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| A
n b

. A considerable amount of discussion has gone into the issues surrounding

collective bargaining and unionism in higher education. Qeveral'factors appear °

"
’

to account for the emergence and growth of faculty collective bargalning

during the last decade: the rapid expansion of Mmerican higher education in

ED123990

the.1960’s§'hard times and the cessatien of growth since then;'the extension
of 1ega1 _support, for collective bargaining through the passage of state laws;
and, changes in the structure of higher educatlonal 1nstitutlons (Carr and
Van Fyck,1973; Duryea and Fisk, 1973; Garbarlno, 1975, Gress and Wohlers, 1974). f
Many researchers have attempted to link characteristics of }nd1v1dual |

faculties and institutions with faculty reteptivity to collective negotia~ 1

. -

tions.o Among the personal factors'EPecified are: dissatisfaction. with the
L.“‘ .
\ work environment; political liberalism; upper manuel and lower whité.collar

n

backgrounds;associatioﬁ:with 1iberal arts'disciplines esﬁecially'the humanities; ]

W R ‘and condltlons both personal and institutional related to income, prestige, ]
and -security (Caryr and Van Eyck, 1973 Haehn, 1971; Ladd and Lipset, 1973,

" Mortimer, Johnson, and Weiss, 1975). On 4he institutional level, Smartoand

.

‘Rodgers (1973) researched college environmental factors to determine the re-
\ !

Tationship between school differences‘ and affiliation choice. Lindeman (1975)
A4 ‘

investigated the;relationship between faculty and administration perceptions.
. ’ . ' @ ’ ) » )
R , , . .
. *“of university goals and functiéns and their attitudes toward collective
L : e s
., - negotiations.- T , S .
4 . : R )
— AN

A paper~to te presented at the Annual Meetlng of the Amerlcan Education
Research/Assoolatiqn in San Franc1sco Aprll 19-23, 1976. -
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In addition to reséarch emphasizing variables affecting the emergence of -

¥

and support for collecfive negotiafions, other recent studies focus on such

s

topies as: competitigp among bargaining agents for faculty support (Garbarlno,

ay

1971); the 1mpact)éf unionization on academic struct es and faculty organizatlon

( McHugh, 1973)5“the impact of unions on academic governance (Boyd, 1972; Kemerer

1973); yﬁe scope and provisions of contrac (Bucklow, 1973; Kemerer And Baldridge,

. 1976; Mortimer and Lozier, 1973); and, e role of administration in collective\

baréaining campaigns (Oliker and Kaupfian, 1975). Garbarino's (1975) and Carr
and Van Eyck's (1973) recent books/represent major efforts to integrate available
studies of the evidence on and xplangtions for the collective bargaining and .

/ unionization movements in higher, education. \1/

- Conceptionally, we viéw unionism in higher education as an extreme form of

large-scale, group acti h involving collective bargaining. It has as some of its
. > , .

elements, the legiti acy .of striking and an adversarial rgle relationship with the
administration. supports ﬁhé notion of equality among members, but also
enforces a str? t seniority system. We think, therefore, that theé; is not a one-
“tojone relayigpship between faculty,réc§ptivity to, the genefalrnotion of coliectiy?
bargginipg/(a p{ocess) and: their support, specifically, for unionization (a

o

structural form). o ) - :
Perhaps the'ﬁost extensive empirical research on the topics of support for.
collective bérgaining and for ;niOnization in higher education is tﬂaﬁ of Ladd
and Lipset (1973). Their analysis, based on data ‘drawn from the 1969 survey of
Aﬁericgn academics spénsored by the.Carnegie Commission oﬁ Higher Education and

o : . ,
a much smaller 1972 survey of faculty political opinions supported by the American

Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Reséarch, was completed in 1973 under the
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auspices of the Carnegie’ Commission on Higher Education. Their work leads t

a number of general propositions about faculty suppQrt for collective bargain-
ing and for unionism, some involving properties of higher education settings
St

and faculty status characteristics. One 1mportant prop051tion is that faculty

at research-oriented private universities are 1ess receptive to%§b1 ective

bargaining and especially to union representation than thelr counterparts at
1)

teaching-oriented two and four year institutions. A second is tha# tenured
g\

.

associate and full professors are generally' less receptiventhan'non—tenur
, ) ) . O
agsistant professors. A third is that research—oriented faculty are less '\\\\\

receptive to celleptive negotiations than their non-research erientedmcounterpartsﬁ'
While Ladd and Lipset's study provides many important benchmarks for further

research, in its present state the knowledge about forces behind and faculty

support for unionism and collective bargaining in higher education settings'

E)
remainsd incomplete. As extensive as their work is, fhe extent of its applica-"

bility to specific tniversity subunits such as schools of education remains

. A e '
unclear. * For instance, their generalizations based on an overall survey of

members of universities might mask very important differEnces among the'schools
of such universities and their faculties, which often, if not most of the time, .
have their onh speciai,goals and problems.

Data available from a schooleof—education study in a 1erge, private university,a
pfrmitted us to examine some of Leéd and Lipset's conCiusions‘about'reactions to
collective bargaining and unionmism in order to see if they would receive support
in this particular situation. The specific objectires of this secondary”analysis
were to determine: 1) to what extent the faculty as a bcdy was receptive to the ,
‘ idea of collectire bargaining; 2) to what,extent therevwas support for’upionism;

3) what'relationship, if* any, there was between~faculty;support for,collective

bargaining and desire for unionization; and, 4) to what extent support for unionism -

was related to faculty rank, tenure, and research orientation.

£

e
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The Settink and Research Sample
. .V/

This paper reports the secondary analysis (

data gatperedfin iQYQ,'as noted, from the education facul

Ea - |
university. Most of the University's. schools enjoy good to exce

s . ‘ .

time~of the data collection it was experiencing a period of serious retrench-

T

[

While one could no cl%ssify this uhive}sity in Ladd, and Lipsét'é elite tier,
many of their conclusions about unionization as they apply to private résearch—
oriented uﬁiversities ought to extend to this particﬁlar setting. Indged, in
1974, an‘importént part of an:open letter sept to’faculty by the University's

president supported one of their central conclusions:- "Last year we opposed

faculty unionization as a major step in the wrong direction for [this] Univer- i
Rt -

sity and other universities of its kind. No Major Research-oriented grivatg -

: *
university has cHosen unionization or seems likely to do so." . .
The educajion school, itself, was marked by a very large'and/sﬁill grow-

ing graduate Mrainirlg component. TIts many departments and extensive master's

and doctoral prggrams rangé% in areas, for example, from administration, ed-
. @ :
ucational pgychology, elementary and secondary ~education to health specialities

©

in education, nursing education, and’ the arts in education. Of its many thousand
students, over two-thirds were enrolled in graduate programs of. the kind mentioned
K

above. The School had at the time of the original data collection nearly 200’
. ’ q ‘)
assistant, associate, and full professors. l

*
Underlining, purs for emphasis.
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A toﬁal of 133 out of 189 full-time professional fadulty (exéluding - B e
those with full-time administrative positions, on sabbatical, oron leaves of . é{k
N . Lt

s
R
study. Breaking down the returns by rank, 64% (L9/77) of the full professors "

4

absence) returned questionnaires. éo; aQTO% retprn-was'obtéinedain the original

[ s

responded, T1% (53/75) of the associate prpfessoré, and 847 (31/37) of tHg .

\ . L
_assistants. The excellent completion rate was attributed to the personalilzed
’ L3

hand delivéry of the questionnéires during a threesweek period in Manch of 1973

L}

‘i

. R e . .
ﬁ/ and to several follow-up efforts including phone calls and hand-written notes - !

I

oigieminder. Table 1 contains a summary of selected social and organizational

chdracteristics of the education faculty. Since a subsample (69 of the 133

respondéhﬁ%) was nsed in some of,the analyses that follow, both sets of percent-

ages are presénted. They reveal differences between the entire sample and the
subsample, but none that would be seriously distofting. f Q\
. . ) . g &

o
A
R R

Table 1 about here.

' -
. 1

-

There were Jlightly more associates than either aséistant or full professors-

)

%
o

in hoth samples. The largest pefcentage'of faculty fell between tﬁg ages of 36¢
and 50. 'Slightly less than hal?f taught graduate-level students only. While
about 35% reported compléﬁing five or more publications during the previous five

years, over 50% gave research their first or-secogd priority on a five-point

scale including teaching, advisement, university governance, and community in=-\
volvement. A slight majority were tenured, with a l@{gerumajority being men; In
addition to the statistics found in Table 1, several other characteristics are

helpfq; in describing the faculty.' While the great majority had no formal a@giniél
strative responsibilities, nearly a third did repoi;;some admihistra%ive activity,

; mos*t under the heading of program direction. Nearl} all (91%) held doctorates,

i -

three-quarters of which were from large, private institutions such as Chicago, ' -

| .
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°
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Columbia, Harvard, and New York University; two-thirds were Ph.D.'s and one-third

were Ed. D.’s. The facult& reflected great variation in training: 30% reported.

)
that their graduate training was in the humanities; h07 in the gocial sciences;

10% in the natural sciences; 10% speciflcally in education;.another 10% failed.

0

to provide the necessary'information. . v

o

The original ¢hree—part self-adminlstered questionnaire was designed to

~

measure receptivdty to a large varlety of higher education innovations and to

Y

.

test several theories about receptivity. Several items included the questionnalre,

however, permitted the analyses presented in this pqper. .

o

%

SupportlforiCollective ﬁargaining'

Support for gollective bargaining (CB) was asséssed by a semantic differential

. e R ¥
(Osgood, Suci, and Tgnnenbaum, 1957) asking faculty to Judge the concept: COLLEC-

TIVE BARGAINING FOR -FACULTY. Underneeth this concept was the following para-

graph further explicating its meaning: . ¢
An elected bargainingeagént would participate in bilateral decision-
meking with administration. "The faculty's® representative negotiates
for benefits with the administration, accordlng to the fatulty's needs
and desires The agreement is codified in ‘a contract b1nd1ng.on
both parties.
The paragraph was followed by. eight bipolar, adjective pairs, seven of which

have been con51stently good 1nd1cators in prlor studies of‘what a person s evalua—

o

tion of a concept is. The eight pairs in the order presented to the subjects-

were: good-bad, progressive-regressive, foplish-wise, ineffective<effective, a

trorthlesg-valuable, important-unimportant, tense-reldxed, and positive—negd?ive.

S
t

Each'pair was separated by a severn-point scale, three points on one side indica-

.
w

ting intensity of\Yeeling in one dif%btion, the\middle point standing for a&bi—
J o \

.
-

' vaience;”neutrality, or equal ‘evaluation, and the threé points on the‘other side
. i . s . ‘

' A |
indicating growing feelings in the opposite direction.

.

A subsequent, principle components analysis of responses revealed, as
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expected, one strong factor accounting for 75% of the totali variation among the

eight pairs. The tense-relaxed pair had a loading of .43 oh this factory: The
loadings of the remaining pairs ranged from .84 to .95. Faktor scores for

sﬁbjects generated from this type of analysis are sgandardized. While responses

in this form are useful fpr many purposes, t%ey do not reyeal a clear picture

- - of the absolute strength of a group's responses, And, since the factor loadings
of seven of the pairs were eaqually high, we created a summary score for each

3

faculty member by simply addiné together their original responses to those seven

paifs. ‘Reactions to €B could range, thefefore,_from a score of seven (gtrong

.

opposition to CR) to a score - of L9 (strong support for CB). This summary scale

correlatea .98lwith the standafdizéd form, indicating virtuéllyrno loss of
informatién while‘allowing us to.gain a clearer picture of the actual strength
of feeiings towvard CB, The mgéﬁ for the entiregsample_(l33) was 37.02 and had a
standard deviation of‘lo.SS. - . | ’i

Support for Unionization

¢

-~
1 v

An item asking faculty to express their affiliation preferences was used
¢ ¢ to develop our index of support for unionization. The. item permitted them to

choose AAUP or UFCT, to choose both AAU? and UFCT, ¥o specify another coliective

*

bargaining unit, or' to indicaﬁe.thaﬁ ﬁﬁéy‘did riot want organizationii/;epresen—

tatiorn. None of the 133 specified another CB agent; 6k picked AAUP, 17 checked

UFCT; 21 marked both UFCT and AAUP; 31 said they preferred no affiliation. After

v
o

considering various alternatives, we decided that those who specified a desire
to affiliate with both UFCT and AAUP were indeed in favor_ of uqionism and.we}e,'
“herefore, pooled with thosqféhoosing only UFCT. With this ihitial_collapsing .

* 9 . - s l- ) N .
of responses, about 487 preferred AAUP affiliation, 29% indicated a preferénce

. ‘ -
for union affiliation, and abolt 23% were for no affiliation.

’

In tryiné to de&elop our index of preference for unionism, the classifica-
v : : . :

’ tion as it stood with three categories, seemed ambiguous to us and nominal in

~

, . : ‘ e -

- ;' . i . ’ . 8
v




"‘nature. If we employed it in that form when analyzing factors related to

pro-unionism, difficulties in the actual type of analysis to use as well as -

problems in interpreting the results would arise. We considered the alterna-

tive of pooling the pro-AAUP faculty with those’ clearly against unionismﬂ of

. N ‘ ) . ’
pooling the AAUP faculty with those for unionism, and also of using the AAUP
category as a mid—cétegory between strong union preference and no affiliation

— . Py '

preference. The first two options would have made the new yariaq;e a lopsided
1

. ) T 4
dichotomy. Moreover, we had no information,that' would justify our pooling

- .

those choosing AAUP with either, particularly in light of the recent militant
, T e )

£

tactics of some AAUP'and NEA chapters. The choice of AAUP might represent

£

‘ . . : . .
either an acceptable union-like organization to a faculty member or it might

‘ be smybolic of a professional o}ganization emphasizing personal professional

o -

e

.~

autonomy.

.

- .
o’

Since we had no way of separating those viewing the AAUP as an acceptable

~Y union-like ?iéinizgfigg/§rom_th6§e sgeing, it i its traditional role, we wkre -~

. < ' N . : . ‘
also hesitdnt to treat the entire category as mjidway between pro-unionism and

~ - T
" anti-unionism, for we might be creating a middle group by virtue of two in-

appropriately mixed extremes. We did not want to take these risks; so, we

dropped the AAUP supporters entirely from the anélysg& involving the determinants

of faculty preference for unionism, which are presented‘fn the Jatter payt of

+ . -

the paper. In short, for these analyses we ended up with a dichotomized, un-
. \ . h -

ambiguous dependent variable involving a little over half (69 of 133) of the

-

original sample about equally distributed between pro-unionization (38) and

anti-unionization (31).

Other Selected Fagulty Characteristics . .

»
2 -

A seri?s«of denographic questibns includgg in the original study‘helped

» PR I

establish several important faculty characteristics needed for our analysis:

b

ﬁcddemic rank, administrative role (if any), age and sex, level of student

9 . o :




instruction, number of publications in thg past five years, research as a
priority, and tenure. Ve used the number of professional offices they -were

hdIding as an index of their local versus cosmopolitan orientation. The

L

personality mMeasure included in the questionnaire was the short form of the
\ . . ’ 7 ‘ . .
Rokzach Dogmatism Scale, a 20-item, summated rating scale ranging from low

dogmatism or open-mindedness {éo) to high dogmatism or closed-mindedness (100).

The alpha coefficient of reliability .was 72 for the gsample of 13ij;&th a mean

of 42.19 and a standard deviation of 8.27. (N

. 'FINDINGS ' .

Al
”

The researcli questions we were asging,,given the data that were available,
required a variety of analyses. To assess the amount of support for CB|and.
for uhionization, percentages were calculhted. To examine the degree of
relationship between these two variabgfs, analysis of variance wag used. For
testing whether conditions fouhd by Ladd and izpset to militate'aga;nst
faculty support for uﬁionization’had the séﬁe effect wiﬁhin this faculty, we
used contingency table analysis with gamma (G) as our measure of association.

-

Support for CB Within the Education Facul@x ¢

Frequency distributions were constructed for each sample (133 and 69)

from the seven-item summated ratings on CB. The scores ranged from T (strong

-

opposition to CB) to 49 (stronggsupport).' A composfite histogram, which was
. - ! ! . N

then made, allowed the frequenciles of both samples o be compared for each

interval on the scale. Table 2 contains the composite histogram., It revgais

3

two very negatively skewed distributions with approxi aﬁely the same shape

~

. and statistibs.3 From the means of 37.02 and 38.22 and their respective stan-
dard deviations of 10.55 and 10.54, it is clear that the faculty regardless '

of sample was strongly in, support of the idea of CB. ~

- 14
~ . »

10
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v 'Table 2 About Here. c

In order to compare these results to those of Ladd and Lipset, our interval
‘scale had to be collapsed, since they present their flndings in the form of a
simple dlchotomy. agree-disagree_(l973.12). We could not offer qulte so sharp
a picture, becau;e a score of 28 on our scale was the specific point at which
theoretically thgre was clear ambivalence or neutrali?y. ﬂﬁprefore, we added

all the frequencies to the right of it (29-49) and treated themuas réflecting .

different degrees bfﬁagreement with CB. Similarly, all the frequencies to'ihs

left (7-27) were treated as demonstrating disagreement with CB. The score of -

28 was viewed as a separate category altogether.A Ladd and Lipset's findings

were also adjusted slightly. The responses of academicians from schools in

their upper. two tiers were combined, since these vere the mést comparable to

o

the university setting we were studying; the responses “from the two lower-tier
schools were‘glsofadded together. These are;presented along with the frequencies

and percentages for the entire sample of over 60,000 acaqemicians.b

K]

. . - ) i

Table 3 Abowt Here.

- -
I
Y . . »

Table 3 reveals that the,education staff under invesfigatign was moré

supportive of CB than even the respondents from the two lower-tier colleges and

a

B3 @ < B
universities (77% as compared to 61%). And, when the education faculty is

-]

more appropriately compared to faculty,. meny-of vhom are from private, research-

oriented universities, the difference is much larger (77% as compared to 54%).

The above ffPguresrsupport the conclusion that the education faculty as a body

11




and Lipset's work.

Faculty Preference nioniz

-

The freguenéies and percentages necessary for determining the extent of

tion ' ' ’ v {

support‘for unionization are cé¢ntained in Table bL. Using data presented by

. ’ "l AR .‘
Ladd and Lipset about affiliations (1973:4k4), we calculated the percentages of o

facuity'in their national samplle who belonged to AAUP, to various union organi-
} rad

2

zations, to other representét17 bodies, &nd to no associat onal'or union

e,

affiliates at all. Th1s 1nform tion was contrasted with the afflliation pre~

ferehces in the School of.Educa'lon.? .

Tdble 4 About Here.

The table shows that’ the education faculty had a greater general desire
to affiliate with some organizational body (T7% versus 527) and clearly indi-
cates that a substantlally greater ‘proportion supported unlonlzatlon (29%) than

wvould have been expected on the basis of Ladd and Lipset's work (2%). .

'The Relation of CB and Unionization‘Withiﬁ the Faculty o «

) \ ‘

In order to determine the extent to which afﬂiliatron preferences were
a one-way : .

related to degree I support.for CB, two analyses were éonductedf

ANOVA for the larger sample w1th the three—group categorlzatlon, and then, a

t-test for the smaller sample with the d1chotomous categorization. Table 5 .

demonstrates 1mportant dlfferences among the three groupg =- AAUP UNIGN,\and ,

NO AFFILIATION -- on how much support they gave to CB. . The pro—unlon group

showed the strongest support with'sa meﬁg of 43.47 and the'smallest,standard

deviation (6.19). While the no affiliation,group'evidenged thg!ieast support “
L ' g 1 /
for-collective bargaining, the mean was still’ on’the positive side of- the scale

R} . : v » ” .

(31.9ﬁ),éhd the standatd deviation wag the‘iargest,(ll.86). The group preferring ? ,
’ -, | .

v , : /
- . : 12 ' -
. , . . .
v, " ’ ~ - [
- .

< \
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OnoltS standard deviation . (10 07)'

»s

‘More 1mportant for our present purposes,

He proportlon or percéentage of tot&i vhrlance accounted ﬂor by the

(\/ - eta,
B c_‘r T _
& ) . : -

‘grouping Variable,_was .169 or 16. 97 hl? . . N

-V

IS . ’ o

“ " ' .

'
-

S
o

¢ AAUP affiliation fell in betweeﬁ these tﬁo groups both‘on%its mean (35.66) and. _

oo

was

.281- ngr 28.1% (r=

z;l?'he vertation in CB grouped fer the smaller sample in Table 6 was.according
Jto t dlchotomy of union versus, no afflllation.

.53).

-
\

- The eta ;Pund in this“case

Both analyses ung&yer a'moderﬁte relationship ,e

between.affiliatioﬁ‘preferences and support for CB. /?7:‘
¢ . " ‘ -
%Q' , PR ! S Table 6 About Here.

" -

3

;he Relatlons od Tenure and R&search Oriéntation to.Unionism

L8 ¥ To explore whethey the flndlngs of Ladd and Lipset about faculty charac-~
g .

teristics 1ead1ng to strong antl-unlonlzatlom sentlments applled to.th1s spbc1ficw;

o ! , N . ) * .
school of education, a series of coptingency-taﬁﬁe analyses were carried out.
Table 7 contains several zero+order.associations.” e

’ v i 5 .
“

”
-* o ~

Table T About Here.

\ \\ . . ) m . .
. * The most important finding in the table is the fact that although téh@re a
* N q .

' was relé%ed to support for unionization, it-was Telated in the opposite direétion

than expected (gamma= -.56). Even though 39% of the unténured faculty did

o st v

support unioniza€idn, a much larger percentage of the tenured faculty (69%) did.
° ’ * f - - N N r

And,»éince there is always a substantial relationship betweeh‘ramk and tenure,

Q ' ) L » .

0

. ) . ' - Table 5 About Here. . - ©e .',f
* »—"; . " . ) ' o :
~, 3 - ; . ! . —_— j . .
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"the table a}so reveals that far more asséoiateé/aud full professors supported

* unionization than assistants-(ég% and 61% as compared to 33%). The gamma was .

] * ¥ .

‘—.3&, Only among the assoc1ates vere there both tenured and untenured members,

4 o,

since no assistants 1n>§he sample had tenure and all the full professdrs did.

' When we separated the asspclates ;nto“;he e two categorles and compared the

o

proportions supporting unionization (Tahie 8), the rdgulting ghmma (-.69) was
. o - P N R 4 .
stronger than the‘original one for tenure and was'again in tke u expected

directfgiijﬁggﬁKBSZ of the tenured associates supporting unionization as : '

S

compared to 50% of the untehured faculty. In short, our aualyses uncovered

a serious departure from the flndlngs of Ladd and, L1pset within th1s faculty

-
. tenured associate professors and full professors were much more supportive of

i
<

union affiliation than the untenured-assistant and associate professors.
I : 4 ‘ . ‘ r\ . '
Information presenteu in Table 7 did donfirm Ladd and Lipset's finding

a

wgbout the effect of research orientatibn opn support of.unionism. When research

a -

f e -
priority was cross-classified with unionization, a gamma-of .50 was 'found and

- was inithe expected direction. Of the faculty with a lower research priority,

70% supported u%ionlafffliation as compared to 4L% of those with a ﬁigh research
. . . H;‘ -
priority. - However, no important association was established between number of -~
publications -and unionization (gamma= .12). Furthermore, the Pearson correlation
between research priority wnd publications was a minimal .20. This}migh%\have o
been,due;to‘a‘large number of neweraassistant professors who, although expressing *
the*&ommitment to research and probably .making the effort to do research, had
/—V . . . ) . <. .
-not yet publlshed much, if'anything. It is alsp probable that man;

of the ~
publicatlons reported by thls professional school %gculty were not the conskquence

‘ ¥
b

of research. These two factors, alone, would serlously limit the use of publica~-

% . . )
t¥ions as an index of research orientation.

We were concerned that-the.unexpected relationship betujyé tenure and

N |
’ i S

- 14 LK
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"partial table.
4

- 1k -
: . / Y
ism might actually be spurious: due to a third factor. For example, it

could be that the tenured faculty were simply less research oriented, or
that junior faculty were closed-minded to the introducation of unionism.
4 .

‘

In order to test for spuriousness, we conducted a series of third-

wid

variable analyses. Preliminary tests uncovered no relationships-between

. 4 C
" dogmatism and support of union affiliation or tenure, and similarly,\no

*

4
associations between our measure Jf cosmopolitanism (number of professional

\offices held) and suppoft of unionism or tenure. Research priofity, however,

Pl

yas found to have associations with support of unlonlzation and with tenure.
»

faculty hdd a higher research priority, dnly UL% of the tenured members

expressed a highet research priority. When’the zero—order association‘between

>

support of unionism and tenure (gamma— -.56) was controlled for research

pr1or1ty, Table 8 shows that the effect was to increase sllghtly the Telation—

\
e

mong those with a lower research prlority (gamma= -.60), wh11e lowering

na= -.41) for faculty with & higher research priority. fHowever, the

N

original relationship was neither reversed nor drastically reduced in .either

4 [

a_,

Table 8 About Here.

P

Therefore, at least as far as could be determined with theg factors

-

‘g

the gamma with ‘tenure, -.48 (p= .013), reyfaled that wh11e 70% of ‘the untenured

available to us, the association of tenure with unionization wgs not spuriousiy.

'related: On the basis of these results, it seems reasonable to conclude that

research priority and tenure (to a greater degree than research priority) each

@

had an effect on suppoft for jonization within this faculty, and furthertore,.

%

that the uﬁanti&ipated os#tive effect of tenure was specified to some extent Dby

research priority.
/

/o | 15
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T - . DISCUSSION .

.It ‘appears that a contradictory picture of'forces'behiqﬁ the push for .

0 unionism-(tenure) and away from unionism (research priority) exists within’
T

thls faculty, if we take Ladd and L1pSet's flndlngs as our point of arture,

@o discuss this seemingly confusing picture, the introduction o‘ ifMformation
; L2

about the setting in which this faculty was embedded'in 1973 is necessary.
: X . .
Before introducing our central argument, a number of preliminary remarks

are needed. First, the total explenation of support and rejection of uniéniza-
\ ) ’ 3
u<% tion in this setting, in all probability, depends on a combination of- factors,

some of which canpot be examined, either because of an inédeqﬁate sdmple size

or lack of necessary information.' Second, it must be said that Ladd and'E}pset'é

generallzatlon regarding’ the adverse effect of a strong research orientation an.

i

suppo}t of

ionization was upheld. ‘70% with lower research priorities as com-

U

pared to hh% with higher-research priprities favored union affiliation. And,
when the zero-order associatidn of unionizZation with tenure was controlled fox

SRR research priority, the effect was to increase support for both untenured and
P s

kg

tenured members with lower research priorltles while decreasing it"among both

groups expressing higher pr10r1t1es. Third, 39% of tﬁ//as51sta3; (untenured) | ;

' professors and 50% of.the untenured associabes did suppSrt=ynionism.

Still, it remains that Lh% of the higher rgsearch priority faculty did

+ endorse unlonlzatlon and that the/controlllng did not erase or change the

dlrectlon of the assoc1at10n between tenure, and unlonlsm. Most 1mportantly,
girecrion

i oqr varlous tests established the existence of a riyersal within this facultﬁ
that contradict's Ladd.and Lipset; 69% of the tenured members in the sample
[

supported unionism and 61% of tge non-tenured members rejected&gnionism. Sehior

members, those with the greatest:inVéstment in time and professional energy a@

the School were more for its unionization than their newer, less committed, ;

&;

Qo . . , ’ . ¢
ERIC “ . . 16 .
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junior colleagues. Why? It is around this basic question that our discussion

9 ' -

takes shape. .

T

v

Important Changes During the 1960's

The University set out in the ear;y 1960's to change its ways of operafiﬂg
- and its image to a first-rate institution of higher 1earhiﬁg. fge following !
passage in a recent memo from a t;p administra&orvto universify faculty reflects
thi; effort and its outcome: "We have worked hard together éver the past decade,
through good times and bad, to raise the reality and thé#perception of the
I 2
reality of our University's excelience'in the city and ih the’ nation. We have
moved. into the front rank of private reSegrch uniqersities....h At about the
- same time and in the same spirit, a newly appoiﬁfed Dean of the School of
Education began urging fundamental modifications in the School's conception
and operation:‘/Several changes, directly impértant to our diséussion,invpre
school géals, hiring practices, and étanda;ds?for salary raisegj’;ybmotions,
and tenure. Central tb these was the streps thé.Dean placed.on greater
: _ , .
research productivity withih the faculty, dhd with this, the growth ho@efully
of the School's national pfominenCe:« o

This new emphasis hélpéd)balaﬁce the\pereﬁnial commitment of faculty to

teaching and advisement of studéﬁts. The Dean was desirous of making what
; went on in the School more discipline-base@ and'fheoretically-difected than
had, heretofore; been'the case. He‘encouraged the hiring of new faculty, es-
pecially at the assistant‘pfofeséor level, who showed research promise, who
were trained in specific disciplines such as the behavioral and social sciences,
:ana who were concerned wiﬁh conductzng reséarch that would contribute in some
' ) )

way to the understanding or betterment of education generally, schooling, and

-the training of professionalé at the preservice and graduate levels. ™ A

. /
number of professors were hired at the‘s%nior level who hed records of educa~-

tional research and publications and were well known in afé%g vf natjonal focus

 ERIC . 4
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.at that time such as

cultural deprivation" and "poverty.

o

Tn line with shifts in direction and recruitment of staff, all faculty
were encouraged'and aided: in applying for outside money particularly from

federal agenC1es and private foundations who at that time were committed to
supportlng promising educatlonal endeavors. The funds obtained were mostly
for evaluation of ppbllc school pro

a?cts or were. grants for training students

both at the undergraduate and graduate levels, although some money did come in
for basic and applied research

@,

Salary increases attached to one's professorial
rank, however, were based on a formalized, merit system.

.\
\

) \
While most faculty were getting raises

energy in order to qualify for ra1¥es in
some were getting much more than others“accordlng to ‘a guartile system -within

Research and writing
became important areas in which faculty were encouraged to invest professional
< ' '

each of the three professorial ranks
1ncrements.

4
Some faculty were getting‘no annual

Promotions and tenure, according to a formallzed system of peer

and administrative review, 1ncrea51nglyfrequ1red that faculty members demonstrate
productivity and continued research and publlcatlon potent1al

\

There were
other avenues open for promotion and tenuge, but efforts were belng made slowly
\
to close ithem. , ; | \
- The Faculty "Generation Gap'

9

As a result of these and other changes in the School dﬁrlng the 1ate
/ 1960's and early 1970's, a climate was created in which.faculty ceme to per-

ceive reséarch and publications as the 1egitimate way to status and mobility .
w1thin the School and to win substantlal salary 1ncreases.

What these changes
\\V \glso created, however, was a 'generation’ gap often w1th1n departments and
$Vy

d\\XSlons of the School but also between the faculty members of particular .
departments

There was one faculty, but two academic cultures.
drawn. There were those

An unspoken line was
for the most part tenured, who were concerned more

18
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with tedching andfthe advieement of undergraduates-and gréduate studefits-i.e.,
the training of practitioners. They were field-based inwsehools and other types
of organizatienal settings and were experiénced-directed. As our data show, 63%° ,
of fhe tenured compared to 4L8% of the non-tenJ;ed in 1973 were teaching both
undergraduates and graduates. Furthermore, our ddata reveal that th@ faculty
teaching both.leve}s were far more supportive of unionism.than the'graduate—onlyu
faculty (68% as cdhtrasted with 37%). The gama wes .58 (p=¢.001). Tuen,
there wexge th?%?’ largely untenured, theoregdcal%y-orieuted, juuior faculty
uho were diecipliue—hased'and with a focus on research and'graduate level
teeching.‘ Often these junior faculty were fresh from prestigiouélpriyate

. _ . :
universities. with long-time research traditions and were hired at salaries
.that were relatively speaking much higher than the salaries at‘whiéh their
teuured colleagues were hired., \%he junior faculty were, &s demonstrated
earlier, cleariy more research orientéd than their seniors (70% as contrasted

with 44%). And, vhen research orientation' and tenure gre viewéd togethe
: P N i

the final percentages emerging (Table 8) makes the picture of the. generation

“'gap clear. 80% of the tenured, more training-oriented faculty supported

unionization, while 65% of the untenured, more research-oriented faculty were

against unionism-i.e., only 35% supported unionization.

Exacerbating Conditions in the Early-1970's ' o

by,

As 1973 approached, new conditions were arising in the society, larger-

University setting, and the School of Fducation. The undergraduate enrollments
. ‘ # .

‘contidued toldrop in the School because of the decreasing need for public

o
o

scuool teachers. The‘need nationally for academicians was also dropping

because of a decreace in college-aged youth; so, ,the Job market for faculty

began to-tighten Master's degree and doctoral programs , however, at the School
on the whole grew: some areas rapidly, others slowly, while stk%l others actually

decreasing.’ But, on the whole the drop in undergraduates was baianced by an
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increase in graduate students. Moreover, outside sources of money declined ig
‘many educational areas répidlyaso that the*School‘beéame mofe dependent than
-4, ever upon increases in student thition and enrollements to_balance the budget. o

9
“In the years just preceding 1973, the education faculty had experienced both a

~ -

one~- year, all-unlverslty wage freeze and also ‘several.good annual increases that o
' 1ncluded adjustments for mény on the faculty with salary dlfferentlals due to

u

discr'minatpry policies establlshed early on according to sex,’ prlor to the new

administration. , .

followell in making serious cutbacks in several sgrvices and schools. Unifs

-
ired by formula to ' pay their way" or possibly be d1sbanded Thig"wags "A”%

N

publlsh on tve one hand, ‘and on the other hand the 'pressure to attract more

students end fengage in more teaching in order to help the School meets its

essures for unionization. Those mainly tenured, training °
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- 6 . . . :
The professionalizers, due to their field origntations, had seen the'

»

k)

-

positive effects of unlonlsm in the’ surroundlng publlc sectors of .education,.
- §

espec1a11y the publlc school systems in the area, the nearby public system.of

hlgher educatlon, and other service organlzatlons where teachers professors, .

and other profess1onals made substantial gains in selaries and other profess1on—

bl )

al benefits. Perhaps more important for this faculty groupy unlonlzation would

.

d .

represent a second 11ne of defense for job security, since tenure was comlng
" under attack in many university settings and since many were in departments ¢

with declining, if not, plummeting student enrollments. On the other hand, for

«
LY v

those in this group that had latge mnumbers of students, unionizatign. would mean

o
"

a guaranteed salary increase annually according to one's teaching activity and
according to steps in a fixed ;scale, regardless of their publicationaand

research records. Still to other professionalizers the union might represent

55‘ , . ¥ - . . .
78 collective force necessary to fight the perceived centralization of fiscal

decision-making, which to some was "eapricious" or, at least, not seen a5 being

in the best dnterests of the faculty. Tt would put a halt to what some saw as \
the weak, advisory nature of faculty influence. And still yetvfor others,;nnionism
Wmight help offset the perteiVed pressure for research. Since they had less of

N.a research commitment and"night be asked, therefore, to do more ‘tedching, the

©

union might be_used to fight such admindstrative presgure. To put it bluntly,”:

the professionalizers as a group and for a variety /#f reasons were in a position
to see the union as their defender.

The researchers, on the~Gther hand, probably found little to cheer about

-

-
-

in unionization. They, for the most part, wouri\sze it as a way of blocking
¥y

Qr slowing down their security and their mobility-=

.e., promotiops and tenure.
{ .

This was particularly impéertant. Since positions at aeademic institutions were
rno longer plentiful, success in this school setting became\even more vital. In
addition, unionism might be seen by many researchers as a way of limiting salary

- \ . .
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_increaség, which they couldywin in greater amounts meriforiously'through their ©

»

‘“ research and puincatioﬁg. Taking a\look at this from another perspective, for

those who fitted the pxevéiling system of rewards and ppﬁishments, the union

3
& .

- ~

. B N L N
would act as a leveler of personal and professional.growth and success. Moreover,
. y N -

the resegrchers had no preyious "organizational memories" ‘of times pagt when

the School may have'séemed more COhesave, more practical, -and with faculty in

greater- control; rather, they had remembrances of their graduate—studeht_days N
. \ o

often'ih'more prestigiousﬂpolleges'and universities; unionism to them would be
’ viéwed as an obstacle to their self-directed, entrepreneurial conception'of
D . ‘h : ¢ - . . .o
¢ the academic role.. And, with pressures and a_priority‘to engage in research

in order to gain promotions "and tenure, they would hdve much less time and
) 4:"‘ o ) - .
. desire .for school governance. The researchers could see that unionization in,

T &

s : % . ' - a
a time of financial belt-tightening would act as a shield for the professionali-~
. zers' interests and against their own. ' ' P
In sum, for thevprofessionalizers, the union represented a bringing batk.

of some of the old, a trainipg focus, Jgﬁ'assurance, and regular salary incre-~

ments- to the extent that money.was available -~ as a way of offsetting theé newer’

v

conception of the School. For the researchers, the union would be instrumental

2 [

in blocking 'their rise in the system and research as & valued activity and status

» A

. . 11 _
_criterion. - . . R

° , o CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATTIONS
' L

|

Collective Bargaining,'Unionizatidh, and Their Relation

e t

o

We found very extensive support for collective bargaining in 1973 within

the eduéhtion facuty of a large, private, research-orientéd'university and a
. N “ -

Kj substahfial preférence also for unionization, although~n6t to the degree thgt

&

h existed for CE. It is unclear whether the differences between Ladd and Lipset's
. v

[y

findings and ours are due to the continued growth of'sﬁbport for CB and for.
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unionization between 1¥969 and 1973 throdughout higher education, or whether

LY

. schools of education (especiallj)like %his one) are more receptive,'or whether

some combination of these and other conditions has led to the divergencé of
) v

findings. Itvis clear, however, that both studies showed more faculty

support for CB than for unionization.

* ’

The moderate relationship uncovered between unionization and support of
CR is also impor®ant.. First, since affiliation explained less than a third of

* the variance in CB, we conclude that CB and unionizatién are not tantamount to

. Lt

the same thing and must be kept, conceptually, separate. Because_faculty'ao

not view CB and Unionism as thetsame, it bedomes difficult to 'predict

.
»

accurately the degree to which a specific faculty will support unionization at

t -

their school based on attitude surveys which use the construct CB and generalize

from their findings. Another obvious problem with utilizihg data from Carnegie-
type attitude surveys for predicting unionization is discussed by Garbarino
(1975:53). This is that the surveys contain'no direct questions about support

o

: " -
for unionism on their own campuses, The moderate relation between CB and

. : : JoN 4 ‘
. - , . . -

*gunionization also supports the arguments that unionization represents an extrgme

form of'groﬁb action for faculty. : g%;
* %ﬁ

NGT only is the moderate relatlonshlp important but so is the degree of

diﬁergence within each of the three groups. Those commltted to union affilia-

tion showed the least variation (SD= 6.19) in the strongly positive evaluation

of CB; those wanting no affiliation varied the most on their support for CB

, (8D= 11.86); faculty choos1ng AAUP were somewhat less dlvergent in their

L%

assessment of CB than the no affiliation group (SD= lO 07), but&showed far more

‘disagreement that the union supporters. The connotation, comporients, and

‘1mp110at10ns of'CB seem to be clearer to pro-union faculty. An important o

question emerging from this flndlng is, why are the pro-union faculty S0 hlghly

4
positive, while the anti-union faculty' so.divergent in their opinions of 0B?

v.
4

. - .23
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tween research or1entat10n and support for: unlonlzatlon reveals to us the

~
- 23 -

~ .
into the meaning of the term, collective bargaining, and the extent

) . N

. ' ,' r
It would be valuable to delineate more clearly. the elements~giat go
té which
CB and unionization overlep in these elements or criteria. To do this would

help us to understnad better what faculty are reacting to when they support or,

reject the concept of Unionism as compared to CB or both. Given greater

specification, survpys of the support or rejection of CB would have more
" ’ -

comparability and permit’ more accurate interpretation. The valid acceptance

or rejection by faculty of CB and unionization would also have a greater chance

of occurring.

Tenure, Research Priority, and Unionization
The ynexpected positive relationship between‘tenure and support for

: !
unionization coupled with the apparently contr&dictory negative relation be-

I
importance of accepting general findings, such as those of lLadd and L1pset,
7 ’ ¢
with caution. ‘Upder certaih conditions lack of tenpre weakens support for
unioni;m. In soméwsituations youpg; untenuréed faculty perceive unionization
as iﬁhibiﬁing acadgmic innovation and individusdl mobilif&, and, therefore,
oppéée it (iikq this situation and that reported by Oliker and Kaufman, 1975).
Under other conditions, thought not present in;this study, reéearch;orientatidn
stréngthens support for unionism (Haehﬁ, 1971; Lindeman, 1975). For these )
reasons, studies of support for CB and unlonlzatlon should give greater emphasis
¥

to structural functional, and env%;onmental varlables wh1ch result in syste-

matic-differentiation between and within universities. Garbarino (1975) argues

. that the failure of unionizatiom to pene%rate the more prestigious pniversity

systems depends more .on the policies of the uﬁivgrsity administration then on
the personal characteristics of the faculty. Too often, variatiops in locai

. r
context have been ignored. Yet, specifio factors such as the role of the .

‘administration prior'to and during a collective bargaining campaign or changes

24
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. in recruitment patterns, probably accounts for the failure of CB and union
elections on many campuses. For these reasons, studies of support for CB and

unionization should give greater emphasis to structural, functional and system
’ N . "\\ . . N It

factors. T | . : ‘ N
In broad perspective, our evidence provides partial support for Ladd 'and | -
¥ ' 2 coo-
Lipset's conclusions about the effects of rank, tenure, and résearch priority.

-Yes, a higher research priority did have the éffect of reducing the desire for
. . . N

unionization. But, the younger assistant and untenured associate professors
. e 1

" were far less supportive than the tenured associate and full professors. And,

while tenured associetes and full professors with a stronger research orientation

. [ v £y 3
were less supportive of umionization than their training-oriented counterparts, separi
ately tenure remained generally a positive force for unionism,in this school of 1

(S

]
. P
.l
|

education located in a” large private university, for a number of reasons.

v
i

Given the present state of the natiohal econbmy and thé conditign of our
educationsal institutions, these findings may have an important praétical
implication. "To the extent thatlschools; departments, and programs of education
contain large numbers of‘professionalizers -- tenured, largely non-researgh- .

;woriented,‘trainers e 6hr data suggest that they may bé important sources °of
union support within university settings. It is h&?ed that gffprts such as

this one will lead to further insights ingg the degree *of and reasons behind

the support of unionism by faculty located in specific university subsettings.'

.
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/1Complet10n of this research paper was supported by the School of Edgcation,-
' Health, Nursing, and Arts Professions;'NYU's Un1 ersity Computer Center, and 5
e by fellowship funds awarded to Joseph Glvaulnta through the National Academ X
of Education by the Spencer Foundation. x\ .
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2For the original. study see Carole Kazlow, Resist#énce to Innovations in Complex -

Organizations® A Tegt of Two Models of Resistance in a ngher Education Setting i
“a (Unpubllshed doctoral dissertation, New York University, 197h). _ . Y

°

- ) . - : '
3We also interpret this as evidence, beyond the similarity of generaluslatistigs

in Table 1, that the smaller sample of faculty was representative of the 1arger ‘
sample and of the school of education faculty.

o -
hWhile their study was published in 1973, the data about support of CB were ° ..
gathered during 1969. One might argue that had their questions been. asked -
in 1973 the results would have been similar to our f1nd1ngs "This ii\poSslble
However, there is another and off-setting point. The question asked of the
education faculty, unlike that of Ladd and Lipset, was net ‘about CB on campuses
1h general and in the abstract. The education facultyvms'being asked about
‘CB being introduced SEQC1f1callx_on their campus, a very real possibility at = i
the time. So, many of the faculty studied by Ladd and Lipset might have
enjoyed the luxury of expounding somewhat more liberal positions with no
serious consequenceS‘or threats to them on their own campuses.

3

o

— 0 -

p)

We do not know for a fact that the preferences expressed by the education
faculty were backed’ by their actual members ips {or lack of) in these
organizations. We cedn see reasons both . ro ad con for why there could-be,
discrepancies. Nevertheless we belleve thelr expressed preferences to be a
good indication of whether theﬁ were irf fact in sympathy with such afflliatlons
and, thus, whether they, were supportive of unionization or not. _

. 4 i
6A11 of the data analyset were carried out with the use of. DATA-TEXT. Armor and :
' * Couch - (1972:94,99,181) use the term, Eta, to refer tb the ratlo of a.mong
group varlatlon to total wvariation. ’

. .

7

"'mere were several correlates of tenure including age andwadmimistrative
responsibilities, which automatically had rela@i?ns with support of unioﬂization.«‘
\ ¢ “ . . . v N N
Whether the strong zero—order relatlon "between support’ for unionization and
research priority might have beer a function of tenure, led,us té a conditional
gnelysis with tenure as the third variable. The original association between
research priority and support of dnlonizatlon was mod1f1ed more -hy the intro- ? ‘
duction of tenure, than was the relationship between, tenure and unionization by -

“the introduction of research priority (Ta¥le 8) We View this as further support-
for why tenure might be taken as a stronger de%ermlnant of unionism than research.
orientation. .- . *

1

. -~ B

9It should be kept in mind that the explanatlon we offer is applicable to 1973.

. -~ Tt may be somewhat overdrawn and, as noted, subject to the 1nf1uenCE of* ether
conditions. S5till, we think the following depictlon captures the essential - o~
cause of the unexpected reversal . - R
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1POur'réasons‘for these responses are béseé\lérgely on in%orﬁhl and ;:¥§onal

ébservatigns. " They may, therefore, be viéWed by some as specuiétivq,"u

" They may Jor mey not havewide applicability. We, obviously think they do,
although we- do not think they are exhaustive of the factors behind faculty
resporfses. We are indebted to severgl good friendsgend collesgues, who
shall remain anonymous, for providing us with a\number of stimulating ideas
aq?ut union}sm which we draw on freely in this section. ’ '

—~~—

11

the pressures to Support.'uﬁionizationhoffthe setfing might cross. For
example, the tenured reséarcher .who had few students might support unionism

\ .

v

v

* vh‘ .
To the -extent that there were tenured researchers and untenured professionalizers, .

= 83 8 way off assuring job security even‘though it contradicted other imp@r§gnt
: 7. considerations. The data suggest that a cons’iderable amount of.cross—preséhring,
R win both dipectiofis ~- for and against unionism -~ may have occurred. \
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TABLE 1. Selected Social and Organizational Characteristics bf.Schooi_q
of Education Faculty, ‘ : ' . '
% Facuity Used Faculty Used in
2 Variables Categories in CB Analysis Unionism Analysis
o (N=133) (N=69)., ©
1. Acadeftic Assistant Professors 23%a(31)' -33% (23) " “
Rank Associate Professors - 39% (52) 36% (25) '
Full Professors 38% (50) 31% (21)
2. Age - 26-35 years . 18% (2h) " 25% (17).
' 36-50 years  46% (61) k5% (31)
51+ years 36% (48) . 30% (21F
~3;FInstructional Gradustes Only 4W1% (63) L4% (30)
Level Undergrads & Grads 53% (70) 56% (39)
4. Publications None N 12% (12% 10%. (7) .
in Last Five 1-2 - 26% (35) 32% (22)
Years : 3-h . 25% (33) 22% (15)
: 5-T 18% (2L) 20% (1h)
. B+ 19% (25) 16% (11)
5. Research, First Choice 26% (35) .. f'él% (15);
Priority Second 30% (bo) 347 (2w
_Third 22% (29) . 17% (1R2) = ¥
. . Fourth . 14% (19) ¢ 23% (1h)
o ; Fifth . - 8%-(10) - w55 (4)
o 6. Tenure Yes v56% (75) 52% (36)
: . " No N (58)‘ - 48% (33)
| * 4
~ ‘ T. Sex Femal 38% (50) - 29% (20) -
. . ) ‘Males - 62% (83) 71% (b9)  *
a"Per,cent&tges are rounded for clarity. . .
EThe other possible first choices were teaching, advisement, school
oA goveraance and community involvement. . .
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TABLE 3. Percentages of Faculty Supporting Collective Bargaining
’ as Compared to Ladd and Lipset's Findings.

&

Ladd and Lipset's Findings: Education

Categories a Faculty
Total Upper b' Lover o Results
Tiers Tiers . (N=133)
lf-‘ ‘ I
Agree ‘with Collective ‘ ,
Bargaining 59% 54%  61% %
Ambivalent or . .
Neutral® - -y - 10%
Disagree with Collective _ .
' Bargaining ©h1% L6% . 39% 13%
Total Percentage 100 100 100 100 "

#a11 respondents in Ladd and Lipset's four school-tiers: A(elite)
and levels B,C, & D. . }

oThose respondents in their A & B tiers (N= Lk, 313).

dThose.respondents in their C & D tiers (N= 15,690),

Based on the pooling of CB summary scores (see Table 2): Disagree
equals T-27; Ambivalent (neutral) equals-28; Agree equals 29-49,

‘The distinction was not made in their table (1973:12),

TABLE k. Faculty Prefgreﬁces for Various Forms 6f-Represqptétion-
as Compared to Ladd and Lipsét's Findings. -

v

[
13

) .t " Affiliptions of Faculty * Affiliation Preferences .
Organizational in Ladd and Lipset's - of Faculty at the
; Rreferences Research , School of Education
. L o (N= 67.972) : _ (§=133)
AAUP “ Y 289 - N V.7 2
' UNION - . . 2% | 29%
(AFT, UFCT) - -,
OTHERS - L e2e . -
( NEA 9 LOC al ) .Y ‘D -t e N )
. NONE o . 487 . o235
Total Percentage " 100 . Y100 R
. » . ) 4\“ - - .

8No faculty members specified "Other" as an affiliation preference.
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TABLE 5. Analysis of Variance of Faculty Summary Scores on Collective
Bargaining and Affiliation Preferences. (N=133)
Source of Mean Square ar F-Test - Eta
Variation
: : %
~ Among Groups 1251.53 2’ R¥ a ]
‘ ‘ '13.232 .169
o Within Groups 94,58 130 °
Group One (No Affiliation) - X= 31.94 SD= 11.86 N= 31
Group Two (AAUP) = 35.66 SD= 10.07 N= .6k
Group Three (Union) - X= 43,h7 SD= 6.19 N= 38 .
; Overall ¥= 37.02 8D= 10.55 N= 133
.00 R
p<.001 L
ation igig\\

These three groups accounted for 16.9% (r= .41) of the vari
CB scores for the. larger sample of 133 faculby.

Y

TABLE 6.

(n=69)

Comperison of Faculty Preferring Union Affiliation to Faculty
Preferring No Affiliation on their Collective Bargaining Stance.

Source of
Variation

Mean

SD  Difference' SE  4af t-test

Py

- Ete -

Union Preference

(N=38)

No Affiliation
(N=31)%

Overall
(N=69)

43.47

31.9k

- 38,22

6.19 11.54

2,05

<

67 5.1

*%% a

o .281%

L2 2 _
g T 7001,

‘Thesie two grbups acceunted fer
ler sampl
. :

CB.éboreé for the

la

of 69 faculty.

~

8.1% (r=-.53) of the ¢ariation in
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Degree of Assoc1at1on between Tenure and Union Support Controlling

TABLE 8.
for Professorial Rank and Research Priority and Degree of Assoc1at10n_
between Research Priority and Union Support Controlling for Tenure,
e (n=69) ’
e . ‘on ‘ : .
o V§:§Z£§is Faculty Supporting Level of
- Union Affiliation: Gamma S8ignificance
Not
- -~ Tenured"Tenured °v. ' L
a Zero-Order 39% 69%% -.56 .002
(33) (36)
. Assistant Professors 337 0% z -
N | (21)  (0) - :
Associate Professors 50% 85% -.69 .006 ’
! : A (12) (13) ’ ‘
Full.Professors v\ 0% 61% - -
e \ (0) < (23) ‘
Lover Research Prio?k@y' 50% 80% -.60 .027
v (10) (20) _ /
Higher Priority . 35% 56% - -136
. Y (23) (16)
* o . '
‘ Lower Higher ;
. eséarch Research
jority Priority v
Zero-Order Wy 550 009
— T 0) (39)
, ‘ 1[{{ ‘ | ] | ) -\ v, ™ ;' [% m‘
, Not "Benured. " y 507z \ 357 .30 . +383 -
g oo ’ - (&0 (23) . A
Tenured- - T 80%: 567 , .51 ' .06k
' “L':' o ;{%7"‘ ; (29) : 16)‘ ",. .’
A ,%‘M‘ . &: ¢ 3 'r_':"' L& v #,i: W . :}’. lA,
. Loy i e st .%
9@; . -The perCen*tag;gs in e‘%ch row rep.‘resemt the ﬂlpper henlve.'f«1 of tabies q whmle' ‘ .
: the numbers i, parenﬁ‘péses represent the td‘tgl column freguencles, Fomex\amﬁé}e,
39% of the 33 ndn-tentired riembers' favoréd: ugicm affiliation, The 617% of'"“ Ry
the same 33 non-t enuré&d members favoﬁing«nb @ifillatjon 1s not preéenté&.4 i]g °
Each gamma Bs based, oﬂ course, o’ an*gnwnre ﬁahle. N A L
N . oL, e = «w\: E ?4’ ’§ " o ; ’ ‘ ”t
T ._ R *e;,i ’
4 : o
. A 2 ) o




