0.56287 Manner in which fac. sal. increases determined
sS4 0.53785 Represen. of fac. interest to St. Board of Regents
sl 0.53389 Present salary
s8 0.51668 Represen. of fac. interests in personnel decisions
s13 0.49696 Appeals procedure for fac. grievances
S5 0.44241 Represen. of fac. interests to state legis.
si4 0.43368 Admin. of standards for merit and tenure
518 0.35662 Dist. of fac. among academic ranks
s10 0.34172 Financial support provided to university
s19 0.33706 Clerical support
Ss15 0.33372 Manner in which curric. matters are determined
s21 0.32988 Travel funds
522 0.27987 Library facilities
S6 0.23969 Teaching as a careex
s12 0.23793 Hospitalization and medical benefits
S11 0.19923 Retirement program
S20 0.18006 Research assistance and support
sl16 0.13157 Teaching load
s9 ~0.12399 Extra-curricular workload

it was possible to construct a general profile for Group 1 and Group 3.

For example, Group 1 (respondents opposed to collective bargaining) are
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more likely to express satisfaction with the representation of
faculty interests in the campus administration than are members of Group
3 (those who favor collective bargaining). In general, the stronger the
agreement with the statements relative to job satisfaction, the more
likely the respondent was opposed to collective bargaining. The
stronger the disagreement with the statements relative to job satisfac-
tion, the more likely the respondent was in favor of collective bargain-
ing. Since Group 2 (those respondents undecided about collective
bargaining) was not statistically different from either Group 1 or

Group 3, it was not possible to construct a profile for this group.

Hypothesis IV

This hypothesis was stated as: "There are no collective bar-
gaining perceptual variables which are statistically significant for
distinguishing between groups with respect to stated preference for
collective bargaining." In order to test this hypothesis, stepwise
multiple discriminant analysis was used.

The data utilized were the dependent variable and seven
independent variables identified as D1 to D7. Table 4.12 defines the
independent variables in relation to the variable label. The data were
submitted for computer analysis using the SPSS subprogram Discriminant.
The tolerance limits were controlled so that all variables could be
entered into the analysis at the first step.

The results of the first computer run are summarized in
Table 4.13. All variables were found to contribute to the discrimina-
tion between groups and were included in the analysis. The variables

were submitted to further analysis and two discriminant functions were
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TABLE 4.12

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINED BY VARIABLE LABELS
(PERCEPTIONS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING)

Variable Variable Description
*D1 Appropriateness of collective bargaining for faculty
D2 Effective method of representing faculty economic interests
D3 Professional standing
*D4 Political influence
D5 Effective procedure for representing fac. non-econ. interests
D6 Effect on faculty performance
D7 Protection of faculty

*YVariables reverse scored

TABLE 4.13

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS
PERCEPTIONS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Variable gg??g;lgg Wilks'
Step Entered Included Lambda gignificance¥®
1 D3 1 0.515088 .0001
2 D2 2 0.423838 .0001
3 Dl 3 0.386996 .0001
4 D6 4 0.373043 .0001
5 D5 5 0.368528 .0001
6 D7 . 6 0.365279 .0001
7 D4 7 0.364975 .0001

*All values of Wilks' Lambda were significant beyond .0000 as indicated
by the program but were rounded to .0001 for presentation.

produced. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.14. Only
one function was found to be statistically significant at the .05 level
of significance. Therefore, only one discriminant function Qas utilized
for further analysis: The test of significance of the discriminant func-

tion is a chi square statistic which is of questionable reliability if a
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TABLE 4.14
DISCRIMINATING POWER AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OF THE

CONONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS FOR COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING PERCEPTION VARIABLES

Discriminant Percent of Cumulative Percent
Function Total Variance Of Total Variance Significance
I 98.98 98.98 .0000
IT 1.02 100.00 0.2281

large sample is involved. Therefore, a classification matrix was pro-
duced using the holdout sample to validate the classification accuracy
of the discriminant function developed using the analysis sample. Table
4.15 shows the results of this analysis.

TABLE 4.15

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS--HOLDOUT SAMPLE
(COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PERCEPTIONS)

Actual Group Number of Cases Predicted Group Membership
Oppose - Undecided Favor

Oppose 142 118 6 18
Undecided 75 40 17 18
Favor i85 7 _6 172
Total 402 165 29 208

Of the 402 cases classified, 307, or 76.37 percent, were cor-
rectly classified. However, the test of the discriminant function is to
determine if the percentage of cases correctly classified is significantly

greater than that which would have occurred by chance. The proportional
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chance model was used to determine the percentage of cases (Cp) one
co&ld expect to be correctly classified by chance given the a prior
probabilities of .368, .183, and .449 for Gropp 1, Group 2, and
Group 3 respectively. Where C, = (.368)2 + (.183)2 + (.449)2, the
result is the percentage of correct case classification, 37.05 percent,
that one could expect to occur by chance. Applying this data to the
test statistic Z = y - =)

t
resulted in a value of 2 = 16.4115 which is significant beyond the .0001

level of significance. Thus the discriminant function was validated
and shown to be of significant use in discriminating between the groups.
Therefore Hypothesis IV was rejected. The perception of collective bar-
gaining variables did distinguish between groups with respect to their
stated preference for collective bargaining. It is clear that the
three groups do have different perceptions of collective bargaining.
However, an analysis of the classification matrix (Table 4.15)
indicates the discriminant function varies with its effectiveness
regarding correct classification. The discriminant fnnctionvcorrectly
classified 83.1 percent of cases for Group 1, 22.7 percent of the cases
for Group 2, and 93.0 percent of the cases for Group 3. BAn analysis of
the pairwise F ratios, a significance test for the Mahalonobis distance
between groups, revealed that there were significant differences between
all group pairs. It appears then, that the unequal prior propabilities
have tended to "swamp" the results since unequal prior probabilities
cause more observations to be assigned to those groups with larger prior

probabilities and assign fewer observations to those with smaller

probabilities.



120
Further analysis was conducted to determine the relative
contribution of each independent variable to the discriminant function.
For this purpose the discriminant loadings, the linear correlation
between each independent variable and the discriminant function, were
used. Table 4.15 shows the result of this analysis. It is significant
TABLE 4.16

DISCRIMINANT LOADINGS ORDERED BY MAGNITUDE OF CORRELATION
(COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PERCEPTIONS)

Variable Corxelation Variable Description

D3 0.71400 Professional standing

*D1 -0.70081 Appropriateness of collective bargaining for fac.

D7 0.61884 Protection of faculty

D2 0.60131 Effective method of representing fac. econ.
interests

D6 0.56089 Effect on faculty performance

DS 0.40750 Effective procedure for representing fac. non-econ.
interests

*D4 ~0.10083 Political influence

*Variables reverse scored.

to note that the variable which made the largest relative contribution
to discriminating between the groups was the variable which dealt with
the issue of compatability of collective bargaining with the professional

status of faculty members.

Hypothesis V
The hypothesis was stated as: "There are no union attitude
variables which are statistically significant for distinguishing

between groups relative to their stated preference for collective

"bargaining." In order to test this hypothesis, stepwise multiple dis-

criminant analysis was used.
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The data utilized were the dependent variable and the eighteen
independent variables identified as Hl1 to H18. Table 4.17 defines
the independent variables in relation to the variable description. The
data was analyzed using the SPSS.subprogram Discriminant and the
University of Oklahoma's computer. The tolerance limits were controlled
so that all variables would enter into the analysis at the first step.
TABLE 4.17

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINED BY VARIABLE LABEL
(UNION PERCEPTION VARIABLES)

Variable Label Variable Description
H1 Help people in trouble
H2 Democratic
H3 *Hold back progress
H4 *Have too much power
H5 Good for workers
H6 *Dues and fees too high
H7 *Force people to join who don't want to
H8 *Make trouble
HO *Useless
H10 Keep management honest
H1l1 Keep people from being pushed around
H12 *Coxrrupt
H13 Benevolent
H14 *Violent
H15 Necessary in most companies
Hl6 *Radical
H17 Worthwhile
H18 Protect Jjobs

*Indicates variables that were reverse scored.

The results of the first computer run are summarized in Table
4.18. All variables were found to contribute to the discrimination
between groups and were included in the analysis. The variables were

~ submitted to further analysis and two discriminant functions were produced.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.19. Only one function



122

TABLE 4.18

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS:
UNION PERCEPTION VARIABLES

Variable 3:2?:;122 Wilks'

Step Entered Included Lambda Significance*
h H17 1 0.951776 0.0001
2 H12 2 0.911550 0.0001
3 H2 3 0.888676 0.0001
4 H6 4 0.879913 0.0001
5 H8 5 0.868763 0.0001
6 H14 6 0.861449 0.0001
7 H15 7 0.854696 0.0001
8 H3 8 0.849908 0.0001
9 HS5 9 0.846098 0.0001
10 H1l 10 0.842404 0.0001
11 H18 11 0.839903 0.0001
12 H1l 12 0.836898 0.0001
13 H10 13 0.834484 0.0001
14 H13 14 0.832878 0.0001
15 H9 15 0.831445 0.0001
16 Hle 16 0.830212 0.0001
17 H4 17 0.828923 © 0.0001
18 H7 18 0.828695 0.0001

*All values of Wilks' Lambda were significant beyond the .0000 level
of significance but have been rounded to .0001 for presentation

was found to be statistically significant at the .05 level of signifi-
cance. Therefore, only one discriminant function was utilized for further
TABLE 4.19
DISCRIMINATING POWER AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OF

THE CONONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
FOR UNION PERCEPTION VARIABLES

Discriminant Percent of Cumulative Percent
Function Total Variance Of Total Variance Significance
I 98.98 98.98 0000
I 1.02 100.00 .2281
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analysis. The test of significance of the discriminant function is a
chi square statistic which is of questionable reliability if a large
sample is involved. Therefore, a classification matrix was produced
using the holdout sample to validate the classification accuracy of the
discriminant function developed using the analysis sample. Table 4.20
shows the result of this analysis.

TABLE 4.20

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS--HOLDOUT SAMPLE
(UNION PERCEPTION VARIABLES)

Actual Group Number of Cases Predicted Group Membership
Oppose Undecided Favor

Oppose : 177 95 0] 82
Undecided 84 38 0 46
Favor 19 42 ° 154
Total 457 | 175 0 282

Of the 457 cases classified, 249, or 54.49 percent, were
correctly classified. However, the test of the discriminant function
is to determine if the percentage of cases correctly classified is
significantly greater than that which would have occurred by chance.
The proportional chance model was used to determine the percentage of
cases (CP) one could expect to be correctly classified by chance
given the prior probabilities of .368, .183, and .449 for Group 1,
Group 2, and Group 3 respectively. Where Cp = (.368)2 + (.183)2 +

(.449)2, the result is the percentage of correct case classification,

37.05 percent, that one could expect to occur by chance. Applying this
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data to the test statistic 2 = ¥ - Cp resulted in a value of

Cpll - Cp)

Ne
Z = 7.7199 which is significant beyond the .001 level of significance.
Thus the discriminant function was validated and shown to be of
significant use in discriminating between groups with respect to their
stated preference for collective bargaining. However, an analysis of
the classification matrix (Table 4.20) clearly indicates the discrimi-
nant function was effective only in classifying Group 1 and Group 3. an
analysis of the pairwise F ratios, a significance test for the Mahalonobis
distance between groups, revealed that there was a significant difference
only between Group 1 and Group 3. Thus, Group 2 was not significantly
different from Group 1 or 3. There appeared to be a high degree of
overlap between Group 1 and Group 2 and also between Group 2 and Group 3.
This apparent overlap was verified by comparing the data blots for the
three groups.

Additional analysis was conducted to determine the relative
contribution of each dependent variable to the discriminant function. For
this purpose the discriminant loadings, the linear correlation between
each independent variable and the discriminant function, were used.

Table 4.21 shows the results of this analysis,

It is apparent from the analysis of the data that Group 1
(respondents opposed to collective bargaining) and Group 3 (respondents
in favor of collective bargaining) did view unions differently. Group 2
(respondents undecided about collective bargaining) statistically did
not appear to differ from either Group 1 or Group 3 with respect to their

views of unions.
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TABLE 4.21

DISCRIMINANT LOADINGS ORDERED BY MAGNITUDE OF CORRELATION
(UNION PERCEPTION VARIABLES)

Variable Correlation Variable Description
H17 0.59008 Worthwhile
H11 0.56197 Keep people from getting pushed around
HS 0.49256 Good for workers
H10 0.48036 Keep management honest
*H3 0.39025 Hold back progress
H2 0.38301 Democratic
H15 0.37670 Necessary in most companies
*H9 0.32015 Useless
*H8 0.29481 Make trouble
H18 0.27183 Protect jobs
H1 0.26127 Help people in trouble
H13 0.22013 Benevolent
. *H7 *0.21300 Force people to join who don't want to
*H12 0.23960 Corrurt
*H4 0.23805 Have too much power
*H16 0.12012 Radical
*H6 0.10874 Dues and fees too high
*H14 0.10652 Violent

*Variables were reverse scored

Hypothesis VI

This hypothesis was stated as: "There are no union official

attitude variables which are statistically significant for distinguish-

ing between groups relative to their stated preference for collective

bargaining.” In order to test this hypothesis, stepwise multiple dis-

criminant analysis was used,

The data utilized were the dependent variable and thirteen

independent variables identified as Jl to J13. Table 4.22 defines the

dependent variables in relation to the variable label. The data were

submitted for computer analysis using the SPSS subprogram Discriminant.
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TABLE 4.22

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES DEFINED BY VARIABLE LABELS
(PERCEPTION OF UNION OFFICERS VARIABLES)

Variable Variable Description
Jl Honest
J2 Hardworking
*J3 Crooks
J4 Helpful
*J5 "High-livers"
J6 Up-to-date
J7 Effective
J8 Ask advise from members
*J9 Make too much money
*J10 Arrogant
J11 Dependable
*J12 Opinionated
Jl3 Efficient

*Variable reverse scored

The tolerance limits were controlled so that all variables could be
entered into the analysis at the first step.

The results of the first computer run are summarized in
Table 4.23. All variables were found to contribute to the discrimination
between groups and were included in the analysis. The variables were
submitted to further analysis and two discriminant functions were
produced. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.24. Only
one discriminant function was found to be statistically significant
at the .05 level of significance. Therefore, only one discriminant
function was utilized for further analysis. The test of significance
of the discriminant function is a chi square statistic which is of
questionable reliability if a large sample size is involved. Therefore,

a classification matrix was produced using the holdout sample to validate
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TABLE 4.23

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS:
PERCEPTION OF UNION OFFICERS VARIARLES

Variable Number of Wilks'

Step Entered Variables Lambda Significance*
Included
1 J4 1 0.972139 .0016
2 Jl2 2 0.961769 .0014
3 Js8 3 0.947867 .0004
4 Jll 4 0.939749 .0004
5 Js5 5 0.928924 .0002
6 Jl 6 0.923629 .0003
7 J2 7 0.920239 .0006
8 J3 8 0.917601 .0011
9 J13 9 0.915308 .0020
10 J10 10 0.913401 .0037
11 J9 11 0.910562 .0057
12 J7 12 0.908839 .0095
13 J6 13 0.907495 .0160
TABLE 4.24
DISCRIMINATING POWER AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OF
THE CONONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
FOR PERCEPTION OF UNION
OFFICERS VARIABLES
Discriminant Percent of Cumulative Percent
Function Total variance Of Total Variance Significance

I 76.63 76.63 .0160

II 23.37 100.00 .5782

the classification accuracy of the discriminant function developed using
the analysis sample. Table 4.25 shows the results of this analysis.

Of the 420 cases classified, 202, or 48.10 percent, were cor-
rectly classified. However, the test of the discriminant function is to

determine if the percentage of cases (Qp) correctly classified is
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TABLE 4.25

CLASSIFICATION RESULTS--HOLDOUT SAMPLE
(PERCEPTION OF UNION OFFICERS VARIABLES)

Actual Group Number of Cases Predicted Group Membership
Oppose Undecided Favor

Oppose 156 70 o] 86
Undecided 77 38 0 29
Favor 187 55 o 132
Total 420 163 0 257

significantly greater than that which would have occurred by chance. The
proportional chance model was used to determine the percentage of cases
(Cp) one could expect to be correctly classified by chance given the
prior probabilities of .368, .183, and .449 for Group 1, Group 2, and
Group 3 respectively. Where CP = (.368)2 + (.183)2 + (.449)2, the result
is the percentage of correct case classification, 37.05 percent, that

one could expect to occur by chance. Applying this data to the test

statistic 2 = y - Co resulted in a value of Z = 4.6892 which is
Ne

significant beyond the .0001l level of significance. Thus the discriminant
function was validated and shown to be of significant use in discriminat-
ing between the grcups. Therefore, Hypothesis VI was rejected. The per-
ception of union officers variables did discriminate between groups with
respect to their stated preference for collective bargaining.

However, an analysis of the classification matrix (Table 4.25)
clearly indicates the discriminant function was effective in classifying

cases into Group 1 and Group 2 only. 2An analysis of the pairwise f ratios,
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a significance test for the Mahalonobis distance between groups,
revealed that there was a significant difference onlv between Group 1
and Group 3. There also appeared to be a high degree of overlap between
Group 2 and Group 3. This apparent overlap wﬁs verified by comparing the
data plots for the three groups. Thus, Group 2 was determined not to be
statistically different from either Group 1 or Group 3.

Additional analysis was conducted to determine the relative
contribution of each independent variable to the discriminant function.
For this purpose the discriminant loadings, the linear correlation
between each independent variable and the discriminant function, were
used. Table 4.26 shows the results of this analysis.

TABLE 4.26

DISCRIMINANT LOADINGS ORDERED BY MAGNITUDE OF CORRELATION
(PERCEPTION OF UNION OFFICERS VARIABLES)

Variable Correlation Variable Description
J4 0.59791 Helpful
J7 0.59330 Effective
Jll 0.56623 : Dependable
Jé 0.55939 Ask advice from members
J2 0.54250 Hardworking
Jl3 0.52307 Efficient
Je 0.47068 Up-to-date
Jl 0.28507 Honest
*J10 0.23077 Arrogant
*J9 0.20311 Make too much money
*J3 0.18216 Crooks
*J5 0.13011 "High-livers"
*J12 0.11486 Opinionated

*Variables reverse scored
Using this data, it was possible to construct a general profile of
Group 1 and Group 3. In general, the respondents in Group 3 (those who

favored collective bargaining) for example saw union officers as being

\
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helpful, effective, dependable and hardworking. Conversely, Group 1
(respondents opposed to collective bargaining) tended not to view union
officers in such a positive manner. The Group 2 respondents' (those
undecided about collective bargaining) views were not statistically dif-

ferent from those of Group 1 or Group 3 and thus cannot be profiled.

Research Questions

As noted earlier, six of the thirteen research questions were
restated as formal hypotheses and were therefore treated simultaneously
in the previous section. Thus, it was deemed unnecessary to address those
research questions in this section. Therefore, only those research ques-
tions for which there was no corresponding hypothesis will be analyzed

and the findings reported.

Research Question 5

This research question was stated as: "What issues are con-
sidered by respondents as appropriate for collective bargaining?"
To answer this question, fourteen items were listed to which the
respondent was asked to indicate the degree of appropriateness of each
topic for determination by the collective bargaining process. Table
4.27 presents a tabulation of the responses to the topics and includes
the mean and standard deviation for each topic. The results show that
there was something less than a consensus as to which topics were
appropriate for determination by collective bargaining. In order to
more fully visualize the data for analysis purposes, the number of
"clearly appropriate" and "probably appropriate" responses for each

topic were grouped together and converted to percentage for use as an
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TABLE 4.27
TABULATION OF RESPONSES: TOPICS APPROPRIATE

FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
(NUMBER BY RESPONSE CATEGORY)

Response Categories* Total
Topic Py Yy 3 T or Responses x S.D
Salary 403 266 82 70 53 875 4.025 1.192
Formal pay structure 330 273 93 92 89 877 3.756 1.326
Standards/criteria 325 354 85 63 48 875 3.966 1.118
for merit increases
Standards/criteria 237 343 83 70 53 876 3.935 1.153
for prom. & tenure
Deciding who receives 144 179 191 212 148 874 2.953 1.336
merit increases
Deciding who will be 149 195 169 204 160 877 2.965 1.366
tenured/promoted
Retirement program 469 288 68 29 25 879 4.305 0.952
Insurance 475 282 68 28 24 877 4.318 0.945
Distribution of fac. 160 213 222 173 118 876 3.119 1.285
among ranks :
Teaching loads 272 311 102 1le6 77 878 3.666 1.278
Curriculum 96 125 131 214 306 872 2.416 1.376
Admin. fac. duties 129 280 169 181 111 870 3.155 1.26%
Allocation of resources 95 232 191 196 157 871 2.899 1.281
for research support
Appeal/grievance proc. 389 320 77 39 42 867 4.125 1.067

*CA = Clearly Appropriate, A = Probably Appropriate, ? = Undecided,
I = Probably Inappropriate, and CI = Clearly Inappropriate

indication of the appropriateness of each of the topics for determination
by collective bargaining. The results of the process are presented in
Table 4.28. There were eight topics that were viewed as appropriate by
the majority of the respondents and six topics that were viewed as
inappropriate (less than 50 percent indicated the topic as appropriate)
for determination by collective bargaining.

The respondents viewed standards and criteria for promotion and

tenure as being appropriate for determination by collective bargaining
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but not the determination of who would be promoted or receive tenure.
The respondents also viewed standards and criteria for merit increases
as being appropriate for determination by collective bargaining but not
who would receive merit increases. Salaries were also viewed as
appropriate for determination by collective bargaining, but respondents
were less receptive to the concept of a formal pay structure being deter-
mined by collective bargaining. This would appear to indicate that
respondents were receptive to collective bargaining as an appropriate
process for faculty input into the formation of personnel policies.

TABLE 4.28

TOPICS VIEWED AS APPROPRIATE/INAPPROPRIATE
FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Percent of Respondents

Topic Expressing Appropriateness
Insurance 86.4 p
Retirement program 86.2 PP
Appeal/grievance prccedure 8l1.8 RO
Standards/criteria for merit increases 77.6 PR
Salary _ 76.5 IA
Standards/criteria for promotion & tenure 76.5 TB
Formal pay structure : 68.7
Teaching loads 66.4
Administrative duties for faculty 47.0
Distribution of faculty among ranks 41.4 INA
Deciding who will be promoted/tenured 39.2 PP
Allocating of resources for research support 37.5 R.o
Deciding who receives merit increases 37.0 PR
Curriculum matters 25.3 I

ATE

Salary, workloads, fringe benefits and grievance procedures are
traditionally issues determined by collective bargaining in the indus-

trial sector. The respondents to this study appeared to also endorse the
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same items as being appropriate for collective bargaining. However, the
respondent; appeared to seek the preservatior of the traditiecnal faculty
governance concept by rejecting the issues of deniding who would be
promoted, who would be granted tenure, who would receive merit increases,
and curriculum matters as being appropriate for collective bargaining.

It appeared that the respondents viewed collective bargaining
primarily as legitimate means for faculty to increase their input into
the formation of personnel policies. They also appeared to want to
preserve the traditional collegial process by excluding those issues

that traditionally axe decided by the faculty from the collective bar-

gaining process.

Research Question 6

This research question was stated as: "What are faculty views
regarding strikes and the use of arbitration and strikes as methods
of dispute settlements?" In orxrder to answer this question, five items
were included in the guestionnaire. Each item was a declarative state-
ment to which the respondent was asked to indicate a degree of agree-
ment or disagreement. Each statement will be presented and analyzed
separately before being combined for summary analysis. The survey

responses for all five items are reported in Table 4.29.

Statement 1. "Strikes by the faculty would detract from their
professional image." A clear majority of the respondents, 66.5 percent,
expressed agreement with this statement while only 20.4 percent of the
respondents disagreed with the statement. It definitely appeared that

respondents were concerned with their professional image and that they

viewed faculty strikes as being detrimental to that image.
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TABLE 4.29

SURVEY RESULTS FOR RESEARCH QUESTION 6 STATEMENTS

Percent Percent Percent
Agree Undecided Disagree
Statement SA A ? D SD
Strikes by the faculty would 36.3 30.2 13.3 13.0 7.4
detract from their professional
image
Faculty should strike if other 11.3 18.4 23.7 19.6 26.9
methods of resolving an impasse
fail
Faculty should have right to 25.7 30.8 18.9 10.0 14.6
strike
Impasses should be resolved by 17,5 41.¢< 28.5 6.7 5.5
neutral & binding arbitration
Binding arbitration should be 17.1 39.6 30.8 6.7 5.8

used to resolve faculty griev-
ances which develop under a
collective negotiated agreement

Statement 2. "Faculty members should strike if other methods
of resolving a bargaining impasse fail." The respondents expressed a
moderate degree of disagreement with this statement. Analysis of the
responses revealed that 46.5 percent of the respondents disagreed with
the statement, 23.7 percent indicated they were undecided, and 25.7
percent indicated agreement. It would appear that the respondents here
have indicated that strikes were not considered as legitimate means to

settle disputes.

Statement 3. "Faculty members shculd have the right to strike."

A majority of the respondents, 56.5 percent, agreed with this statement.
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Only 24.6 percent of the respondents disagreed with the statement, but
18.9 percent indicated they were undecided. It was clear that the
respondents felt they should have the right to strike regardless of
their feelings toward the actual use of faculty strikes as a means to

resolve disputes.

Statement 4. "Impasses which occur during the negotiation of
agreement should be resolved through neutral and binding arbitration."
A majority of the respondents, 59.4 percent, indicated agreement with
this statement. Only 12.2 percent of the respondents expressed dis-
agreement with this statement, but 28.5 percent of the respondents
indicated indecision. It appeared then that the respondents clearly
viewed arbitration as a legitimate means to resolve impasses occurring

during negotiation.

Statement 5. "Binding arbitration should be used to resolve
faculty grievances which develop under a collectively negotiated agree-
ment." A majority of the respondents, 56.7 percent, expressed agree-
ment with this statement, Only 12.5 percent of the respondents dis-
agreed but almost one-third of the respondents (30.8 percent) indicated
they were undecided. While a clear majority of the respondents saw
arbitration as a legitimate means to settle grievances, a surprisingly
large number expressed indecision with respect to the use of

arbitration.

Summation of Statements in Research Question 6. BA clear major-

ity of the respondents iadicated they considered faculty strikes as

being compatible with the professional image of faculty. While
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respondents were somewhat reluctant to endorse the use of strikes as a
means of dispute settlement, the percentage of respondents expressing
such reluctance was less than expected in relation to respondents'
views concerning strikes and professional image. It would appear that
some respondents were willing to sacrifice professional image to gain
some, perhaps more tangible, benefit. Regardless of how the respond-
ents felt concerning professional status or use of strikes, a clear
majority expressed the belief that faculty should have the right to
strike.

The respondents, on the other hand, appeared to give clear
endorsement to the use of arbitration to settle bargaining impasses and
disputes arising under a collective bargaining agreement. There was a
high degree of indecision on the part of the respondents with respect
to all statements but more so with respect to the statements concerning
arbitration. It is possible these respondents were either not familiar
with the arbitration process or they held some reservations concerning

the use of a "neutral" third party to resolve disputes.

Research Question 7
The research question was stated as: "What do the respondents
view as the appropriate bargaining unit for the purpose of collective
bargaining?"
To answer this question two separate items were included in the
survey questionnaire. The first item was used to determine which employee
- groups (faculty, non-teaching professionals, classified employees) were
viewed by the respondents as being appropriate for inclusion in a bax-

gaining unit for the purpose of collective bargaining. Table 4.30
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summarizes the responses to this question. The respondents' views as
to which groups should be included in a bargaining unit is far from
conclusive. However, it would appear that in general, they viewed
only faculty and the non-teaching professionals as being appropriate
for inclusion in a bargaining unit.
TABLE 4.30

GROUPS APPROPRIATE FOR INCLUSION IN BARGAINING UNIT

Number Indicating Percentage Indicating

Groups Appropriate Appropriate
Faculty only 217 25.0
Faculty and non-teaching 324 37.4
professionals
Faculty, non-teaching pro- 161 18.6
fessionals, and classified
employees
Undecided 164 18.9

The second item included in the survey instrument was included
to determine the respondents' views of what constitutes the appropriate
scope of a bargaining unit for the purpose of collective bargaining.
Respondents were asked to indicate if an appropriate bargaining unit
should be restricted to a single academic department, individual colleges
or schools within a university, a university campus, or should include
the entire state system of higher education. The responses to this
question are presented in Table 4.31.

If those respondents who indicated indecision were excludegd,
it would appear that respondents overwhelmingly viewed eithexr the
university campus or the entire state system of higher education as the

definition of an appropriate bargaining unit. Many of the problem issues
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TABLE 4.31

SCOPE OF APPROPRIATE BARGAINING UNIT

Number of Percentage
Appropriate Bargaining Unit Responses Of Responses
Individual academic departments 60 7.0
Individual colleges of schools 101 11.7
The university campus 256 29.7
Entire state system of higher 248 28.8

education

Undecided 196 22.8

confronting faculty today are issues for which solutions must be forged
within the individual university. Such issues as policies and pro-
cedures for promotion and tenure, distribution of faculty among ranks,
merit salary increase, allocation of resources, and grievance procedures
fall into this category. On the other hand, many of the issues which
concern the faculty are issues for which solutions lie beyond the
boundary of an individual university. Such items as the level of finan-
cial support provided to the university, limits on tenure, limits on
faculty salary increases, insurance ané‘retirement programs, and dis-
tribution of faculty among the academic ranks are examples of issues
where decisions are made at the "system" level. Thus, it is not sur-
Prising that the respondents viewed either the university itself or the
entire state system of higher education as being the appropriate bar-
gaining unit. However, those respondents indicating indecision may well
have been undecided as to which of these two were appropriate or they
may have been indifferent to the guestion as a whole. It is also

possible that this group of respondents felt they were lacking sufficient

]
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information to express an informal opinion and thus correctly indicated
that they werc undecided.

In response to the survey question, there was no clear-cut
consensus by the respondents as to the definition of the bargaining
unit and which groups should be included in the bargaining unit. How-
ever, responses would seem to indicate a somewhat general agreement that
the bargaining unit should be defined as either a single university or

the whole state system and include faculty and non-teaching professionals.

Research Question 10

This question was stated as: "What are the respondents'
behavioral intentions with respect to voting in a representation
election?"

To answer this question, a single research item was included in
the survey instrument in the form of a declarative statement with seven
response categories, one of which was to be checked by the respondent.
The research statement was: "If an election for collective bargaining
representation were held today, I would vote for the local chapter or
affiliate of the following organizations as my affiliation
preference: . . ." The response categories and the respondents prefer-
ences are presented in Table 4.32.

In order to answer the research question, the data were analyzed
two different ways. The first was to determine the percentage of
respondents who would vote "for" representation, the percentage who
would vote for "no organization" and the percentage of respondents who
indicated they were "undecided" as to how they would vote. The result of

this analysis indicated 53.4 percent of the respondents would vote for
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representation, 21.1 percent of the respondents would vote against
representation, and 25.6 percent of the respondents indicated they were
undecided how they would vote. While a majority of the respondents
indicated they would vote for representation by some organization, the
percentage (53.4) is considerably less than the results of similar re-
search studies reported in Chapter II of this study.
TABLE 4.32

RESPONDENTS' EXPRESSED PREFERENCE OF ORGANIZATIONAL
REPRESENTATION FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Number of Percentage
Response Choices Responses Of Responses
American Association of 204 23.3
University Professors (AAUP)
American Federation of Teachers 86 9.8
(AFT)
National Education Association 31 3.5
(NER)
Tennessee Education Association 118 13.5
(TEA)
Some other organization 28 3.2
No organization 184 21.1
Undecided . 223 25.6

The "undecided" respondents represented a problem in'that no
interpretative statement could be made. It was unclear as to whether
these respondents were undecided about voting "for" or “against”
representation or were favorable to representation but were undecided
as to which organization to choose. Therefore, nothing can be done but
report that the respondents indicated they were "undecided" as to how
they would vote if a representation election were held.

The second approach to the analysis of the data was to separate

those respondents who indicated they would vote in favor of representation
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from the rest of the respondents and re-analyze the response categories.
The results of this process are shown in Table 4.33.
TABLE 4.33

ORGANIZATIONAL PREFERENCE BY RESPONDENTS INDICATING
FAVORABLE VOTE FOR REPRESENTATION

: : Number of Percentage
t
Organization Responses Of Responses
American Association of University 204 43.7
Professors (AAUP)
American Federation of Teacher (AFT) 86 18.4
National Education Association (NEA) 31 6.6
Tennessee Education Association (TEA) 118 25.3
Some other organization 28 6.0
Total 467 100.0

The American Association of University Professors emerged as a
clear preference, 43.7 percent, for those respondents who had indicated
they would vote for representation. The Tennessee Education Association
was selected by 25.3 of the respondent#,and the American Federation of
Teachers was chosen by 18.42 percent of the respondents who had indi-
cated a positive vote for representation.

Of the 28 respondents who indicated "some other orgaﬁization,“
only 16 identified the organization of their choice. For 8 of the
respondents the choice was "faculty senate;" the "teamsters" was
identified by 4 respondents; the "Tennessee Employees Association" was
named by 3 respondents; and 1 respondent indicated the "American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,"

A majority of the respondents (53.4 percent) indicated they
would have voted “for" representation if an election had been held on

their campus. It is alsp clear that the respondents preferred to be
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represented by a professional organization compatible with higherx

education.

Resear;h Question 11

The research question was: "What are respondents' behavioral
intentions with respect to membership and economic support of an
organization should it be successful in winning faculty representa-
tion rights?"

To answer this research question, a single item was included in
the form of a declarative statement with five response categories, one
of which was to be checked by the respondent. The research statement
was: "If, as a result of a representation election, an organization won
bargaining rights, I would. . . ." The response categories and a
summary of the results are presented in Table 4.34. The analysis of
the results revealed that 40.9 percentlof the respondents indicated

TABLE 4.34

BEHAVIORAL INTENTIONS OF RESPONDENTS REGARDING
ORGANIZATION WINNING BARGAINING RIGHTS

Number of Percentage
Behavioral Choices Responses Of Responses
Join that organization if not already 355 40.9
a member.
Not join the organization but support 31 3.5
it economically by payment of dues.
Refuse to join or provide financial ) 88 10.1
support.
Cancel my membership in the organi- 17 1.9
zation if already a member.
Be undecided how I would react. 377 43.6

Total 868 100.0
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they would join an organization that was successful in securing
representation rights, An additional 3.6 percent of the respondents
indicated that while they would not join the organization, they would
support the organization through the payment of dues. BAmong the respond-
ents there appeared to be only a relatively small group of respondents
with hard-core, anti-union sentiments as evidenced by only 12 percent of
the respondents indicating they would either refuse to join or if
already a member of the organization they would resign. However, 43,6
percent of the respondents indicated they were undecided as to how they
would react if confronted with that situation.

While there was little evidence of a hard-core, anti-union posture
on the part of the respondents, there did appear to be a "well it depends
upon” or "let's wait and see" syndrome present as indicated by the number
of respondents who indicated indecision. .If this was in fact the case,
any organization that won representational rights would have been expected
to "earn" the support of this group of respondents prior to their com-

mitting themselves to either membership or support of the organization.

Research Question 12
The research question was: "Do the respondents' comments reveal
additional information relevant to this study?"
In order to answer this question, a "comments" section was placed
at the end of the research questionnaire. The respondents were given
no encouragement, other than space was provided, to make comments nor
was there any attempt made to control the nature of the comments. Thus,

the respondent was free to enter any comment that he/she felt compelled
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to include. Of the 889 questionnaires used in this study, 220 of them
contained a written comment presumably made by the respondent. The
comments from each questionnaire are presented in Appendix C of this
study in their entirety. No editorialization has been applied other
than to strike out names and to group the responses of each respondent
by his/her stated preference for collective bargaining.

The majority of the comments were of little value and perhaps
should not have been included as a part of this study. Some respondents'
comments were critical of the study, others laudatory. Other comments
gave evidence of the respondents' feelings of frustration and anger.
Others gave evidence of the respondents being resigned to accept a situa-
tion they found unsatisfactory but saw no hope for change with or without
faculty unions and collective bargaining. There were other comments
which were apparently the result of the respondents deep thoughtful
deliberations on the subject of collective bargaining and faculty unions,
By far the largest number of responses could be grouped into a single
category and labeled as "gripes." However, it was not the gripes
themselves that were important but the subject of the gripes.

The following represent selected statements taken from Appendix C
of this study. They are grouped by the respondent's stated preferencé

for collective bargaining.

Selected comments by respondents who indicated a preference for

.

collective bargaining.

Get a union for the teacher than wants to help students (and
themselves). Help the teacher to resist deans and presidents
who are research-oriented to exclusion of students. The stu-
dents come first in my opinion and a doctorate does not
necessarily make a hetter teacher. The teachers (like middle
management) really have little power when it comes to a cutback,
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so I think a union is needed badly to represent the rights, duties
and obligations of these teachers. The work that I do on com-
mittees to "help" the college and university are a "sham" and
when I get off two of five committees that I am now on--I'm not
going to get back on them. Help get department chairmen, deans,
etc. that are people (student) oriented and that are trustworthy
for the university. I enjoy my job as a teacher but not the
pressure to publish or perish. Can unions do more to help classes
for students for the summer term?

At one point, I would have said that union membership was incon-

sistent with my status as a professional educator. However,

the following issues have changed my mind:

1. The attitudes of the regents and/or administration that we
are professionals only when that status suits their purpose.

2. The failure of adeguate funding--faculty salaries have
declined steadily in terms.

3. The attempts to establish a guota system for tenure and
promotion purposes.

The issue of faculty unionization is one which is more or less
important at various institutions. At MTSU, I have encountered
too many mentally lazy faculty members to welcome wholeheartedly
the notion of a faculty union, entrenched idiocy being too
strong here already. At the same time, few members of the

MTSU faculty (probably including myself) would be willing to go
far enough out on a limb to openly and defiantly advocate unioni-
zation, given the probable strong adverse reaction from admin-
istration sources. Patience and persistence are more likely to
accomplish improvement of the faculty and faculty's lot in life
than are pyrotechnics. Before the university will react to
union propesals, it is necessary that half the faculty be

taught to write and that 2/3 of the administration be taught to
read. Bitter? VYes! Pessimistic? Much less so than the tone
of the blurb indicates. This university has a promising -future
but faculty unionization would not substantially affect it.

Education is the most marketable product in the U.S.A. Scientists,
engineers, doctors, lawyers, businessmen, and so on, are not

born; they are developed through education. However, education

and teachers have been unwisely represented by politicians. The
need for education and educators to be better represented is
apparent.

Where colleges and universities treat their faculty like factory
workers with heavy teaching loads, no recognition for research
or advanced rank, with too many assigned duties besides teach-
ing, with no clerical or research help and with 40-hour-a-week
campus schedule, a union is needed.

I‘am really sick of the salary increases I have been getting in
higher education. It affects my whole attitude about my job.
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If AFT was available at the university level, or if any
teachers' organization would take a militant stand, I
would join them.

I am opposed to violence and most of the tactics employed by
labor unions. I do not wish to strike but I am also opposed
to discrimination in any form. Therefore, I believe teachers
should have whatever rights any other workers have. I also
believe teachers as well as other workers have responsibility
to produce as much as they are paid for. For far too long
colleges and universities have abandoned their basic purpose:
providing conditions for professors to teach and students to
learn. We need something which will put more emphasis on the
academic rather than the social and public relations.

As my answers indicate I am now in favor of collective bar-
gaining. This is a new position for me, but I believe that
collective bargaining affords the only method of insuring that
the rights and privileges of college teachers will be main-
tained during the great upheavals which are coming in higher
education. Teachers otherwise are going to be getting the
short ends of many straws--economic and professional straws

in particular. I believe that academic freedom itself is

at stake. '

I believe unions will become a reality in higher education.
The young staff members need this type of protection in our
universities today. They won't do me any good, but I believe
it can and will help the next generation of college teachers.

At the end of 30 years at U.T. Knoxville I would have been
very much opposed to the union concept, but in the past ten
years I have changed my mind and now look upon the unions as

a very important but necessary brake to apply to the activities
of poorly prepared, arrogant, and self-seeking administrators,
especially in public supported institutions.

While most often I have considered unions marginal in academic
areas, the arbitrariness and incompetence of the present
administration of this university, coupled with rapid encroach-:
ment upon the domains of individuals and departments, have led
me to believe unions are necessary here.

The present system is inadequate, the merit system is sound on
paper, but the human element cannot be eliminated. The per-
sonalities of both the administration and faculty determine who
gets what. Overall the system is paternal and "father always
knows best." The only option is to break this archaic system by
collective bargaining or unions.

The medical and other insurance benefits of this university are
among the poorest in the country. Yet, the individual employee's
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input into negotiations for increased benefits are neglible.
Collective bargaining is the only means I know of to allow
each employee the opportunity of detexrmining his duties and
benefits.
My primary concern is to increase the higher education lobby's
power in Nashvilile. The legislature, even when it responds to
salary, research, and operating fund requests, favors elementary
and secondary education, if not vocational education most of
all. Colleges and universities have the weakest voice, and
their faculties would do well to strengthen the voice by union-
izing and collective bargaining if necessary.

The comments included in this section were selected to represent,
in general, the range of the comments made by the respondents who had
indicated a preference for collective bargaining. Some respondents
saw collective bargaining as a necessary means of preserving the pro-
fessional status of faculty. Others saw collective bargaining as a
means to increase salaries, fringe benefits, and to protect faculty
from the administration. Some respondents saw collective bargaining as
a means of attaining political power. An important fact that was re-

vealed was that some of the respondents had changed from an anti-union

to a pro-union stance.

Selected comments by respondents who indicated opposition to

collective bargaining.

I am a relatively free and independent professional. When

I cannot adequately resolve any differences with university
administration, I will change jobs, and perhaps change pro-
fessions. If I lose the freedom to so act, I will have lost
a large measure of dignity.

The question of unionization of faculty is quite separate

from the one of whether or not unions have been generally good

for factory and industrial workers. Teaching and research person-
nel are educated professionals and are able to and obligated to
react as such.

I am totally opposed to unions. Even though I am unhappy with
my salary and some af the other conditions here, I don't
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believe that a union is the solution. My observation has
been that in a "union" company the tendency is to rely on
your "rights" rather than your performance.

As poor as we see our lot at times, it could be worse and
will be with collective bargaining. Unions tend to help

on one side, but, all things considered, the net result is
loss. I so believe that the nature of university administra-
tion, even though established to provide freedom of thought
and action, leaves just as much room for strong arm tactics
by those in authority. This could be improved by more

faculty control. BAlso--a great need for; the lawmaker to under-
stand the task of the university faculty.

As president of our Faculty Council this past year, I have

been struck by the degree to which faculty do not keep up

with faculty business or with the procedures open to them

for rectifying grievances. Yet they are willing to com-

plain about the wrongs they think they suffer. If they should
desire to unionize, I think it would be out of the desire to
have someone to do for them what they are unwilling to do for
themselves, and yet which is quite within their grasp if

they will exert themselves a bit. It is therefore the respon-
sibility of people of good will on the faculties who are aware
that the administration is not the enemy to take the initiative
in trying to lay these issues before their faculties and direct
effort toward righting the grievances.

I believe, if we should unionize, that we would be placing

our fate in the hand of technicians, and we would ultimately
have a great many more reasons for confidence in our central
administration, and, in my opinion, the most effective faculty
stance, at least for the foreseeable future, is one of under-
standing and cooperation, with the expectation that solutions
can be worked out.

I consider myself to be a professional person and as such

have no desire to get involved with a union or bargaining agent.

I firmly believe that at their institution if a professional
properly and willingly performs his/her duties that he/she will
be properly rewarded at salary-deciding time within the limits

of appropriations. I consider unions and bargaining organizations
as being used by non-skilled and low~skilled labor! I moved to
this part of the country to get away from unionization because I
have seen many instances where the influx of the union resulted
in shoddy and otherwise poor products being produced. The arrival
of a union or bargaining agent here would cause me to actively
pursue other employment and perhaps leave the academic circle.

For those people who are unskilled or poorly trained or educated
in their field, the union may temporarily benefit. Likewise, the
lazy and unambitious may receive some benefit.
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As you can tell from my answers, I am definitely against unions.
I do not believe a teacher can be a "professicnal" and belong
to a union. If a teacher wants to become a "blue-collar worker
that is his prerogative. However, he should make a definite
choice and not try to be both. I would like to cast my lot with
"professions.” A "professional" is interested in others’
welfare. A "blue~collar" worker is interested in himself first.

I do not believe the higher education faculty should be
unionized. We are supposed to be free and independent in our
action and teachings, and how can we be free in our teaching
if we bind ourselves to a union that "forces" group action--
if I do not like a pace or the salary or any part of the
position or place, I wish to be free to accept or reject the
position,

With regard to hourly wage earners in most industries,

unions are, perhaps, absolutely necessary. With regard to
so-called professions, however, it appears to me that "unionism"
and "professionalism" are somewhat at odds. Unions promote

the notion of promotion based not on ability but rather on
seniority. The only real tool of the union to "“get its way"

is by the use of strikes. In my opinion, promotion based

on less than merit and ability and strikes are not compatible
with the concepts of professionalism. I have seen school
systems go toward unionism. The result has been little except
the creation of division between the teachers in those systems.
Certainly, unions do gain better salaries, somewhat better
working conditions, and generally a better economic situa-

tion for its members. These advances are somewhat off-set

by higher prices and a higher cost of living. I really don't see
how a union can, however, force an employer to submit to demands
when that employer is the state government. None of this means
to imply that I am satisfied with the system as is, but I feel
there must be a more workable, less divisive manner in which to
bring about meaningful changes.

Professional educators, especially college and university
professors, do not need unions if they are well gualified for
their positions and are willing to perform their duties as

true professionals. It seems to me that the drive for unionism
is being fostered by malcontents and mediocre performers who
wish to reduce the profession to their level--the lowest common
denominator. It is their hope, apparently, to be able to gain
something for nothing and to be able to hold a cudgel or weapon
over the heads of administrative officials. Unionism is a false
hope for professional educators in the long run.

Unionization has an inevitable leveling effect, It brings uwp
the rear while penalizing the super boys of competence. It
creates drones to live off workers. First, unions tend toward
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intractable power and arrogance. Standardized pay scales
are appropriate only to equivalent performances/competen-
cies/professional achievements. Professional poverty at
least confers some prestige. To unionize is to probably
reduce what little dignity there is with little in the way
of real increases in monetary compensations or higher wages
with reduced number of positions and increases in student/
teacher ratios.

When--and if--higher education stoops so low as to require
unionization, then I advocate closing the doors of all such
institutions and not pursue a mockery of higher education
equivalent to a sloppily run zoo!! When higher education
personnel lose all sight of professionalism, then they no
longer deserve to have hard-earned taxpayers providing their
bread and butter. Intelligent professionals should and can
resolve their differences without having some paid personnel--
far less knowledgeable about what it's all about--intervene.
Busing has brought education at the K-12 level to the brink

of disaster! It is true "Johnny and Mary" cannot read and
write upon receipt of most high school diplomas--not to mention
have a ghost of an idea about simple arithmetic. Unionization
would only propagate further the idea that illiteracy is the
"in" thing and would result in a society of uneducated persons
deprived of their natural rights as a U.S. citizen. I hope

I never live to witness such chaos and utter degradation of
everything our country stands for. Unions have long outlived
their purpose. Now they serve only to protect the inept, lazy,
and totally unqualified persons aspiring to heights far beyond
their capacities, backgrounds, and/or training. Need I say
more? None are so blind as he who will not see! Thanks for
the opportunity to express my views on this subject so vital
to the welfare of our citizens--present and future. )
Collective bargaining cannot, in the long run, resolve the
problems stated or implied in the questionnaire, My exper-
ience suggests that organizations with a long history of

able, honest leadership by individuals with high skills in
maintaining good communications and reactions with their
employees are not organizations which become unionized.
Collective bargaining treats the symptoms of "poor" management.
The way to correct the situation is to bring in "good management.

Collective bargaining is not a valid procedure for a group of
individualists such as university professors. Those people
who cannot publicly state their problems, such as factory
workers, should have collective bargaining.

As long as the American Association of University Professors
pursues the enlightened course it has pursued over the past
decade, their administrative officials will do at least as
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good a job as representatives of some academic union. I
view with alarm the tendency in some would-be academic
representatives to view university professors as some union
of non-thinking individuals.

The comments in this section were selected to represent, in
general, the range of sentiments expressed by the respondents who had
indicated a position of opposition to collective bargaining. It is
quite apparent that some respondents saw unionism or collective bar-
gaining as being totally incompatible with professionalism. Some
respondents were outright anti-union, while others saw collective bar-

gaining as being an inappropriate means for dealing with the issues

confronting the faculty.

Selected comments by respondents who indicated they were undecided

about collective bargaining.

I do not wish to join a union. A union should not be necessary.
The major problem is that administrators and legislatures do

not listen to and support faculty interests. They do not provide
efficient leadership. Unless this condition changes then I would
join a union even though I would prefer to remain a professional.
I hope that administrators and legislators "wake-up" and realize
this situation. If they do not, I will carxry a card as long as

I remain in the teaching profession.

Obviously, I am ambivalent about the idea of unions. To me, they
smack of vicious disregard for the needs of people, including,
too often, the union members. The crime records, the infla-
tionary boosts they add to the economy--these leave a bad taste
in my mind. I simply cannot visualize college teachers as a

part of so undignified, tacky a movement., Yet, we are being
abused. At UTK, the lower echelon of teachers have no rights, no
security, and no income worth mentioning. I really don't see any
solution.

My stereotype of unions is more bad than good. I think most
have mistakenly placed first priority on the popular issue of
wages and have neglected job security, production-pride, and
the general welfare of the economy. AFT members I know tend to
be grumbly people. In the past unions have been necessary to
combat bad management, but I prefer cooperation to competition
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and corporation to union/management. I would prefer my
university to be a corporation with students, faculty, clerks,
maintenance, etc. having vested rights, electing all adminis-
trative officers, sstiting policy, etc.
Many of these answers are based on and colored by conditions
at ETSU. I strongly suspect my responses would have been
different if in another university in the state. I am basically
opposed to unions in the academic community, but this campus
seems to have little alternative to an adversary relationship
between faculty and administration.
I apparently am not convinced that "unionizing” is either
professional or profitable for American university professors
in the 1970's. My preference would be to seek excellence first
and hope to see people (especially legislators) through per-
formance, merit, production.

Relatively few of the respondents who had indicated they were
undecided about collective bargaining included a comment in completing
the research questionnaire. The comments included in this section were
selected to represent the general sentiment of those respondents who
indicated indecision concerning collective bargaining. The respondents
appeared to be torn between professionalism and opposition to unions on
one hand, and by a basic dissatisfaction with the conditions under
which they worked, on the other.

In summary, the comments disclosed that both respondents opposed
to collective bargaining and those in favor of collective bargaining saw
professionalism as an issue. Those who were opposed saw collective bar-
gaining as being compatible with professionalism, while those in favor
saw collective bargaining as a means of protecting professionalism.
Further, those in favor of collective bargaining saw collective bargain-
ing as a means of improving working conditions or protecting against fur-
ther deterioration of working conditions. Some respondents saw collective

bargaining as a means of gaining the political power necessary to deal

effectively with the "system" and the state legislature.
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Among those opposed to collective bargaining, there was an
almost overwhelming anti-union sentiment expressed, Some of the
respondents saw collective bargaining as a threat to quality education
with union protection being extended to protect the incompetent faculty
through a system of legal rights.
The answer to the research question then is yes. The comments

have yielded additional information that was relevant to this study.

Research Question 13

The research question was: "With respect to the longitudinal
study, does there appear to be a significant change over time in
faculties' stated preference for collective bargaining?"

In order to answer this question, a comparison was made of the
results of three separate studies conducted on a single university
campus. The present study was one of the three studies. Of the other
two, the first one was part of a comprehensive "self study"” undertaken
by the university in 1972. There apparently was no formal report pre-
pared since one could not be located. . However, a search of the faculty
senate files did yield a summary of the responses to the queétionnaire.
The one gquestion of interest for the purpose of this study was the
question: "Do you favor collective bargaining, thus unionization of the
faculty?" The response categories were "yes" and "no." Of the 326
respondents to the "self study" survey, 91 (27.9 percent) answered
"yes" and 235 (72.1 percent) answered "no."

Next, in chronological order was the present study conducted in
May of 1975 for which the question of interest was the dependent variable

which has been used throughout the study. This question was stated as:
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"I am _____ collective bargaining for faculty members at this university."
Respondents were asked to fill in the blank with the appropriate
responses chosen from "strongly in favor of," "moderately in favor of,"
"moderately opposed to," "strongly opposed to," and "undecided about."
The response categories have been combined to form three response
categories of "opposed to," "undecided about," and "in favor of." Of
the 889 respondents to this study, 36.8 percent were "opposed," 18.3
percent were "undecided," and 44.9 percent were "in favor of" collective
bargaining.

The third study used for comparison purposes was a study con-
ducted in October, 1975, by the faculty senate of the same university.
The specific purpose of the study was to determine the faculty's preference
for collective bargaining, and thereby validate the findings obtained
from the present study which had been conducted five months earlier.

A copy of the faculty senate questionnaire is contained in Appendix D

of this study. The question of interest in this survey concerncd faculty
preference for collective bargaining. The question was stated as: "My
attitude toward collective bargaining (professional negotiations) is:

. - % The response categories were "strongly in favor of," "moderately
in favor of," "moderately opposed to," "strongly opposed to," and
"undecided about." These responses were combined to form three categor-
ies. Of the 318 respondents who answered this qgestion, 62.9 percent
were "in favor of," 20.1 percent were “opposed to," and 17.0 percent
were "undecided about" collective bargaining.

While the research. question was not worded the same in all three

studies, they were deemed close enough to merit comparison of the results

.
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but not close enough to merit a comprehensive statistical analysis.
For comparison purposes, the responses for all three studies were
transformed into either a "“favor," "undecided," or "oppose" category.
Table 4.35 presents a summary of the three studies.
TABLE 4.35

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS OF THREE STUDIES OVER TIME

Faculty Senate

Self study Present Study Study
Respondent Categories 1972 May, 1975 October, 1975
Favor collective bargaining 27.9 44.9 62.9
Undecided % 18.3 17.0
-Oppose collective bargaining _72.1 36.8 20.1
Total 100.0 100.0 . 100.0

*Response category not included in 1972 study.

The results of the comparison would appear to indicate a very
significant change had occurred in this university's faculty, if not in
preference for collective bargaining, at least a change in attitude
toward collective bargaining.

A part of this apparent change, perhaps even all of the changé;
could be explained by the different wording of the questions, the changes
in the faculty body as faculty have come and gone over the years, changes
in the university internal administrative environment, changes in the
external economic and political environments. However, the difference
in the results of the present study and the faculty senate study were

separated by only five months, and therefore merits a closer look.
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First, the research questions were of considered differcnce. One
asked for an indication of "preference for collective bargaining," while
the other was phrased to indicate an "attitude toward collective bar-
gaining." The difference may have been largely semantic in nature
rather than substantive as far as the respondents were concerned. How-
ever, the researcher here recommends the use of extreme caution in the
interpretation of the results obtained by comparison of the two studies.

During the five-month period that separated the present study
from the faculty senate survey, several notable incidences occurred which
may have had an influence on the outcome of the faculty senate survey.
First, in a year of double digit inflation, the state legislature man-
dated a maximum salary increase of 2% percent for all state employees
which, of course, included the faculties of all the state supported
institutions of higher education. Secondly, there were rumors that the
State Board of Regents either had "frozen" the granting of tenure and
promotions or were going to do so. It is reasonable to assume that
these two items may have exerted an upward bias in the number of
respondents indicating a preference for collective bargaining. This
upward bias, if it did exist, may have been only temporary.

The answexr to the research question then is a very tentative
yes. There did appear to be a significant change over time with respect
to the faculty's preference for collective bargaining.

The summary of the findings of this chapter will be presented

in Chapter V, Summary, Recommendations, and Conclusions.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

For this study there were thirteen research questions and six
hypotheses. The hypotheses were restatements of six of the research
questions and were therefore answered by the testing of the correspond-
ing hypothesis. The data shown in Table 5.1 is a synopsis of the

TABLE 5.1

SUMMARY OF HYPOTHESES TESTED

Hypothesis Results*
Hypothesis I . Rejected
Hypothesis II Rejected
Hypothesis III . Rejected
Hypothesis IV Rejected
Hypothesis V Rejected
Hypothesis VI Rejected

*Evaluated at .05 level of significance

157
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results of the hypotheses tested for this study as to their acceptance
or rejection. Each hypothesis will be discussed first and then a short
summary wiil follow for each of the research questions for which there
was no corresponding hypothesis.

Hypothesis I was designed to determine if there was a relationship
between the respondents' stated preference for collective bargaining and
the quality of institution where they were employed. The results of the
statistical test applied to the data revealed that there was a relation-
ship between the quality of institution where the respondents were
employed and the respondents' expressed preference for collective bar-
gaining on their own campus. Fewexr of the respondents at the "high
quality" institution were in favor of collective bargaining on their
own campus than were the respondents of the "medium" and "low quality"
institutions. There were more respondents who expressed opposition to
collective bargaining on their own campus employed in the high quality
institution than were employed at the medium and low quality institutions.
The respondents employed at the medium quality institutions expressed
less indecision as to their prefere#ce for collective bargaining on their
own campus than did the respondents employed at the high quality and
low quality institutions.

The results of this analysis should not be projected as a gen-
eralization to all institutions of higher education. The statistical
test was applied to data that contained only the respondents of one
institution classified as a high quality institution, the respondents
of one institution classified as a medium quality institution, and the
respondents of eight institutions classified as low quality institutions.

Thus, the relationship between the respondents' stated preference for
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collective bargaining and the quality of the institution where they
were employed may be a finding that is unique and only meaningful within
the context of this study.

Hypothesis II was designed to determine if there were respondent
socio-economic variables that would distinguish between the respondents'
stated preference for, indecision about, and opposition to collective
bargaining on their own campus. The results of the statistical analysis
revealed that there were six socio-economic variables that did distinguish
between those respondents who stated preference for and those who stated
opposition to collective bargaining on their own campus. It was
determined that the six socio-economic variables did not distinguish
between the respondents who were undecided about or favored collective
bargaining nor did they distinguish between the respondents who were
undecided about and opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus.
However, the hypothesis, as stated, was rejected since the six socio-
economic variables did distinguish between those respondents who
favored and those who opposed collective bargaining.

Hypothesis III was designed to determine if the selected job
satisfaction variables used in the study would distinguish between those
respondents who were cpposed to, undecided about, or in favor of
collective bargaining on their own campus. The results of the statisti-
cal analysis revealed that all of the variables but one were significant
for distinguishing between those respondents who were in favor of or
opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus. It was also deter-
mined that the job satisfaction variables used for analysis did not

distinguish between those respondents who were undecided about or those
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who were in favor of collective bargaining nor did they distinguish
between those who were undecided about or who were opposed to collective
bargaining on their own campus. Further analysis revealed that the
undecided respondents were not statistically different from those respond-
ents who were in favor of or opposed to collective bargaining as measured
by their responses to the job satisfaction variables. However, since the
job satisfaction variables did successfully distinguish between those in
favor of and those opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus,
the hypothesis, as stated, was rejected.

Hypothesis IV was designed to determine if the perception of
collective bargaining variables used in the study would distinguish
between the respondents who were in favor of, undecided about, or opposed
to collective bargaining on their own campus. The result of the analysis
revealed that the perceptions of collective bargaining variables did
distinguish between those respondents who were in favor of, undecided
about, or opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus. Thus,
the hypothesis, as stated, was rejected.

Hypothesis V was designed to determine if the pexception of
union variables used in this study would distinguish between those
respondents who were in favor of, undecided about, or opposed to collec-
tive bargaining on their own campus. The analysis revealed that the per-
ception of union variables did distinguish between those respondents who
were in favor of or opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus.
Further analysis revealed that the perception of union variables did not
statistically distinguish between those respondents who were undecided

about and those who were in favor of collective bargaining nor between
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those respondents who were undecided about and those who were opposed to
collective bargaining on their own campus. However, since the perception
of union variables did distinguish between those respondents who were
opposed to and those who were in favor of collective bargaining on their
own campus, the hypothesis, as stated, was rejected.

Hypothesis VI was designed to determine if the perception of
union officers would distinguish between those respondents who were in
favor of, undecided about, or opposed to collective bargaining on their
own campus. The result of the analysis revealed that perception of
union officials variables did distinguish between those respondents who
were in favor of or opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus.
However, further analysis revealed that the perception of union officials
variables did not distinguish between the respondents who were undecided
about those who were in favor of collective bargaining nor the respondents
who were undecided about and those whc were opposed to collective bar-
gaining on their own campus. However, since the perception of union
officials variables did distinguish between those respondents who were in
favor of or opposed to collective bargaining on their own campus, the
hypothesis, as stated, was rejected.

Research Question 5 was designed to determine which of the topics
included in this study were appropriate for detexmination by collective
bargaining. Analysis revealed that the respondents viewed the following
topics to be appropriate for determination by collective bargaining:
insurance, retirement program, appeal/grievance procedure, standards/
criteria for promotion and tenure, formal pay structure, and teaching

loads. On the other hand, the respondents viewed the following topics
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as being inappropriate for collective bargaining: administrative duties
for faculty, distribution of faculty among ranks, deciding who will be
tenured/promoted, allocating of resources for ;esearch support, deciding
who will receive merit increases, and curriculum matters.

Research Question 6 was designed to determine the respondents'
views regarding faculty strikes and the use of arbitration as methods of
dispute settlement. Analysis revealed that the respondents view faculty
strikes to be incompatible with their professional image. The respond-
ents also indicated that strikes, as a means of resolving a bargaining
impassé, were not viewed as a legitimate means to sgttle disputes. How-
ever, a majority of the respondents endorsed the proposition that faculty
should have the right to strike. With respect to arbitration, a majority
of the respondents endorsed arbitration as a means to settle disputes
arising out of negotiations and in settling faculty grievances arising
under a collective bargaining agreement.

Research Question 7 .was designed to determine what respondents
viewed as an appropriate bargaining unit for the purpose of collective
bargaining. BAnalysis revealed that there was a diversity of opinion as
to what the appropriate bargaining unit should be, However, when those
who expressed indecision were removed from consideration, the results
narrowed down to a choice between the university campus or the entire
state system of higher education., Further, the respondents indicated
that only faculty and non-teaching professionals should be included in
the bargaining unit.

Research Question 10 was designed to determine the respondents'

stated behavioral intention with respect to voting in a representation
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election. Analysis revealed that a majority of the respondents would
have voted in favor of representation. Further analysis revealed that the
respondents favored the American Association of University Professors as
the appropriate organization to represent them for the purpose of col-
lective bargaining.

Research Question 11 was designed to determine the respondents'
behavioral intentions with respect to membership and economic support
of an organization winning representational rights for the purpose of
collective bargaining. BAnalysis revealed that 44.5 percent of the
respondents would either join or provide economic support for an organiza-
tion that was successful in winning a representation election. However,
43.5 percent of the respondents indicated they were undecided as to
their actions toward an organization that won a representation election.
Only 12 percent of the respondents indicated they would have nothing
to do with an organization that was successful in winning a representa-
tion election.

Research Question 12 was designéd to determine if the respondents'
comments revealed additional information relevant to the purpose of this
study. There were a large number of comments made by the respondents.
Many were too vague to be of any real value for the purpose of this
study. However, there were numerous comments which did reveal how the
respondents felt about collective bargaining and the need for faculty
unions. Of those respondents who were in favor of collective bargaining
on their own campus, some of them saw collective bargaining as a means to
increase salaries and fringe benefits, and to protect faculty from the

capricious acts of administrators. Some respondents saw collective
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bargaining as a possible source of political power for the faculty.
Other respondents saw collective bargaining as a means to protect the
professional status of the faculty. Perhaps the most significant
finding revealed was that some respondents indicated they had been
initially opposed to collective bargaining but were now in favor of
collective bargaining.

Of those respondents indicating an opposition to collective bar-
gaining on their own campus, many saw collective bargaining as being to-
tally incompatible with professionalism. Others indicated they did not
view collective bargaining as being an appropriate means of dealing
with the many problems confronting faculty. Other respondents indicated
strong anti-union sentiments, in general, and, specifically, strong anti-
faculty union sentiments.

Those respondents indicating they wére undecided about collective
bargaining on their own campus appeared to be torn between the perceived
incompatibility of unionism with professionalism, on one hand, and the
feeling of a need for a method of improving their working conditions, on
the other.

Overall, the comments revealed a general tone of strong senti—.
ments toward c&llective bargaining by both those who were in favor of
and those who were opposed to collective bargaining, It was the intensity
of the feelings of the respondents with respect to collective bargaining
that made this section useful for the purpose of this study.

Research Question 13 was designed to determine if there appeared
to be a change in the faculty's preference for collective bargaining at

one university over a three-year period. The results of the three studies,
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including this study, recvealed that there did appecar to have been a
significant change in the percentage of faculty expressing a preference
for collective bargaining. The wording of the three questions used to
ascertain the responding faculty's preferencé for collective bargaining
was unfortunately not the same. While some of the apparent differences
could probably be attributed to the different wording of the questions,
it was determined that the research questions were close enough to con-
text to merit comparison and that the magnitude of the difference was
sufficient to support a conclusion that faculty's preference for collec-
tive bargaining had indeed increased over the time.

Based on the results of the study, a general profile of the res-
pondents who either favored or were opposed collective bargaining on
their own campus can be constructed. Faculty who teach full-time, make
less than $16,000 annually, are under 35 years of age, are non—-caucasian,
held their academic rank less than three years, are more interested in
teaching than research, are less satisfied with job conditions, have a
positive perxception of collective bargaining, and have a positive per-
ception of unions and union officials.are more likely to express a pre-
ference for collective bargaining.

Conversely, faculty who are opposed to collective bargaining on
their own campus are more iikely to hold administrative positions either
full-time or part-time, make over $16,000 annually, be over 35 years of
age, be caucasian, have held their academic rank for more than three
years, be more interested in research than in teaching, be more satisfied
with their job conditions, have a less positive perception of collective

bargaining, and a less positive perception of unions and union officials.
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Conclusions

Ultimately the decision to embrace collective bargaining as an
alternative to the more traditional form of academic governance is an
individual decision. The decision is a result of a complex process
that involves consideration of many variables. This study has revealed
that faculties' attitudes toward their jobs and their perceptions of
collective bargaining, unions, and union officers were all significant
in distinguishing between faculty who expressed either a preference for
or opposition to collective bargaining on their own campus. Further,
an analysis of the respondents' comments revealed that all of these
variables were mentioned by the respondents, giving evidence that they
were variables that had, in fact, been considered in their decision-

making process.

Recommendations

If this study is replicated, the writer recommends that the
research question pertaining to faculties' behavioral intention as to
how they would vote if a representation election were held be changed.
The recommended change is to separate the question into two parts with
the first part of the question devoted specifically to an indication of
how the respondent would vote. The second part, then, should be devoted
to a determination of which organization the respondents would prefer to
represent them for the purpose of collective bargaining.

A second recommendation is to expand the list of topics or
issues that might be considered as appropriate for collective bargaining.
A third recommendation would be to include an additional socio-economic
variable to determine the academic departmental affiliation of the

respondents.
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This writer recommends that a study be accomplished by using a
sample of university faculty that goes beyond the boundary of a single
state. Preferably such a study Vould be conducted using a sample of
faculty from universities nation-wide, or perhaps on a somewhat more
limited basis, a sample of faculty from a particular geographic region.
The writer also recommends that any future research effort be directed
at determining the interaction of faculties' job satisfaction, percep-
tion of collective bargaining, perception of union, perception of
union officials, and soc¢io-economic variables in relation to the
faculties' stated preference for collective bargaining on their own

campus.
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Please answer all

1.

5.

Where are you
University
" University
University
University

University
Austin Peay

Memphis State University

APPENDIX A

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

the items on

employed?

of Tennessee
of Tennessee
of Tennessee
of Tennessee
of Tennessee

this form. Do NOT record your name.

at Knoxville
at Nashville
at Memphis

at Martin

at Chattanooga

State University
East Tennessee State University

Middle Tennessee State University
Tennessee State University
ennessee Technological University

Academic rank:
Prof'essor
~ Associate P
~ Assistant P
~ Instructor
~__Other (spec

Are you:
Tenured
Non~Tenured

Age:

Under 35
— 35 to 50
—_Over 50

Race:

rofessor
rofessor

ify)

White/Caucasian
Negro/Afro-American

Oriental
Other
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10.

11.

12,
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Sex:
___Male
Female

Years teaching at present position:
___Less than 3 years

3~7 years
—_Over 7 years

Years teaching at present rank:
Less than 3 years

37 years

__Over T years

Total years teaching at university or college level:
__Less than 5
5-10 years
—_10-15 years
__Over 15 years

Educational level:

Doctorate
" Masters (presently working on doctorate)
—_Masters

(2) In my present postion, I:
Teach full-time
~ Share my time between administration and teaching
"Am a full-time administrator

(b) My present annual salary is:
___Less than $12,000
_$12,000 to $16,000
___Over $16,000

Do your interests lie primarily in teaching or research?
Very heavily in research

T In both, but leaning toward research

___In both, but leaning toward teaching
Very heavily in teaching

—__Outside both teaching and research

Indicate which of these general faculty organizations you are

currently a member of:
American Association of University Professors (AAUP)
American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
National Education Association (NEA)
Tennessee Education Association (TEA)
Other (specify)
None
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DIRECTIONS FOR RECORDING RESPONSES: Read each statement carefully.
Then mark your answer in the manner specified by the question, or in
the following manner, if no other specification is made:

If you strongly agree with the statement, circle "SA."

If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably agree with the statement,
circle "A,"

If you are undecided about the statement, circle the "?."

If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably disagree with the statement,
circle "D."

If you strongly disagree with the statement, circle "SD."

14, Given my present academic rank and years of service SAA?DSD
I am satisfied with my salary.

15. The lines and methods of communications between SA A ?DSD
faculty and the administration are well developed
and maintained.

16. I am satisfied with the manner in which faculty SAA?DSD
interests are represented in the campus administra-
tion of the university.

17. I am satisfied with the manner in which faculty SAA?DSD
interests are represented in the Board of Regents.

18, I am satisfied with the manner in which faculty SAA7?DSD
interests are represented in the state legislature.

19. If I could plan my career again, I would choose an SA A ?DSD
academic career in higher education.

20. The administration is concerned with the problems SAA?DSD
of the faculty and handles these problems sympa-
thetically.

21. The current system of faculty advisory committees SA A ?DSD

has done an effective job or representing faculty
interests in the personnel decision-making process.

22, My extra~curricular load (committe work, admini- SA A ?DSD
strative duties, etc.) is too heavy.

“
o

23. The State of Tennessee provides adequate financial SA A SD

support to the university.



24,

25.

26,

27'

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

Since some of the terms on these pages may not be familiar,
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(a) The present retirement program is satisfactory.

(b) The hospitalization and medical benefits pro-
gram provided by the university is satisfactory.

The appeals procedure here insures that faculty
members will receive fair and impartial consideration
of their individual grievances.

The standards or criteria for determining merit in-
creases and promotions are faily administered.

I am satisfied with the mannér in which curriculum
matters are determined.

My teaching load at this university is too demanding,

I am satisfied with the manner in which salary
levels and increases are determined.

I am satisfied with the distribution of faculty
among academic ranks.

The university provides me with adequate clerical
support.

The university provides me with adequate research
assistance and support.

The university provides me with adequate travel
funds.

The university provides me with adequate library
facilifies for my professional interests.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

the following definitions:

Collective bargaining:

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

Sa

provide

a process in which the representatives of the

employer and the representatives of the faculty negotiate in good
faith to determine to their mutual agreement many of the terms and

conditions of faculty employment.

are usually incorporated into a written contract.

Impasse:

The mutually agreed-upon terms

when the employer and employee organization have failed to

reach a mutually satisfactory agreement and yet neither is willing to
make further concessions, an impasse is said to have occurred.



179

Binding Arbitration: a process whereby any issues which cannot be
voluntarily resolved by employer and employee representatives are
referred to a neutral third party (the arbitrator) for final and
binding arbitration. This process may be used to resolve negotiating
impasses over contract terms or to resolve individual grievances.

Bargaining Unit: a particular group of employees which has been re-~
cognized by the employer as an appropriate group to be represented
by a single employee organization for the purposes of bargaining
collectively.

35. I am__ collective bargaining for faculty members at this univer-
sity. (Fill in the appropriate numbered response.)
(1) strongly in favor of (4) strongly opposed to
(2) moderately in favor of (5) undecided about
{3} moderately opposed to

36. Since, after all, the university is an educational SA A?DSD
institution, more of the decision-making power
should rest with teaching faculty.

37. Collective bargaining is inappropriate because SAA?DSD
faculty jobs are too autonomous and individualized
to have faculty employment conditions determined
in a collective manner.

38. Collective bargaining would be a more effective SAA?DSD
procedure for representing faculty economic inter-
ests (i.e., salaries and monetary fringe benefits)
than the present procedures,

39. Collective bargaining is- consistent with the pro- SAA?DSD
fessional standing of university professors.

If collective bargaining were institutionalized, indicate which of the
following topics you believe are proper subjects for joint determination
via collective bargaining: (circle your choice for each topic: "clearly
appropriate" (CA), "probably appropriate” (A), "probably inappropriate"
(I), "clearly inappropriate" (CI), "undecided" (?).

40. Salaries CAA?ICI

41, A regularized salary structure, with ranks, pay CAA?ICI
steps, time in grade

42, Standards or criteria for determining merit increases CA A ? I CI
43, Standards/criteria for determining promotions and

tenure



44,
45,
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.

53.
54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.
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Deciding who will receive merit increases
Deciding who will be promoted and receive tenure
Retirement program |
Life and medical insurance
Distribution of faculty among academic ranks
Teaching loads |
Curriculum matters
Administrative duties for faculty members

Allocation of internal resources for research
support

Appeal or grievance procedures

A faculty organization selected as a bargaining
representative would not have enough political
influence to adequately represent faculty employment
interests in the state government.

Collective bargaining would be a more effective
procedure for representing faculty non-economic
interests (i.e., curriculum matters, grievance
procedures, etc.) than the present procedures.,

Collective bargaining will not reduce the incentive
for excellence in faculty performance.

Collective bargaining would be a more effective
process for protecting against the possible deter-
ioration of faculty employment conditions than

any of the past or present decision-making processes,

Impasses which occur during the negotiation of
agreements should be resolved through neutral and
binding arbitration.

Strikes by the faculty would detract from their
professional image.

Binding arbitration should be used to resolve
faculty grievances which develop under a collec-
tively negotiated agreement.

Faculty members should strike if other methods of
resolving a bargaining impasse fail.

CA
CA
ca
ca
CA
CA
cA
CA

cA

ca

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

L - = ]
-

H

=3

)

~

)

~)

H H

CI

CI

CI

CcI

CI

CI

CI

CI

CI

CI

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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63.

64.

65-

66.
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Faculty members should have the legal right SA A ?DSD
to strike.

If a bargaining unit is established, it should include...(check one)
___yeaching faculty only
teaching faculty and non-teaching professionals (1librarians,
~ researchers, etc.) :
___teaching faculty, non-teaching professionals, and classified
employees
____undecided

If collective bargaining were to be implemented, the appropriate
unit for the purpose of collective bargaining should be...{check
one)

individual academic departments
individual colleges or schools
the university campus
the entire state system of higher education

undecided

If an election for collective bargaining representation were held

today, I would vote for the local chapter or affiliate of the

following organizations as my affiliation preference: (check one)
American Association of University Professors (AAUP)

~ American Federation of Teachers (AFT)

" National Education Association (NEA)

Tennessee Education Association (TEA)

some other organization (specify)

no organization
undecided

|

If, as a result of a representation election, an organization won
bargaining rights, I would:

Join that organization if not already a member.
T Not join the organization but would support it economically by
T payment of dues.

Refuse to join or provide financial support.
T Cancel my membership in the organization if already a member.
—_Be undecided how I would react.

Think of your impressions about unions. How well do the following
words describe unions as you see them? On the blanks beside each
phrase below, put an "X" in the column for "yes" if it describes unions
as you see them, for "no" if it doesn't describe them, for "?" if you
cannot decide.

? NG
I. Unions YES

1. Help people in trouble
2. Democratic
3. Hold back progress

————

(]



4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
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Have too much power

Good for workers

Dues & fees too high

Force people to join who don't want to
Make trouble

Useless

Keep managment honest

Keep people from getting pushed around
Corrupt

Benevolent

Violent

Necessary in most companies

Radical

Worthwhile

Protect jobs

II. Union Officers

l.

COMMENTS :

Honest

Hardworking

Crooks

Helpful
"High=-1livers"
Up~to-date
Effective

Ask advice from members
Make too much money
Arrogant

Dependable
Opinionated
Efficient

YES

NO




