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The study reported here was prompted by the investigators’ concem about ,
the academuc autonomy of public wolleges and universities. Two different but '
related developments 1n recent years have given evidence of art'impact upon this
«  putonomy. One 1s the 1ncreasing exercise, of legal prerogatives to supervise and
control these mstitutions on the part of state governments. The second is the
appearance and rapid spread of collective bargaining for academic and other
professional personnel -~ - . : .

Responding to this concern, the investigators have examined in depth the
stuation 1 one $tate. New.York, in which clear evidence exists of boti’
developments. This examnation has sought to determine to_what extent and 1n
what manner collective bargaining has had an impact upon the relationships
between the State University of New York and various offices and agencies of i
the State government. P - - '

The report stemming from this study Has been organized in five sections,
as follows * ' ," ' * )
¢ (1) A bref ustuncal des,eri;gubn/ofcollective barga?;ﬁng in public higher

. education generally and of ‘its evolution jn the State University of
- Néw York. * T - . S toe
(2) A bnef “tatement of the methodology .and sources>uscdfor the

v

. study - T, ) ‘ . o> .
. {3) A review of .the organzational stryctures and legal consideratibns  « ~
. which undetlie, collectiyé bargaining for the University. -
(4) A report of findings in terms of impact upon University and State
government relationships and of generalizations which emerged
. {5) A bnef interpretation of the significance of the findings for general
public pplicy developmapt,. -

The study x.gi/ers the situation from 1970, when eollective bargaining was
mitated for the Unaversity, through December 1974, following the agreement
on a second contract between the Office of Employee Relations for the, State
government and the United Urgversity Professions for the professional persofinel
of the University. .

In submtting thus report,.we wish to acknowledge a great indebtedness to’
the ndividuals within the University~the _State government, and the’ United
- Unwversity Professions who wontributed so freely of their time and insights. Their

wooperation has made thissstudy possible. We hope,mmthalw\mgviereport
here will contribute constructively to a better understanding o titical
development for Amencan lugher education. ~
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BACKGROUND FOR THE STUDY -

’
‘Collective bargaining in the public sector responds to a number of specific
nfluences. Its character stems fram provisions of state enabling laws, the
personalities and commitments of participating individuals, politicak influences
idiosyncratic to the different states, the press of natibnal faculty associations, _
and simular practical and significant elements. Yet. in the longer'view, the futuge
unpact of the process omr pubhc higher education. both in general and in New
“York State, should be viewed within the context of a broader development: the
iterplay of forces pressing for greater accountability tgJ the state government
with those supportingithe traditional autonomy of the academic enterprise .
-— -~ -The fustory of state governmentinstitutionrelationships_over the past.
several decades reveals,a clear tend toward increased centralization‘of authority.
The trend 1s exemplified in the movement toward statewide systems of tolleges © '
and umversities and in the exercise of supervision and financial controls by state
executive officials. la managenal terms, the locus of significant decision-making
1s moving from the campus to the state capital, chiefly in financial matters -- but - ’
{so 1n regard to physical plant development and coordination of educational *
rograms among Institutions. Also, the increasing tendency of state budget N
fficers and ISmslators to exarmune proposed eXpehd.itures mdre critically
presages a,far stronger voice for them’ in what previously has been strictly
internal. acadenuc affairs. . . ¢ S
This extension df invelvemerit by state governments in_public higher
education has followed closely upon the eXpansion of state institutions and the
Ingrease 1n state appropnations to finance them. The authors of this report
commented on the situation 1h a recent andlysis of collective barganing, as
foltows — . .

As ligher education has become more ~availablé and
: consequently expanded. and as 1t has achieved an increasing™ - - _
importance for-society and its ¢conorny, public support has become
.increasingly a necessity and a prime sgurce for funding. With this )
* @ support has come wontrol, at least i public institutions. fr mbudpet A
and auditing offices. civil service copimissions, and othCr agencies of *
the exeuutiye branch’of state govgfnment, amd ipcTeasing legislative
. sctutiny of ounting budget reguests. the o seeirlg of grants and
allotinents. and state-wide coodnating and’supervisory boards The
commurtcations 1nvolved in nearly all of* these bypass ‘governing ,,
. boards. Furthermore, state coordmating and supervisory boards.
with their own executive bureaucracy, have added to the '
deursion-making flow which passes by boards te presidents and even Lo
to members of stitutional administrative staffs. (Duryea. Fisk, and
Associates, Faculty Unions and Collectve Bargaining. Jassey-Bass, » .
J 1973. page 201.) ’ co . S

’

¢ “
The trend toward increased state supervision and Comtrol is most
*«  dramatically llustrated in stabistics about the establishiment of central

¢ L]
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"\
coordinating and supervisory boards” supplementing and, at t{mes, replaciig
existing institutional ~governing boards. In 1950 three states had central
coordinating boards for higher education, fourteeh had copsohdated boards for
all higher educationCor for state college systems, thirty-one had no structré for. . -
coordinating higher education. Ip- 1975, twenty-seven states, have "central® +°

. coordinating boardls, and twenty have moted. to single go»’ermng boards. Only °

three remain without some form,of state-mandated structure for public colleges*

and universities  Within the last two yeais, North Carolina.and Wisconsin hav ,

con’solidated their publie fougyear colleges and universities under one governing

board The evidence tb date indicates continuing pressure by state goverhments

for centralization of public colleges and universities as a-means for gaining

o greater contiol over their operations.* .. o
Against this backdrop, collective bargaining has appeared, encouraged by

enabling legslation and fostered: by three national educationa) associations. the

Amrerican Assogiation of Umversity Professors, (AAUP), the National Edueation

Assocation (NPA), and the American Federation of Teachers (AFT). These

associations have approachgd the uniopization of indidual public colleges and

universities: in _close coordination with their state-wide structures, They |
constitute one further ' instrumentality conducive tp centralization of

“decision-making. * -

a
N

- - ' 3 !
. - Cotlecfive Bargaining - L .
* . in'thePublic Sector. - . x T /T
oo - Collective bargaiming for professionals’ in highe®d educition was not :
‘anticipated. One need “only contrast the-report of the 1967 task force of
academic leaders sponsored by the Amerivan Association fos Higher Education =~
with the situation of 1975. The task force enunciated a firm commtment to the
\ concept Of “shared authority™ based -upon recognition of the community of
intérests ~within which faculty members antl administrators cooperate 1n
governing colleges and universities. This point -of view culminated a fifty-year
development fostered by AAUP. In 1975, shared authonty may remain as an
ideal ™ for many academicians, but 261 institupions -representing 380 campuses
have " established bargaining agents which typically stress polarity 1o interesfs
between faculty members and administrators.** While t} e pace of expansion
‘may be sloWing, eich year more fatulties unionize, and few, if any, wittdraw .
from their commitment to unionism.. Indeed, even the AAUP has firmly com-
mitteditself to collective bargamnjng as a major means for'protecting the mterests

ofacademicians.  _ ) - —
N o ;/ .

= v

* Evidence of the growing involvement of state governments. s stiested to in the study
Robert O Berdahl has reported in lis 1971 boak entitled. State Coordination m Higher o
Education The 1971 Camegre Commisgon of Higher Educastion report, The-Capitol and . k
the Uampus State Responsibility for Post Secondary Education, slgpons this account
of thrgrowing involvement by state governments in public higher eduzation.

** Repot of the National Cen®® for the Studylof Collective  Bargaiming in Hﬁxghcr
Eduation at Baruch College. City UniveFsity of New York.,April 15, 1975. \
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- Uniomisin 1s strongest in -the public two-year "colleges, but js moving *
—decisively nto  four-year colleges and some rhajor universities. Similarly
~collective bargaining i higher education has centered in the-northeast (New
York, New Jersey, Pennsylvama, and New England) and ig the northern middle
, west (Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota), but the evidence cogﬁrms that it is
spreading to other regions. ] P
\ Several/factors have r;gﬁvated professional personnel to-tafn to unionism.
For the public sector, the phenomenon has followed rather closely the passage
of legisation protecting.the rights of public employees to unionize and bargain
,in good faith with agencies of government. Clearly, the growth in number and
power of unions at the public school and two-year college level has influenced -

faculty members 1n four-year collegesand universities, And certainly the end of ‘f‘

the boom ygars in higher education  has created concern about future ;;
compensation and job security.” , i
) However, for this 2naly&i§ Of—pubtic—ugher education as it relates t¢ :
untonism, the significant point is not so much the ca;fes of.unionism per se byt
its burgeoning at a time when state governments haye begun to review seriously -
their financial cothrutments to higher education. follective bargaining posés a
. 'potential counterforce for the protection of proféssional staff enterests against
Hikelthood of economie curtailment and challengef to academic tenure combined
with ncreased workload. proposals which have/had from time to time support
among state legislatures and stat€ toordinating bodies.
Finally, in order to place the New York State’situation in perspéctive, it »
should be nated that union organization has tended to parallel the structures
upori which public higher education 1s based and fo support_system and
.state-wide  bargfiming. Thus, 1n Michigan where the universities have a .
constitutional rather than statutory base and autonomous governing boards,
bargainiig takes place on an ingutution-by-institution basis. In New York, the
Jaree, compplex State Univergify system Has its co
{excluding the City ) g o
Pennsylvama; with systems of state colleges'but separate
. bargaiming adheres to this istitutional structure. Unj
. by public employment, relations boards have
pattern. In consequence, one finds a tenden
state officials 1n the bargaining process.
(OER) which handles negotiations for al
an agency of the executive bra In Perinsylvania the office of the - * -
.Commussioner of Education serys§ sim rly, while in New Jersey a court
decision his, established the rgh¢ of the govdqnor s the employer foy the state
colleges. In Hawan a rep} entative of the Governor handles negotiations,
+  although the umversity/and its board‘(,dol participate through designated
representatives.’ .
4
Unionism in S :
The facyfty members and nGn-teaching professionals | of the State 1
University g€ New \fork (SUNY) were the last state employees to organize under

* legislatiop/pernutting public employcexto barﬁain tollectively. The legislation

. ('/ '
RIS . g / |

versities, collective
etermination decisions
ed to promote the same
o increase the involvement by
& Office of Employea Relations
tate employees in New York serves as
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Ha,l/éen enacled 1n 1967, but it was not until nearly four years later, in January

-

g Y971, that 3 ‘bargaining unit for SUNY had been determined and a bargaining
“agent chosefyfid ceruf ied by #ie Public Employment Relations Board (PERB)."
‘. The vhit determination issue delayed.election of an agent and i$ significant =
* ~“fordhis analysis because of its implications for the University’s organizatioreand
relationship with the State. Three issies had to be Tesolved, all of them
significan® for the character of the collective bargaining felationshups which’ .
followed (1) the size of the umt geographically, (2) the categories of employees, .
to be included;.and (3) the organizations qualified to parti¢ipate 1n the election.
The fjrst issue Was redolved by mcluding all campuses in one large unit; and thé,
secon® by including in the unit both faculty members and 'non-teaching
professional staff members (NTPs), about 14,500 with two-thirds academitians.
Responding to a challenge by the State Unwersity Federation of Teachers -——|
- (SUFT), PERB recognized the right of the University-wide Faculty Senate to-
. participate in fhe unit determination election, but reserved 'for future
determination its status as an “employer dominated™ organization. This ruling
was upheld in the courts, but, after complex maneuvening and consideration of
various options. the Senate leadership chose not to enter the election.* Instead,
some of its members assisted in the formation of the Senate Professional
Association (S}‘A) which combined elements of Woth the Senate and an
association representing the NTPs. .

During the 9lecuon campdign in late 1970, which followed finghzation of
the unit détermination issue, SPA entered into an informal association with NEA
and its State affiliate, the New York State Teuchers ASWA), from
which it received financial and organizationalsupport. It was endorsed by-many -
seniof faculty members and by the leaders of the NTPs. SPA won a run-off
elecion against SUFT in January 4971, received formal certification, and
entered into negotiations with the State Office of Employee Relations (OER)..
About the same time, 1t affiliated formally with NEA and NYSTA. Negotiations »
extended through the.summer and resulted in a contract approved 1n August -
1971 and effective from July 1~ 1971. to June 30, 1974,

. PERB determination for one large unit ¢reated orgamzational difficulties
for the new union, problems which have restricted 1ts influence with the State
government and the Unwersity's Central Adnunistration. Faculty members’
interests and value commitments differed from those of the NTPs; university
centers represented a substantially different function withun the Unmwversity from
the four-year and two-year colleges, in turn distinctive between themselves; and
health science center needs and relationshups differed from those of the other
units.

-

Two years later, the mergér of NYSTA and the State AFT organization

(the United Teachers of New York) to form the New York State United
Teachers (NYSUT) put pressure on SPA to merge with SUFT. The latter two
associations joined forces in the Spring of 1973 to reconstitute themselves into

one union which became the United University Professions (UUP).

* Inany event the question did remaln as to whethe the Senate would be allowed to serve
as bargaining agent if 1t were elected ‘ ‘ . .

<
.

O




i
% .
v A

’

{r . . < .
. ' ' . ! ”‘ > ! N
.. Despite tts-problems; the one large unit has continued. UUP negotiated a

<second contzaet-which runs until June 1976. It surdived a rg{)rgsentdtioq

challenge to PERB which sought to break off the NTEs. It gained political /|

" strength through an affiliation with N¥S¥T-and thus both the AFT and NEA.
Yet. while membershup has increased, it includes only about one-third of the

) umtﬁubstantm differences remain among the campuses in the attitudes toward-

. and support of UUP. Its major strength lies in the two-year and four-year
colleges, the greatest resistance to it,in terms of lesser membership, comes from
the uruversity and health sciencg centers. It is'not yet vieWed within the Central s
Administration and State government as fully representativg, of the University’s -
professional personnel, especially its faculty. . . ' S
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* relatjonships between the University and the Stafe government. It has focyssed

e - ¥ .
~ - 4 .

1 METHODOLOGY .

‘The primary purpose quthgi)s‘study has been to provide a &:scriptfv_e an"alﬁsis of ~ |
how ‘collective bargaining on the part of professional perfonnel has infludnced . -

essentially upen the interaction between the Central Administration of SUNY
and the Office Af Employee Relations, the Division of the Budget, the Office of
the Governor, ind e Legislature. It also has given attention td the UUP andts
interaction withsthe Central Administration and agencies and branches.of State i
goevernment. Under these circumstances, the major effort for the study has taken .
place in the state capital, Albany. However, interviews -were conducted at two =~ e
university centers, the health science center at Syracuse, and two of the~ -
four-year colleges. T . - s
Substantively, the-study has considered two quéstions. How has the
existence of d ,professional union and collective bargaining in the University
altered the relationships among’ the ‘separate “partjes? What dre the implications
of these changes for ‘the a;lmiﬁistratl’(_m of the University as it relates to State
government” These two general questions include several related considerations.
How does collective bargaining affect the. balance between the Umversity's
accountgbility tq the State government and its ability to' function autonomously
'as an academic enterprise? Has collective bargaining intruded ‘upon the
autonomy of* the gévernini:rgzﬁj_s,a_ﬁpub&cﬁporation?” To what extent is -
the impact of collective-bargaining related to” other developments affecting -
University-Staté government refationships, such as the economic recession and
consequent shift to a “steady staté® or “no-growth era,” legislative and public’
reaction to faculty 3nd student radicalism in the Tate 1960’s and early 1970,
and the press for alteratio the educational role of the Unjversity in terms of
the emerging e view of postsecondary education? _.~ .
In mél(u?gpilata to bear upon these questions the investigators consulted
three sources: . * 3

'

Q)

(1) Related literature. Articles and reports deah‘né directly with
collective bargaining in_the State University are few. This report
relied upon the folowing' a 1974 article by Herman Dok, the two /

» pertinent chapters by Fisk and Puffer and George W. Angell in the,’
- book; Faculty Unionism and Collective Bargaining, an analysis of the
. legal basis for emgloyee relations jn New York by Jerome Lef’kc}\vitz /
/(Deputy Chairman for PERB), a dissertation <dealing with gng¥ances /.
in SUNY byeRonald P: Satryb; and a dissertation’ ungﬁy by
William Puffer presenting a case study,of the ongins and formatipn

.~ of SPA. These are identified 1n Appendix 4. . :

() Documentary sources. To obtan an understangiyof thg(iqilal

: relationships, we examined the following documenfary soutees: the ¢
legisldive ~ statutes. providing for® the Univefsity,’ the Public> _

° Employees Relations Board, the Office of Employee Relations, and ,
the Sfate Edutdtion Department, reproduced in’ MgKinney's

7
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. ' " Consolidated Laws pf 8w Fork, Books 9 (Civil Service Law), 16
Y. N gducatmn Law).-and 18 (Exécttive Law); the explanation of the \

aylor . Law and: Rules of Protedure publisﬁed by PERB; a -
imeographed reproduction of “Néw York State Constitutional@d <
Statutory Provisions Relating to the Budget Process™ used by the
¥~ i Dmsion of the Budget, the two contracts signed by QER, first withe”
. %SPA i 1971 and then with UUP in 1974, the policies of the Board
a3y oF'Trustees of the University for the years from 1970 through 1974; !
L PERB decistons discussed 1n the next section of this report (5-3001
P _in'1972, C-0991 1974, and U-0904 in 1974); 4 agreement of
May 4, 1972, between the CentrabAdmunistration and SPA relating
L. to promotion and tenure for nonteaching professignals in
o . implementation of Articles 33 and 34 of the\ﬁrst{(:fntract; a series
of memoranda between the Chancellor of the UniVersity and the
h Diredfor of “the Budget exchanged. in 19651967, and 1970; and
- * - several memoranda dealing with fhe internal operation of the Central
Administration.” A ) ) .
(3) Indepth pergnal” interviews. Fifty-<ight on-thescene personal
N " mtervigwg~were conducted by the principal investigaters with
esent- and former officials of the State governi overnor’s
office,” OER. Division ofithe Budget, Comptroller’s Office, PERB,
SED. and the Legislature). with- officers in the Central
Adminustration of the University, with faculty members and union
leaders and_ administrators On five campuses, with members of the'
Board of Trustees. and with officers in the central office of UUP.
The individuals interviewed are identified in Appendix 3.. N
_ Beause the nature of relationships 1n situations such as those examined
are subtle and complex, a descnptive field study methodology was deemed most B
approprate. This approach seemed particularly well suited to obtaining ddta
! necessary to vonstruct a descriptive, analysys of the impact centering around
relationstups, many of which are based upon both formal and informal
consideraptons. This kind of field study deals with a snuation{n which few other ~ ~
data are ‘avaiable and the research 1s exploratory, is designed for situational
] ama!{ysns m some depth. and concerns dynamic rather than static rel{jonships.
The interviews sought to ubtain both descriptive and perceptivéy input «
whuch amphfied and interpreted 1n vperational terms the matenal availabld from
documentary soufces. To this end we developed a topical interview instryment
and* us to structure interview discussions. The instrument provided a Tocus |
~—  -m thecﬁs of our concern but allowed a freedomrin the discussions thQ
brought out additional &a,ta perceived as related by the individuals interviewed,
~+ It permutted us to probe some topics,jporeafully when this appeared profitable.
— ~-—-$ sought to ascertain the :Ta:ﬁ‘gﬁf the relationships among the pertinent

by inguiriag.into thé follgwipg topics:
-+ Grievances: policiesd ocedures’.
" Personnel ?ghg& recruitinent, sppointments, evaluation, promotion, and
* tepure, ° _— RK . ) .
-/I;i-x’i;;muql Laffairs. budget. finanrigjal administration, and audit and control
) Tl X & ' '
- ' i1

ot ’
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Plafining processes and progedures.’ ]

Academic poheigs” curgiculun, degree programs, research.

We frequently adjusted the questioning to fis the specific knowle
*" - person interviewed. It served httle purpese. for example, to devel
. . line of 1nquiryswith a themper of «the Legislatureas with an ier from the
Division of the Budget or from the Office of Audit and CSatrol. Thus. each
interview proved a distinctive situation i which we' probed impact upon
rclationships*as evidenced.by polivies and activities associated with the above
five functions We used the topics 1 a(d_lscnminqtdry‘manmer\to seek most - .
productively the Knowlcdgé possessed by each individual. consistent, with the

“

- objectives of the study: - T
The topics served as a basis not only «for dircet data but fot descnptions +
—~—and--perceptions Thc/pmc/csses of bargaining.and cOntract administration had to
be kept n miitd«S_did their effect upon decision*making, the extent of
involvemeit of each agency and individual, The degree’ of coordination and
conflict, the locts of mm)z%e\ the attitudes.of indwviduals regarding other
agencies andﬂnionism, the degree of flexibility allow®¥ and autonomy possible
for the University. the kinds of changes emerging, the perceptions of.relative -
mfluence, and similar matters. Of prime importance was a sense of the relative
mportance of vartous agencies ifisqfar .as the Unwversity 1s concerned,
particularfy'})ER. th® Diviston of the Bidget, the Office of the Governor, and
the Legislature. - )

The data obtamed {were subjected to a modified content analysis.
Approximately 330 djscrete atems of wnformation, descniption, &nd perception .
were developed from the mterview records. These items 1n turn were reviewed
and sorted intg thirty basic categories i two dimensions, onerelated to how
collective bargaining had altered the relationships reviewed by the study and the

..Other relating to the umplications of these alterations for the decision-making
processes asspaated with the University. These two dlmensnons/con’stitutc the
primary subject of the report presented in the fourth secudn .

The data analysts was followed by additional intepviews - laTgely by,
telephone - to explore other questions which grew out of the analysis, to obtan
additional data, and tJ check further the rehability and validaty of the different
sources.* , \ / s

- . . . T

* Une aspect of fhe situation 1n New York State has ot been reviewed durectly far this
study ~The health science centers within the State Univeisity present a cornplex situagion
so unusual and. as & whole. different for each~enter that 1t was felt wise not to indude”

. them This dectsion followed interviews at two of the centers and review of considerable

correspondence and other documentary m terials  As mentioned n this report, the

problem of establishing policy for income related to clinical service became aquestion of

Importance during ncgotiations and subsequently inwolved study including

- representatives from the centers, the Central Administration, the Office of Employee
Relations, and the Dwision of the Budget What collective bargaining did in this situation
was to bring to the level of formal review 'a condition which otherwise had npt recewved
deliberate attention, .
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. ORGANIZATIONAL
- . BACKGROUND

: The 29-campus Staté Umwversity of New_York is the only publigAffStitution of
lugher education established directly under the. overvie tate governinent.*
The Umversity consists of four university centet 5 of which also have health
science centers as part of their cappuse % medical centers, thirteen colleges
of arts and sciences (eleven of w ad been predominantly teacher.education
institutions), six agricult Zhd techmcal colleges, three specialized colleges
(forestry, manti optometry), and one’non-residential college. For this
system, as noted earlier, faculty members and non-teaching professional
employees are represented by UUP. As represefitatives of “management” for
negoniations, OER involtes the SUNY Central Administration and the State .
Division of the Budget. The bargaining process occurs formally apart from the
Unuversity's Board of Trustees whos$é concerns and intefe_sts are represented to .

. OER by the Office of the Chancellor. v

Economic provisions agreed to in the hargaining are subject to approval of
the Legislature and ure submutted to it as a part of the budget process for the

. State by the Governor. In practice, however, negotiations havt usually not

comaded with the normal budget process. Therefore, fiscat changest resulting’

froin the umon wontracts have gone to the Legislature ina supplementary budget

or as special legislatuve bills. As a result, economic pro\visions may have received

more direct attention than they normally would as (.)h part of the total

N \

"1 . executive budget i
~ . The legal basis for the relationships central to this paper reside in three

legastative actions plus subscquent amendments. One. the statute which served to
establish [the State University, exphcates in considerable detail the
responsiyilities and authogities of its governing board. The second is the
permissive_legislation which guarantees the right of publigemployees to engage
. i collective bargmmng. The third 15 a brief statute which estabhshed OER asa
1 umt of the executive branch to conduct negptiations for the State with all of its
employees. Each will be summarized briefly: . i
: However, 1t 1s important first to mention the ditinctive role of the *
Uriversity of the State of New York (in contrast to the State University of New
York). The formner has ¢ constitutional mandate to oversee the entdre system of
State education, public and pnvate, from kindergarten through_the graduate
fevel ** In this capacity 1t has final authonty for the awarding, of all degices by
public and pnvate mstitutions and for chartering of colleges and universities.
Organizationally. the Ul}lVCTSIly of the State of New York exists i the form of

o

*  [he Oy University of New York and the public wommuinity golleges bargain with
municipal or dunty gbvernments rather than with the State Th{ communtty collegés
function under local governing boards subject to county and local legislatures but receive

* Ypart of their support from SUNY and are subject to programunatic supervisions by the
SUNY Trustecs. .

L4
** |t also has other powers, such as llucnsuré‘ for profcsaluﬂals and supervision of libranes |

and museums

) ) 13
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‘ .
Legislature without nomnation by the

_officer is the Commissioner of Educatiop,
4 large staff constituting the State Education
Department-(SED). . L. |

" The Regents and ;8£D relate to SUNY in the same manner as they do with
the other universitipt and the cplleges of the Statq. A primary aspect of the
relationship s apgroval and reyiew of degree programs. [llustrating the latter
function, the Department, during the past year, has reassessed teacher education
‘practices and reviewed doctoral programs. The review has led 1n'some 1nstances
", to'termination.* A major yesponsibility of the Regénts is to develop and present

“the Board of Regents elected by t
_Goverapr, \The Regents’, executi

who his under his ‘directio

- f to the Governor and: Legislature every four years a master plan for alugher

education? For the State University, the law requures ‘that “the Regents3hall,
- onte every ‘four years, review, the ‘proposed (SUNY ‘mastqr) plan and |
: recommendations required to be submitted by the st‘:&\umvcrsny trustaes: . " *
- .For ongoirig' operations. howevet, the SUNY .Cenlal Admmustration hds very
hmited Corttact with the Regents. The Regents hEVMwinpvolv -themselves 1n
-+ collettive barganing in higher ed'ucption qther than througlgne geweral policy - .
¥ Statement (refetred to later in™tus report) urgiRg a imitition upon the seope of
negotiations. ° C e . ’

The\s(r cture of the State Legisfature as it relates to higher educatron also™
warrants a br?e\f\n ention. The main avenue to the Legislature for the University
fraditionally has tﬁﬁ via the Governoy’s office as a part of the budget process.
During the past two years, cach house of the Legislatiire has had a commiftee on,
higher education (either as a standing or a select coinmitee ). Pleyiously, sinct *
1965 at least. there had been a jhcommlttec o¥ both houses for thi
These legislative committees have toncerned themselves with private
education, the City Unwversity of New York (CUNY), SUNY, and the
confmunity colleges. They have not played a significant role in budget review.
Rather they have given their attention to special considerations such as ~

.1 scholarships and grants, student disciphne, academic programs. and thg general
planning of higher education in the State. h

P

A\ & -

"\

Education Law and : ) B .

Organization.of the State University Ce—- .
AN Although founded in 1948, SUNY “did not become a umvcrsy\bmore

Tthan_name for a decade or more. Moreover. its founding did not meet with
n. J;nst pnor to the establishment of SUNY the president of a

y stated n (e prescrice of the Governgr and members of
at New York should never “endure one of those
monstrosities of the estthe state’ universities ™ SUNY opened with a

w;ﬁs of cleven state teachers.co < Six agneultural and techmeal two-year
s ' insti 1 mantime acddemy, and-a college of fur?st*ry\lt then ucqunf two
Ad « -
niedical colieges by absorption from @ ung 1nstitutions. {t_also assume
n

detelopmeiital and prograynmatic supervision, but_not direct Conitrol, over the

¥ Bhis latter tunction may be challenged in court shortly by the

rustees as a result
N »
of 4 SED directive to elimnate certam doctoral programs. .

o ~. 7 U
RIC ™ o 18

14 ) ) - i ' AN
. AN

¥

|
.




. v
* expanding system of local community colle
participates. «

In the terms of the founding statute, the Go
the advice and consent of the senate” the fifteen-

strong tie math the executive branch of State

.the Regents. As a consequence, the furmative yp
marked by a spasmodic struggle with the Regen
achieve "an automomy which they deemed nec
development.

-. By the 1960's. however, the University had
began that decade with nearly 35,000 students (not
the assquated community 1u,olleges). Then, with th
Gould as \I:\rcsldent,, and with the enthusiastic sup

' Roukefeller, SUNY enterdd a period of expansion
colleges were reshaped 1ty olleges of arts and scie
in addition to educagion. the four major university. ¢
medical centers were expanided and a new one es

___and directibn were given' to the two-year commul
rogram which ultimately totalled two billion dollar
quadrupled by the end of the decade. fn summary

autonomy for individual campuses increased.

. As SUNY entered the 1970’s, the climate ch:
to ardeson all sides. The former President and sub
led the Unmwersity through fts period of* gre:
extraordinary~ State financial support, departed

%es, in, whose financing it

ernor appoints “‘by and with
member governing board. He
designates the chairman and vice-chairman. This jrrangement has supported a
governiment. However, as a
-statutory body the Trustees have exercised substantally less autonomy than the
constitutionally-established Board of Regents with members elected by the
Yegislature. dn fact SUNY was founded in the facel of*apparent opposition from

ars of, the University: were

s as the Trustees sought to
bssary  fof the institution’s

begome well established. It
including another 13,000 in
appointment of Samuel B.
bort of Governor Nelson A. *
ind affluence. The teachers’

bnters were developed; three
blished, and ‘major port
ity colleges. A construction
5 got underway. Enrollments
the 1960’s proved an era in

" which strong leadership was exercised from Albqny by Gould and in which

nged and difficulties seemed
equent Chancellor, who had
t expansion and Obtained
sooner than anticipated.

Incregses 1n State funding of the 1960’s encourage
friends of the prnivate mstitutions. Then, in t
gvidenced a concern with State spending as a

1960’ Turther erdded legis upp
education, SUNY expenenced a lev\e%ﬁmp lica
the ‘possibality that 1t had overexpanded.)

SUNY,* however, did enter the 1970's as

udget of more than 600 mullion dollars
Itatory provisions for the University i

4 outspoken opposition from

early 1970’s, the Legistature

whole. A period of general

retrenchment for the State .government set in. Although University funding
continued to nse, State monies more and more maintained the existing situation,

essentially a “‘stegdy stqf\e;&l;;xl\i;lm. Student and faculty activism of the late
It ort. In common with the rest of higher

tions for admission and faced

a major

enrolhing 140,000 foll-ume students (exclusive of the commiunity colleges),
etiploymng _a faculty and professional staff of nearly 15,000, and requiring an

for its twenty-nine campuses.
dentify its governing board as

3 f(nowg as the State University of New York which shall tze
ing, supervision, and administration of facilities and
examines the powers and duties allotted to the

o

ces having professional areas

s
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Trustees in the statute, it becomes clear that the Board s subject to considerable
coniibl'ﬁy-Sta&&,g_cg_\iernment through the lattér’s control of financial affarrs. Ths
is exercised primarily ¢ Director. of the Budget, then reviewed-when a
line-item budget is submitted D Governor to the Legislature as part of the
overall budget for theg State.* Fu ¥te, the Education Law, of which the
University statute is one pﬂﬁ?jﬁ;cs @ detailed prescription regarding: the=
classification of professioial emp yees. In practice, personal communicatids
between the Central Administration-and the budget division,tend to create\a
bypass around tie Trustees. Also, budget examiners of the State visit loc
campuses. | ) . C o .
. .. CS, Vb
The law provides for ;‘mal control by the ‘Trustees over other
. administrative andeducational affars such as the following: -
A Planning for facilities, curricula’, admissions, and enrollments!

' Overview of the academic programs of the comnmunity colleges (which are
subject to local legislatures) and approval of their establishment.
Holding and adminjstering of propertics and equipment and-facilities. -
Appointing campus presidents and academic and other professional staff

° <

mefibers. . . .
Overseeing rgsearch activities (handled through the Research Foundation
of State University). . - .

.

Therefore, the Trustees do oversee the general organizational and academic
affairs of the University, but even here they are subject to State authonties for
+ the construction of dormitories and the developinent of fiew physical plants.
In its ongoing relationships with State government, the Central
¢  Administration of the University interactseregularly with both executive and the
legislative branctmsDuring the period reviewed for tlys study, a particularly
strong interface existed with the Governor’s office. In this situation, the Director
of State Operations. in the words of one University Administrator, served as “a
key officer in the flow of information between the Univé‘rsnty and the execudive
branch.” The Secretary of the Governor also had a “key role™ in all matters
related to State, pohcy. He participated in reports of activities: Iysponses to
,inquiries, and recommendations which flowed between the office of the
"Chancellor_and the office of the Governor. During the last two decades, as the
University%swxpanding and strengthening its position in the state, the
Chancellors have maintaiited a close, personal association with the Governor.
‘The Central Administration maintains, through a ‘major officer, ongoing
assocrations with leaders and key commuittees in the Legislatyre./

The major executive agency with an intimate mnvolvement 1n the affairs of
the UniVersity, in addition to the Division of the Budget, is the Department of -,
Audit and Control, headed by the State Comptroller. Audit and Control holds

« responsibifity for pre audit and payment of payrolls and vouchers and for the
» ‘ *
, 1 .
* This condition has been modified somewhat by a number of memoranda of agrecmem‘

between the Chancellor and Director of the Budget which have permitted some
flewibility and operating control on the part of campus and central administrators,

e

L
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post-audit of accounts afd other controllership [unctions. Its rep
regularly visit the loval campuses of the University, and it issues
. T

their.findings.

Other officers and agencies of State governy
rglates includg the counsel to the Governor for
appomntments secretary, and the Governor himss
master plan Yor education submitted each four
Also, and 1n som@instances as previously noted, t
the Departmérit *of Law, Department of Civil

resentatives
public reports of
hent with Wwhich the University
legal matters, the, Governor’s
if in his formal review of the
ears by the Board of Regents. "
he University has business with
Service, Office of Employee

,Relations, and the Office of General Services, w
the State. Mo

The details of these relationships are pg
reference they are spelied out in some detail in 4
process through which the budget is prepared an

hich handles all purchasing for

ripheral to this, analysis.-For
Lppendix 1, whic¥utlines the
i submitted to the Legislature,

3

and Appendix .2, which details SUNY’s relatio

hships with agencies, of State
government. ~ :

. \
)}

.
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Taylor Law alxd(t{i; . .
Public Employment Relations Board

The 967 Public Employment Relations 4
recogmtion of the charman of the cormmittee which formulated the philosophy
basic to the Act, receives credit generally as thefinitiator of collective bargaining
for professionals 1n the University. It is a standard labor relations statute under
whigh all public employees--state, county, city,ftown, village, public authorities,
certain special service distrits, and school distri¢ts-recgived the right to organize
for the purpose of collective bargaiming. The sta{ute\requires public employers to
negotidte with the representatives of their empjoyees and to enter into<wgitten
agreements with them, sgts up impasse procedufes for the resolution of cOntract
disputes, prolubits 1mproper labor_practices byl both employers and employee
-organizations. and -continues “ the » prohibition against _ strikes by public
employees.* , o

The Act 1s admimstered by PERB, which consists of three members
appomted by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate “from
persons representative of the public.” Its chairman serves full-time and oversees
its staff and administration. The Board’exercises three primary functions' that of
umt determnation and certification of the elected employees’ representative,
that of the resolution of contract négotiation disputes, and that of establishing
procedures for and serving as a court of appeal on matters rglated to improper

¢t, known as the Taylor Law in

-

»

.
&

+ The statute 1» most explhicit about legal action that shall be taken in the event of a strike
and about the penalties to be imposed. Nevertheless. strikes by school teachers have
staken place within the State. Supenntendents and school boards havé notnstituted the
appropriate legal actions or, 1f they have, generally have not followed through to the
point of severe penaities other tha{hc loss of pay for days duning which teachers have

not worked lowever, events in thq late 1975s have evtdenced some hardening of school
board postures in this connection :

.
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practices Improper practice charges are processed through informal conferences,
formal hearings, a ruling by the hearing officer, and a final determination and
order by PERB if the ruling is appealed. A'

PERB establishes and oversees the procedures provided by law for the
resolution of an impasse in contract negotiations. These include provisions for
mediation assistance upon request, for which it mainliuns both a staff apd-a~
panel, and for fact finding, which includes 'formal hearings
recqmmendations, although the latter are not binding on the parties. There 1s no
provision in the faw for binding arbitration (other than for police and firemen).*

PERB' determines the culpability of employges’ organizations for striking
and orders appropriate forfeiture of dues check-off privileges, other penalties
being administered by the courts and the emplayer. It also has a responsibiht
for making sfatistical data available on wages, benefits, and employme
practices and for recommending Statutory changes to the Legislature.

During the first five years of unionism within the University, subsequent
to the initial unit determinationi decisions, PERB has been called. upon
infrequently to rule upon questions related to SUNY. The inital unit
determination ruling had a major impact in forcing one large bargaining
association to represent the total profetsional personnel for the entire .
University. Following this decision, only four cases related to the University
were processed. One of these was routine in that 1t dealt with the designation of
administrative officers as “management confidential” and thus not eligible for
membershipy in the union. This question was addressed by PERB 1n a 1973
intennm decision, although not finally settled until June 1975'. Another decision
in 1972 supported the ruling of a hearing offiter who rejected an improper
practice charge by SPA. The complaint alleged “false and misleading statements™.
on the part of the Central Administration in connection with a memorandum of ~
understanding on a new career promotional plan for NTPs. Thrs leaves two
decisions of sufficient significance tq warrant brief attention for this report, the
second of which dealt with the City University of New York (CUNY) but held

* implications of-importance for the entire state. A

The first ruling, in January 1974, constituted a rea‘t:ﬁr‘mat‘lon of the
original unit determination decision. The Civil Sf:rvicc Employees Association,
with SPA and the AAUP’s council for SUNY as interwenors, filed a petition for*
the decogtification of SPA “as the representative of certain non-academic
professiohal employees.” In efféct, it sought to limit the union to academic
personnel by removing NTPs from the all-inclusive bargaining unit and creating a
new one” for them. In a lengthy decision, the hearing officér denied the petition
on the basis that “NTPs did enjby effective and meaningful negotiations on
salary ds well as other matters.” D ’
.~ The'second decision, 1n April 1974, bore only indirectly upon SUNY, but

.

~ -

* Initially, as did occur* at one,potnt n the contract negotiations for the Univcrsi‘ty, the

law provided for a legislative hearing (the school buard for school districts and the
Legislature for the Unversity), but in 1975 this proviston was deleted. What remat
NOW is recourse to more discussion, “approprigte™ assistance to the partics by the PERB,
and a PERB assumption of the cost of arbutratyon if such is agreed to by the parties.

5
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C . .
contained a_significant implication regarding faculty governance. This case
regulted from a petition of the Board of Higher Education of the City of New
York. The question rassed” was_the following: “ls the composition of the
Personnel and Budget Committees (which consider the reappointment, teniire,
and promotion of faculty) = mandatory subject of negotiations?” The CUNY _

. umon, the Professional Staff Congress, sought to bar students frorm membership
on these committees. PERB, in a split decision, determined that student
participation on the committees was not a tesm and condition of employment of
the faculty. Recognzing the tradition of peer evaluation, the ruling notes that
“there 15 a difference between the role of college teachers as employees and their -
policy-making function which goes under the name of collegiality.” The essence
of thy decision was stxed 4s follows: “We. . distinguish between the role of
faculty as employees and its role as a participant in governance of its colleges. In
the former role, 1t has the right to be represented by the employ ee organization
of its choice in the determination of terms and conditions of eniployment. .. .In
the latter role, the faculty dexercises prerogatives related to the structure of .
governance of the employer. .. .These prerogatives may continué to be exercised
through the traditional cha nnels of academic committees,and faculty senates and

. may be altered in the same manner as available prior to the enactment of the

Taylor Law."” It appears that in New York PERB may move in the directionof - .
recognizing a distinction between collective bargaining and faculty governance
and, 1n making this distinction, place limitations upon the scope of bargaining.*

o

Y

-Office of Employee Relations .o :

* Following enactment of the Taylor Law, the Governor d signated a
negg&txon committee for bargaining with state employees consisting of his
Sectdtary, the chairman of the Civil Service Commission, and the Djrector of the
Budget. A umt of the Division of the Budget served the :;ngn}‘\tge‘ as a research

and resource agency. However, by the time the University pg essional personnel

entered nto negotiations this structure had-been succ ded by the statutory

“Office of Employee Relations” responsible for develéping State employment

policies and for devising strategies and tactics expedient for their

implementation. The statute, Artielc&t‘f of the Executive Law, went into effect
- , June1,1969.  ° .

The OER statute js~brief. If créates «the office as an “agent” for the

Governor responsible to him for the conduct of-fiegotiations, to “‘assure the

proper implementation and administration of agreements reached,” to assist the

Governor, and,to “‘direct and-coordinate” the State’s activities under lhe\"ls'g)"lor

Law. Its diector assists the Governor “with regard to relations between the State—___|

and 1ts employees.” Significantly, it provides that agreements negotiated shall be
at

¢
LR

. L]
* This point of view has_additional support from the Board of Regents. In 1974 the
Regents reaffirmed a 1972 policy recommendation that academic tenure, curriculum
-~ development and revision, faculty evaluation and promotion, stude, [faculty ratios and
class size, and orgamzational structure should not be included in Tollective bargaining
negotiations. - .
LY *
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implemented and administered “notwithstanding any inconsistent provision of
+ law” upon “written request” from the director of the office * The first contract
with the SPA established QER as'responden_t to grievances at the third step
following review at the campus level and by the Office of the Chancellor. By the
terms “of the contract, for grievanges which £0 to arbitration jt also obtains
arbitrators mutually satisfactory to the union and itself. At the same tume it
carries the burden for the state when a grievance goes before an arbitrator, -«
During the period covered by this study, the OER has had two directors.
*  Each proved influential in the development of the posture which the Office
holds toward the University. The first” Pitector, Abe Lavine, had served
previously as deputy executive directos-of the Division of Employment in the
Department’ of Labor and before that in the Division of ‘the Budgét. He was
appointed in. Janyary 1969, anticipating the passage that year of the statute
which %:we OER legal sanction.’ Under the Lavine administration, a unit was set
up to handle negotiations and later contrict administration for SUNY, thus
-achieving a specialization within' OER staff and in then enabling personnel of this
unit to gain experientially an, understanding of the distinctive nature of the

unit has remafned with the office and now holds primary responsibility under
-+ wthe director for relationships with SUNY.) In the course of the first five years,
this continuity in staff reinforced-consistency in OER policy.and in University
CéptraLAéministr:*tion résponse to this policy. Staff continuity has had the
secondary, yet potentially significant, effect of encouraging a personal
relationship among the individuals in both agencies. Phis relationship was
" strengthened in 1971 when an assistarit director for OER who served as its first
chief negotigtor (with SPA) was appointed Assistant Vice Chancellor for
Personnel and Employee Relations to handle €ontiact administration and assst
/in the negotiations for the University. - USSR

. The appointment of the second director, Melvin H. Osterman, Jr., in May
1972 marked a shuift 1n the posture of OER toward the'University ** Iis staff
began to feel thaf@while 4 distinctiveness i finction contrasting to ather State
agencies did exist, the trpditional adversarial collective bargaining relationship
was working for the University in"a manner quite similar to that of the other

2% 2 - €

\ i
* Osterman had served formerly as an assistant counsel in the Office of the Governor. He
then went into private practice but continued Yo maintain 4 relationship with the State
T a5 consgltant to the Governor on' collective bargaining and then, until the time of his
~ appoinument. as consultant to the OER. ) ° . -
B - 3 ¢ ¥
X "
law, any mﬁccr."dc.m@;\t. board, commissién or agency, shall upon witten request
from the director, take suclradministrative or other action as 15 necessary to implement
and adunaister the provisions of any binding agreement betwcen the state and one or
more employee organizations representing State employees _pursuant to the -pubhc
employees” “fair employment act, 3s amended Such® action may inchude, without
hmitation the adoption, repeal or amendment of rules, regulations or other procedures.”
The opmion of Jthe Attorney General 18 condlusive in resolving disagreements. In

practice, aponthet with existing legislation would be subject to legislative approval.
20° - LA
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University. (As it happeped, the individual who first served as an assistant in this .

This section of the law redds as follows “‘notwithstanding any mconsistéﬁt provision of
o £ .
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agenues.. In some part this derived from the personality and experience of the
new director, but it seenis more to have derived from the experience with the
- University dunng the previous two years. The shift in approach.held especially
, for the handling of gnevances, wiuch OER staff increasingly tended to interpret -
n the same manner ‘as other agencies. Also, in the question ¢f job sccurity
{espeuially, for the nun-teaclung professional staff) dunng the negotiations for
thes second contract, OER staff supported more formal mechanisins in line with *
pohicies established for the rest of the State. In a sense this carried over a civil
service approach to perspnnel policies. ,
———#& lose working relationship between the staffy of the OER and the
Central Admimistration has occurred and has had several consequentes Critical
“questons for contract administration, especially grievances, are discussed
mformally. The two offices collaborate in resolving questions arising from the
mnterpretation of contract provisions and cooperated ir preparing for the second
round of wontract negotiations. They also review policiés likely to affect the
agreement, such as those concerned with retrenchment, contract administration
, proedures related to leaves and travel allowances, and job security review. A
parallel relativnshup did not develop with the union leadership, although the ﬁrst/./
Exewutive Secretary of SPA and the. OER staff were in fairly regulaf
conmunication dunng the initial implementation of the first contract. A similar
gap has-held between the union leaders and Central Administration, althiough
there was tvidence that in the ‘last year 1mproved communicatjon has
accompanied conferences with the Chancellor. Changes in “union leadership
following elections and the tendency of its elected officials to view the /
“admmstration” of the University with some distrust have proven to be factors
here. ) i ’

.

3

{n §l:n11|14r)5, the vrggnizational structures accompdnying collective
- barganing, have fornfed new relationships between the University and State
government. Umomzation of profesifonal staff 15 a djrect consequencé of -
pennssive Jegislation (the_ Taylor Law) which cstablished the senn-judicial
PLRB, A PLRB unit determination led to the formation of one bargaining unit,
“—tepresenting mMajor URIversity rescarch and .professional centers together with
- fouryear general purpose teaching colleges and two-year technical and—*
agneultural 1nstitutes. The establishment of OER as an agency of the Governor
to handle negotiations and contraut administration asswred a direct and
potentially powerful role for the State The Central Admnistration hasfaced the
tash of searching out vverarching pohives and procedures which account for the
totdl mstitution, but with ¢ diunutod in its ability to support the uniqueness
of 1ts vanous’ componeits In a parallel situation, the union leadership has faced
stmlar difficulty in vrder to present at the bargaining table a posture suitable for
its diverse Lonstitugncy and to maintan an effective orgariization for members
holding different values®and interests 4

. -
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ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

Iy the perspective of nearly five years of professional unionism and two

egotiated contracts, questions arise as to whether the extent and nature of the
impact of this new condition have been significant, and, if so, how. The response
to these questions is presented in this section in two parts. The first will discuss
how this activity lé;ffected, or not, the relationships among the dozen offices
and dgencies involved in the University-union-State governinent interaction

ated to collective bargaining. The second will present _ significant

~ generalizations which have emerged from the study of these relationships.

—

Impact Upon Individual .
Offices and Agencies ' .

. Governor. In the course of the nvestigations, respondents repeatedly
referred to SUNY as “the Governor’s university.” Such a charactenzation seems
in part to reflect the nature of the executive branch of New York State
government The Governor traditionally has exercised strong leadership; he has
held a firm hand on the various executive departments and offices, including the
University. &he -characterization also. reflects the history of the University,
formed undes the driving force of Governor Thomas E. Dewey and supported
vigorously during the extended term of Governor Rockefeller. Certainly, the
chief executive of the State has the ability to determine and support budget
allotments, a means of control further supporfed by his role in the selection of
Trustees and his selection of their chairman and vice-chairman. .

The interviews indicated that the relationstup of the University with the .
Governor has not been altered significantly by collective bargaining in the sense
of his power and influence. If anything, the establishment of OER confirmed the
significant role of the Governor during the-negotiations process with UUP and 1ts

predecessor, SPA. He assumes responsibility for the economic provisions of the

contract and presents them to the legislature as a part of the budget process.
Legislative leaders who were interviewed recognized the influence of the
Governor in setting policy for SUNY and expressed their confidence 1n this
amangement. In critical decisions during negotwations, the Chancellor
unguestionably was consulted and exercised considerable influence. In the last
analysis; however, OER and the Director of the Budget turned to the Governor
for a final decision on crucial economic matters. This apparently oceurred at
times in meetings at which the Chancellor was not represented. )

" However, two asgects of gubernatorial control require recogrution. First,
in/negotiations and in general, as one commentator stated, “in the end it’s a
dollar matter and thatis the Governor’s respogsibiﬁty.“ Thus, the major 1nterest.
and influence of the exccutive brancly have tended to icrute to econoinic
concerns as “ultimately reflected -ifi the budget. Although the Central
Administeation of the Univer 'ty/u(ri1d the Trustees have maintained considerable
dutoromy in admin:]styti ¢ and academic affairs; the line is not a clear one,

S5

since (as will be diseussed later in_this report) OER, as an agent of the Governor,
" / ‘ ‘ |
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does participate actively in the handling of grievances. Second, as one obse
noted, the role of the Guvernor tends to reflect his personal style anddnterests. '
I}Lecent years, evidence has emerged of a lessened fi for the interests of
. the Umversity 1n contrast with the increasing jmportance of other State interests
wompeting fod funds, Thus suggests the possibility that in the future the officers
of OER and Dmvision of the Budget may increase their influence with less
recourse to the Governor. This, jn thrn, may diminish the influence of the
Chaneellor, except as he insists upon gubernatorial attention to specific issues.
. Office of Employee Relations. The most direct and visible concomitant of
“ ollective bargaining appeared in the establishment of OER.Jreviously, the.
Unwversity's pnmary formal contact with State government had been with the
Division of the Budget, in accord with the Education Law. As fmg.l, review body
of the budget for the Governor, the budget division traditionally exercised final
determination_upon the amount and distribltion of State financial’ support. In
turn this power influenced policies and 4ctions related to the University in

general; gspecially gs they related t6 fingn<ial support.
ith—The establishment of , bud; ivision control diminished

sut)i?(antially for 4 major portion o uidget: that ({ealing with personnel *
OO s. What had previousl 3 matter of discussion and negotiations between
~ the Central A fation and State budget officials in-terms of salariesand |

~ finn ehits moved to the bargaining teble” These decisions now“lil?i/h/the,_/
) arganing process with OERaeting for -the Governor, altBough consutfing with
the budget division 4#rd’] niversity admifiistration. :

. ™. Ap dymportant aspect of OER role relates tg its conception of the

W An intial task for Central Administration fwith advent of collective

# barguning, therefore, bewame that of making OER staff more sensitive to the
difference between the_functions of an academic institution and those of other
state agenues. While Central Administration apparently has succeeded in
Jncreasing this sensitivity, it must be recognized that OER handles bargaining
relationstups for-all state government. It inevitably must view the Usiiversity in

~ thus general vontext. A related factor which has contributed to increasing OER -
anderstanding of the University has been the fact that within OER one
mdnﬂdu‘;l .has held primatily responsibility for contacts with the Central
Admumstration and the University’s professional union, Although initially
congstioried 1n relationships by Civil Service precedents, in general the interviews
confirmed evidence of an increasing awareness by OER of the institutional
lnmtations imposed on’ the Chancellor By the academic environment and the
unique role of faculty members.
’ Novertheless, OER staff was viewed as having a tendency to expect a
bureaucratic quality in the administration of the University. This has had
positive cft;eds n_instigating a review and clarification of personnel policies, a
consequenee ospectally beneficial for the nog;teacMn@ professional staff. Also,
OER expectation has proven more realistic than sofne advocates of collegiality
haye conceded, for the fact is that many campuses ~ especially in the two-year

“~  4nd four-year colleges - lack strong traditions of*Simased authority.”

An important consideration identified in the interviews’is that OER, asan
agent for the Governor, reflects an intérest in the need to méintain peace and

. : . 23
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- _stipulates,

As g resuli_t of OERTole in neg)lgup@gghdwsm% nesand-other ~
o “cconomic be;iﬁ/ls have shufted from the budget division. This has worked out

harmony in what :u;knes could be polilicu}vcﬁploswe situations. Thus suggests |
5

that 1t has a concern for ganing settlements. OER may indeed be mfluenced on
issues by the posture of the Univer%y Central Administration and other
* governmental agencies such as the Division of Budget, but 1n the final analysis it
represents the Governor in reaching an agreement that he can recommend to the
. Legislature OER, therefore, %ut‘é,s the influence of -the budgét diviston, and
“even the” Legislature, because the jgreement negotiated with the union presents
almost an accomplished deed. '/ ’
In general, OER effects the affais of the Univessity-in two ways=One in
the preparation for and conduct of negotj Wﬁihe union, the other in the
administration of the contract, especidly “the gnevance machinery whic

reasonably w because of coordinatiges xercised by the Goverpor's office. At
an-early stage, for example, the Diredor vf State Operations for the Governor

/‘_//coordinated the State’s position in ndgotiations. He consulted and met with,

separately and jointly, heads of the bud et division and OER and the Chancellor
in the determination of policy for bargaining. As might be articipated n this
‘regard 2some disagreement between the Division of the Budget and_OER has .
surfacdl. In the main frictions between the two agencies have reflected pnimanly
the - usual disagreements ‘which result from “conflicting responsibihitics and
- personal status concerns, . v
For the adminstration of tJic contract, OER mamtamsthe position, in‘the
words of one of its admumstrators, that it “tries to ix]g@e that the intent of the
, contraet 18 lived up,to.” To do this, it views the Untversity in much the sanje
way as other state agencies. In one instance if¥insisted that “a uniform | -
distribution of diseretionary amounts (for salury mcreases beyon%
across-the-board rases) on one campus be consistent wi‘.h,;ﬁmdelmes which had
been agreed ugon-between the union, OER, and Division of the Budget.” In
anpther, OFR prompted the Central Administation to prepare procedures to be

{ =
“followed in the event of a strike by t Civil Sepuee EmploywesAsodiation, .  —— — —|
However, the primary-infliente of OER in contract administration hes -

with the-handling of grievances at thiethird step, as provided for 1n the contract.
ts staff review of appeals from the deuision of the Chancellor at the second step
 haskdtor regular. informal jimergction with counterpart staff in the Office of
the Vice Chancellor for Factlty and-Stff’ Relations, which pandles the review
procesy for the €hantellor On the record=”OER has usually ®Wheld the position
of Central Adnugistration, but observations nuted previously suggest that
University staf nfembers are nfluenged by their “rcading” of the OER pomnt of
view? < -
The expectatiof

of OER for mbre fon’ml. estubhshe@nnd,pohcxes

~Ras had an ihfluence upon the University, constructive in termd of employee

rights but 'at odds with thé more informal critena and procedyres common ta
academic institutions On the whole, grievance wases have dealt with procedural
coneems and coptract interpretation. Such matters -as charges of the fallure of -
campus presidents to meet with’ union gfficers, of the falure of campus
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admmistration tu establish proper procedures, and of the imposition of unfair
work-luads have enterdll the process and suggest that it fay become difficult to
scparate OER mfluence from the internal*affairs of the University. Yet, in the
view of one observer, OER staff has sought to avoid reviewing “‘matters of a
tmd}tloryl academiv nature, such as governdnee, tenure, academic freedpin,
ete.”* . PR . . A : P <
In summary,.tl;c evidence supports the view tlmt“esfgblishmeht of OER
and 1ts_ cofitrol oyer collective bargainng affairs, fer the University is a new
o dimension of-Universijy-State government relationtshups whicly extends into the
. internal deciston-mabng activifies of thé University. This“obtatns from the
4 nature of the barganed ontracts as legally binding documents which directly )
) aifect personnel pohiues, economig benefits, ar\lQ other terms and condjtions of
- cmployment. Sincé vbservers feclit.unlikely that fuftire contracts will sarrow or *
s stmply m\amjain the existing onfent, many anticipate that negotiations will
*broaden the swope ofyiatters bargained by OER for the ®niversity. In fact, an

~

N unfar labor practice case protesting changgs in faculty load gt oné campus has
Wmﬁﬁg {he possibility that,this ssue c})hld move to the
= argaining Table jn futurtnegetiations. S
N, B , . \\\ ., - _'S‘\\\\ . N ¢ ~~v\ - -

The Qzam cllor and Central Admmistratw University C\onsi;ieriﬁg
S Yhe acfive tule of OER, 1t poved an interesting facet of the study that the

. - ‘Waﬁ\ww viewed within- otfier agencies of State
, BOYCINIMETtR-\er . much he saine way as before collective barfgaining.  _ -

. The legislatogs i el for_example, perceived the Chanicelfor as the

) spokesman for the Unwversity, imcluding. its - professional employces, This.
. peteeption seems to reflect the factfirat-he has continued to direct the hMing

. ot Universttyelegislative contacts and to mantain personal acquaintanceghip ,wﬁh
- legl;lauxc leaders. For nsLamIee; as ﬁcar}y-%(weeul‘(} determine=in the,face of
..t .. some wnflicting testimony, the Chancellor, sather than the union or OER, took
the mMitlative necessary after a4 long delay to obtain awfion on dlie Teport of the

Y

.. fegislative comnuttee which reviewed the union-OER impasse on salaries in the
N . reopener dunng the first contract. Thecommittee report hag lain dormant for
N\ nearly -six Jnonths after a parallel gction for State police had been acted upon

.~ promptly. The Chancellor glso was viewed as having retziined\ihe initiative for
 gammg suppart from the Governor and Legislature for the ‘SlQ‘IﬂY budgpet
>« Respondents indicated that rehamee upon the Chancellgr 3 further influenced by

o ‘tl\le fact that UUP has not achieved- during the fitst five Years of collective *

t%y\n;:_mg the vrganization and the uredence sufficjent to ipplant firmly jt¢ role
+ s spokesman for the academicstiff of the University. ¢« 3 -
\Thew)t?h’rﬂ to OER of responsibility for bargaihing salaried ﬁagd fringe
. benefits Bas haddone Significant outeome. As one respondent commefited, “with

cconomic benefits o magtér for negotiations, Central A&I‘ministmlion-no longer

s I [0
. *+.Ronald P. Satryb. “Faculfy Gnevances at SUNY.” S;fér)’al Report Ng 10, Academic
- ~_Cotlective Basgaining Information Service, Novimbet 25, 1974 This is an abstract, of
Satryb's dissgriation dealing with the grievance progedures 3t SUNY from the first,
cont'mcsto tite second See also } ’séamclc in thc“C‘ollege and®Uhniversity .Personnel
Journgl {Or .
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needs to be Ttoncerned about these mattérs.” A major SUNY adminsstrator .
suggested that this chunge, coming at a time of budgetary restriction, relieves the !
l%‘ml Administration of a difficult responsibitity. He noted that it places the ]
#altative upon the professiondl staff’s own organization with consequent
‘accountability for, effectively pressing constituency mterests “at the table.”
Moreover. it has the added effect”of facihtating the development of cooperative
relatogs with UNR on other matters. However, it has to be récognized that

. - ecqnoric benefits dgrbecome a “given™ along with other fixed costs when the

¢ delreasing am?uht*(onc percent of salary muegscsjn 1 the last negotiations), They
> . Lol . P vt . . S a > - v X v ol
"+ «SIUNY adminisiration, aswa comsequence, faces hmifations on 1ts ab#lity To recrint ™3

_ goverament “proved _mixed, The
) ﬁ?ctn’r%ﬁg’m overseeing body.

. the colléctive, bargaiing process “but have rehied upon the Ghancellor to. e

adx‘x’x@ﬁistrators of the University construct the budget. Thus. the Unwersity °

¥ admini§tration must accept what is essentially a judgmient by a State agency on

~ thes¢ allocatidns.” With a leveling of appropriations, the admimstration has less ¢ -
control aver the balance between personnel allotments and those for facthties, -
.&quipment, supplies, ctc, also important for the quality of education and
sesearch. Discretionary or merit funds have been of a relatively minor and ™

&

“.and retain outstanding scholars and superior professional persdnnel. This 1s
@specially’the case for e university and health sciencé centefs. This is ah area of
fundamental importance in which_admunistrative initiative has been narrowed
considerably. One commentator Feared that the intrusion of State government i C
this’regard could weaken the ability of the Chancgllor and his staff “to.manage”,—
at atime when pressures mount for more ¢fficient_management. .

" +— —Nevertheless, gs a final point in this discussion, it muss be reitegateg that J
respendents in generakgupported the view that the Central Administration has
mbre influence on mattd related to collective bargaining_ thin_is the cise

_ other State ageneies— — X~ T - .

Board of Trustees ,Data\regarding how active a role the Trustee&tx‘namtain
+in the ongoing operations of University and its relationships w th State
ustees act as what wan be descnbed\most
¢ Chancellor rather thamyth® Trustees. s
viewed by legislators and State officjals s the spokesman for the University. One.
legislator with a Mhajor role in matters sertaining, to SUNY stated that the
Legislature “was not depsiious of the Board\yf Trustees, that SUNY was seet as
an fgency of State govéximent admunistered by the Chancellor who teTated to
the Legislature via the vernoraapd _the Diyision of the Budget.” Qther
legislators confirmed this view. A shyilat Opfriion-was_cxpressed by a_folmer
member of theJGovernor's staff One Trustee mdicated that atdempted
to maintain 9/"low prefile” in these relationships by being supportive 0
Chancellor through nformal contacts within State government. N .

Interviews confirmed thz\p the Trustees have not played an active role in .

I3

represent their mterc§ts. As one Trustee noted, the agendatfpf Board mbetings .
generally does not indlude matters considered at the bargaining table, éxcept as -
they impinge upon the budget submitted for apPeoval prior_to its' submussion.
Currently, Board commuttees deal with the community colleges, the medical
sthools, fund raising and alumni relations, and endowments. The UUP does not -
have u representative at Board mectings, as do students and t}_lc Faculty Senate;

- “ v N B .
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so Trystees have no direct vontacts with union'leadership. } o
Yet. there can b no yuestion that collective bargaining by professional
, persunnel impinges upoi the role uf the Trustees. The Policies of the Board @f
Trustees serves s the mternal law of the University and specifies detailed
procedures governing dappointment. evaluation. promotion, leaves, and
ternunation of service for the professional staff. The negotiated contracts™
) . include seutions which vverkip the provisions of thus document: For example, a
wompanison of the Trustee Pulicies and the contracts shows overlap on such
iemns s termunation of service, vacations, sick and disability leave, sabbatical
leave, and -retrenchment. A section of the Policies under “Termination of
Service” recognizes the primacy of the contract in the event of conglict with the
Trustee tules. Twu artiles in theg first contract dealing with evaluation and
promotiuns for aun-teaching professivnal staff were implemented by a. revigion
of thg Pulicies, The bargaming process forced action on a question p;evio&%
" not ghen considerativii by the Central Administration and the Trustees, just as 1
« . _ has remoyed from their approyal saldries and fringe benefits. < .
. The degree tv which cofle.lve bargfining is leading the University in-3
. . direction which wi uce the authgpty oY the Trustees remains conjectural at
’ tlus time. Ohe acgve uniun leader comHidnted blungly that the Board was a
“withering budy which never*w;i?’.§trong.” He did n\(:} see how it could survive.
. In contrast, une campus president, expressed the view that negotiations had net
reduced the role of the Trusteessand, in fact, may increase their concern and
. nterest g way that will bring about a moye significant leadership posture, ,
.7 espevially for long-range planning. A*fgajor adntinistrator in central headquarters
- @nmented that, “thus far. no. detion’has emerged <rom collective bargaining
which_strikes at~the guts of the prefogatives of the Trustees.” Howevef, if the
scope uf the 1ssues egotiated “at the table” broadens, the Board may have less
oppurtunity for ln?haanlanagement of the University just as the
Central Adnunistration may*respond more to barganed policies formulated by
an agency of State government and the union. In this sense, the University
appears Ifkely to become more an “agency” of the government and less a “public
<corporation.”™ L
‘ One alternative tu the trend, broached by one sespondent, would be to
have the Truste@yther than OLR, bargain for the University. If foljowed, this
JSurse would emulate negotiations for the, City University of New York and in
some other states, suth ds Wisconsin, Minpesota, and Massachusetts The
wterviews  uncoveted neither sentimmt__fgmﬂ.ng_l.hisw;%r any
serious contemplation of 1t as an alternative. Statg officers, legi Ors; and
University adnumstrators ali responded favorably to the status quo. Individuals .
< the Dwiston of.the Budget Jelt the OER-role essential. since economic
provbrons v wontracts must be supported by State executiye and Jegislativéh .
imﬂ*lu.s One.offical of governiment feared that the University was too big and

<
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. * One could speeulate on the possibility of a cenflict between the Education Law as it
prescribes the nxtuge of the Universtty and the Taylay Law as it presc e-process of »

ective bargaining Howeversuch @ wonflict does nmw; isg tn the near
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\Q‘n;plex and_“too po ™ agaged,” and th
™~ _ obmiging Legists ve approvabhoRmgdget provi

\.Eﬂgleé;. sz wuis\‘r . mn‘.&:; in OER I a

for théagre€ments teac with the
Dwisionqthe Budg s noted ea
————with the estabhs fOE Lontrast to™s

" Tinput 1nto decisions but depiudent upon ‘Qcofﬁcc hexged

*indicated that™a
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t woutd egeounter difficulty
2-CONtrAcE A ted by
eN&l\he Governor

~ Tm—
e role of the DivisioA g
) \ \ osition as une of three in
charge of labor relation™pr the State,ats Directoig serves tangentually wath

by an admunistrative

YUice of

equal This relationship has acteqts tj\\
bargaining decisions. ¢, - . o

Two aspects of the rclptionship(s‘t ad, howe tp mutiga separatiofni~ -
The division has representatives at the bargainingt3ble, paralleling the Central

Administration, as advisers to OI_ZR:The'se representaties ase 1ndiwduals who .
W with the University. OER relies updr_the Diygion Torassistupce
° ino L%lggng ta.nceded in negotiations. \ /

e . s N
. he administration of the economic sections of Whe-contrs $, divisgon \y
staff memberS=sssure that the University s implementation rémains 1n Yine wh
atthey view as the dgréenfent reached. For examble,ds refe{nil%% \
they raised questions concerning the 1mplcm’gnlal1"on of di¥cretiondry raises o
one cgmpus, @dvising OER of what they vicwed as inconsnslcnues?n\b%u’ract

This falls in line with the guthonty-oY.the division over finanual affairs, bu
_the dimension of OER supervision for c()rnraul‘implemcntation.

Audit gnd Contgbl The New York State Comptroller 1s an elected official
who serves as the watchdog on state expenflitures. His Staff processes payrolls,
maurtains State retirement system, pays bulls al{thoukcd in the budget, and
post-audits financial affairs. "As one staff member stated 1, this assards the
appropnate use of funds under policies determined by others. In thus rede, these. .
staff members view thie University as one other State agency. * '

¢ audit function does give rise- to certain “office poliues™ which affect

the determination of what should be done as well us how 11 1s done. No problem

has ansen insofar as collective bargaining 1s concerned, except in one nstance

mvolving yetroactivé salaty pay ments stemming from a grievance deusion. In this

; instance, Central Administration proved unable to obtan release of funds. and

. OER had to legitimiz¢ the ‘expenditure_by reference to statutory authonty. The

significance of this incident is uncertain, but it dees demonstrate the power of a .
contract to alter established proedurés within Statesbureaucracy. .

Legislature AS the 1970s ushered in a perio austerity in state finances,
legislative conc@rns shifted, and the use of state finameg b all state agences,
including the Unwversity, received more concentrated a on. For the
Umiversity \this has been amplified by the fact that many legislate 0 not
understand thegcademic enterprse and guestion sdlaries pad
apar vcmtmchmg .loads. Furthermore, ,many hold a prmary
commitment to private (ollegts and umversities. Despite this sttuation, because
of vonfidepce 1 an a?;h’mgnt negotiated by a State agerfcy, respondents

essure--or perhaps a tendency-exists 1n the Legislature to
approve salaries and othereg
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28

wyerner 1n cq'pca}-«g--a..

1@ previd ANy
&\
Y

implemeéntation. They kft to the latter office the follow:up with the ﬂ@versgy_ "‘\

N

<




PR A

In gm.\l.he interviews disclosed no major shift in the University’s
. relations with the Legislature as a.result of professional unonism..One legislator
did comment that s colleagues “were appalled by unionism on the part of the
faculty after all the Legislature had done for them.” Another noted that
umonization i the University was certainly “not wellsreceived.” However,
. respondents indicated that it is difficult to generalize about legislative attitudes
and that umomsm was not a particularly radical matter in the legislative view
- _ladividuals nterviewed sad quite positively that the harder line toward the

v in recent years primanly reflected the fiscal “‘crunch.” ]
Collective~hargaining has brought 1nto legislative relations a new channel
gession-of faculty sentiments and for pressures to support benefits for
fessional staff~Fhe UUP is a potential political lobby, even
) 4ins minimal at.present in comparison with NYSUT One
senses that when Alber NYSUT executive vice president, speaks, the
chlsl\zhugel listens. As One legslativ e_stated it. “he [Shanker] is too
powerfal tojgnore.” But UUP affiliation with (RS larger\issociati%;‘l cannot be _

-

2 Jgnoredeithér. < - . .

- : ews furﬁ?ééi@) wunveyed-the impresston that legitlators-as well as

~_-members of the : faff of the State at times considered Cefitral

. Admunistration gnd the UUP to haws jnterest in common vis-3-vis the state

government. Jt ‘Lds suggested that both had a commtment to improving the

economi status Of SUNY personnel, the UUP fog reasons of re dtion and
QQQE@ Admmsfration in-a_desire to maintain stal{‘ quality.

W; whether collgctive] bargaining has significantly
mcreased -ggisldtive  iptrusions. into th niyersity's affairs. Negotiations

sulting, as they custom ly\hav?‘,\i\ﬁa’cw out of phase with the regular
budg table and thus sibget to special legisjdftive review, focuses legislative
.° altentin on's reases. Thistends to divdrt attentiSt from questions of
etficieny dand productivily dtLthe SUN dngpecjal budgel Téview also
Y - generates a feeling uf ““having ta\jfmc\\of the~ini : j
T ——_ wmmented, ared diminishes legislatve in test! in [aci{ués, equipment, new’
ey

programs and yther important finanuial needs preseiited in the regular budget In
ay_event, 1t s diificudt to separate such facgors as thes the general press

- Sr-geater-augterity in the state’s administration.’ .\ ‘\ NN ‘
) b;ar Uniy Professivns, The existence of the union 0 yiousl?*inje}c;ls
2 new clement mto pie ing telationships. Its leaders sitting across

bargaining table frum ufficess v OER-constitute a'new and potentially Torceful
1 communication’ aot pyssible t m g traditional Faculty Sep?te.

serving in~sg_advisury uapadty]ﬁf%&su?&gbhe ustees. While it suffers ~

from ¢ fatlure T0wsgate the tmage of areffective asSociation répsesentative of its
total wnstituency, the-eydence did suggest that the UUP has begun_to gain
stature. Appropaate legnlative commitl‘t‘,‘c;és havc\be&@ o seek its opinions on
! “~gquestwns and #sues, Its affiliation wi}h\ NYSUT 'poses political an
3 urgamgationdl strength. Thé union has Atagged to achieve a reasonable amalgam
;f a diverseonstituency.. Above all, it dues™bag am with OER and does reach
dgrecments whwh respond to the dnterests o™is onstituenty within the
Unversity  Its leadags mieet.with the Chancellor and cg}fgr with him on sp cial\

fsity, "as one respondent
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problems. & ° .

Perhaps the preceding comments present more the potential than the
reality of a sighificant influence upon State government beyond that exercised at
the bargaining table. But a central factor associated with 1ts role cannot be
overlooked. Its existence as an Organization confirms the position of 1ts
constituency as employées of the State rather than the Trustebs. The fact that 1t

received a maj‘Oriiy vote as bargaining agent evidences an acceptance of this .

- status by the professional staff of the Unive sity, confirming 1n perception what

- éxists in law. . .

Faculty Senate of the University. The|Unwersity-wide ﬁaculty Senate has.__
continued to function as it did pnor 1o colfective bargaming. Representing the
various units of the system, it meets regularly and considers a variety of matters

. . N

pertinent to University policy. , .
Collective baggaining, however, does @{rude upon the Senate. The
Chancellor is restrained in hss discussions with ¢ Senate by  the existence of the
negotiated contract He cannot explore with{ this body questions appropnate to
bargaining When the.Senate recently made tecommendations to the Chancellor
regarding retrenchment policy, for example,|he had to respond in terms of the
union contract Furtiermore the Senate hag. voted to termunate 1ts economic
benefits committee. - S B
The future of the Faculty-Senate remains at this point uncertan: Its role
ill narrow as the topics negotiated for the dnion contract expand. I the long
” fun, 1ts continued viability depends inlarge part upon PERB_policy and perhaps
OER-UUP congguence * As noted earlier, PERB decision on CUNY commuttees

has distinguishet between “the role of the :
participant iithe governance of the colleges.”
the tragditional role tes. But the dictam of the findiag when logically

a
applied could be-that goverfi odies and committees exist as a kind of
“management prerogative ’ The dissenting-epinion in the case broacheq such a

possibility ; and supp({ned the view that membership o

“aterm

extension of management bt as a condition traditional
Collegiality is a consensual reldtionship. In terts of the majority finding, eng_
can anficipate a continuation of faculty governance bodues as an adjunct of the
apparatus of administration re the dissenting opinion to ultimately take
precedence (a change not upknpwn in the case-by-case approach to collective
bargaining of state boards dnd" h%( ), they are subject to bargaining and
thus may be supported by ufion ’rhelﬁd{ltemative, of course, 15 that unions
will replace senates. ix
Public Employees Re

role as

-

‘an agency of the S}ate, appointed by the Governor-and controlled by

fegislative statute, and as a judicial or review body which hears cases and makes

. degisions, presumably independently. Central Administration appears to_view
the role of PERB positivgly, no evidence of problems emerged from the
interviews. In contrast, some UUP leadersr.ten;l to ‘identtfy B “with the
policy-making apparatus of the State, although no consistent view emetge
nominal acceptance of its rgle was clearly evidenced. -

+
.

ty as emplawsc—l;;s role as¥
" This™decasion appearsto support,

Qn:tnuttees constituted
and condition of employnient, be€use the commi Wﬂnpt as an
in iversities,

tions Board. The posifi f PERB reflects a dual

s

~
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Although the Rystory of PERB's influence upon the University entered this
analysis 1n an earher section, 1t will benefit from reiteration at this point. The
mtial umt-determination decision, subsequently reaffirmed in response to tHe
petition brought by the Cwvil Service Employees Association, probably more
than any other factor has created the weakness of the union. Further, the
control of the union by constituencies on the two-year aad four-year czfmpuses
has pushed to Central Admumistration the necessity for supporting functions
distinctive to the university and health science centers. Fundamentally, PERB’s
posture m this regard has intruded a hemogenizing influence potentially
incompatible -to the maintenance uf research and scholarly'distinction associated
with the university-centers.* - : et

- PERB continues. to, function through individual cases brought to it for
review and decision. No evidence currently exists to suggest that the Board will | .
abandon this method and indepéndently initiate angd* develop basic policy on

_such questions as ‘governance, the role of the Faculty Senate, the concerns of
destinctive constituencies within the University, or 4 more express definition of
ferms-and conditions of employment.’

‘

State Education Department. Little change has taken Jlace in the.
‘Rtauonshups ‘of the University with SED as the extuptive agency of the Regents:
As noted préviously.. SED has taken a position on whdt it conceives to be -
.appropnate matters for negotiations. [t would exclude governance and
educational or academic pohcies. SED does control the longrange planning of
tugher education for the State, but this is unlikely to become a subject of

bargaining, except as 1t may impinge upon such specific concens of the unjon as

. .%nchment. UUP leaders have attended master planning hearings of the
R

‘

nts but have taken no public stance. - .
Some interaction can be anticipated, however, The emphasis of‘ th

) ‘Regen\ts upon the quality of higher edueation’in the State may prove a policy

which. conflicts with the ntefests #f the UUP. The likelihood of such a conflict
would seem to increase when the financial support required to improve quality
‘in psograms and fachties as defined by SED appears mpetitive with union
desires for'galary and fringe benefit immgvement& The Regents in April 1975,
for example, rejected_a request from the fooklyx_@]yt_échnic Institute of New
York for a revision Qf its financial plan because of Tiging costs resulting from
salary inureases. Dujg the past year, SED review of graduate programs, leading '
to the exclusion of the doctorate from certain depirtments within, SUNY, rdises
the potential for a4 confht between UUP and Regents’ interests. This review has
nof gone unnoticed within the union. Similarly, an SED effort to impose a
competency-based teacher education has raised a number of issues
‘to won ns of employment having to do with cqmpensation; student
thonty for determining curricula, and graduate standards. ’

S o N - i
.

,* At the same time, it mpst be recognized that the formation of separate bargaining units
within the Untversity would .have other consequences vitwed as undesirable This
discussion can only note the konscquences of the action taken. The issue is very
complex. 4 X - L.

. . . W . ‘ 3 &
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In the long run, much depends upon the power of the Board of Regents
(which has lost considerable wfluence as a consequence of recent controversies
over school busing) and the vigor with which'it seeks to mantain its view of
educational quality. When the Board of Regents’ chargl for what 1t views as
qualiyy--whether it be doctonl study, teacher "educaton, or other
concérns-threatens the interest of faculty members, and perhaps therr
employment security. the union inevitably must actively support the interests of
Its constituency One can anticipate, then, that Regenty’ policy which forces
changes in programs, and even the discontiiuance of some, will lead to a
consideration at the bargaining table of 1ts consequences for faculty.

Significant Generalizations .

Despite frequent comments during ‘the interviews to the effect that
collective bargaining has not had a serious impact upon relationships between
the Unwversity and State government. such impact appears to us to have been
both direct and substantial. ’ ’

More than three-quarters of the total Unwersity budget’ consists of
personnel expenses, a very substantial portion of which 1s negotiated by. UUP. As
a nsequence, the Chancellor and the Trustees are responsible for
adrﬁnstrauon of a University without direct control in decisions related to a
significant aspect of admumistration Salaries and finge fenefits constitute a
cntical factor 1n the ability of the University to attract/and hofd outstanding
academic and other professional staff members. In times Of restrants upon State
fundin’q', increases in these costs have to be met by reducing outlays for libranes,
laboratorgs, and other services and equipment important to the qualty of
mstruction and research. = ° :

In a sprlar manner. personnel polivies related tu employment, evaluation,
and promotion of faculty members and NTPs have become, in part, a matter for
negotiated contracts They likely will become increasingly so. While to date the
contract has dealt with procedural aspelts of personnel  policies, to assure
equitable treatment, the distinction betwe procedure andsubstance may prove
difficult to maimtamm.“For example, Arucde Xl of Polaes of the Board aof
Trustees specifies “procedure for promotion and evaluapion” yet indudes
“qualities™ which should be given wonsideration, such as “mastery of subject
matter. effectivenesy of teaching. scholarly abihty. effectiveness of university
service, (and) continuing growth.” One van antiuipate, in our view, that siular
topics wll arise 1n negotiations. . s . .

Furthermore, viewing the role of QER ¢s an agent of the Governor
negotiations, one can anticipate that JHanges m the Statesexecutive may tesult
in changes m attitude and in pohiey evidenced in bargaining decisions beafing
upon the University For example. a Governor unented toward supporting labor
i a time of economrc recession might favor legislation to guthorize an agency
shop agreement as a counter to major salary creases. Or. OER m such a
arcumstance might concur in the punciple of parity for all salanes within the
Unwversity. thus favoning the two-year and four-year volleges, wherein les the
major support for the univn, at the expense of the favored position of the
universty centers This in tum could alter fundamentally the nature of the ,

\\'
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Unwersity. One can speculaté that a Governor might pgke more fesponsive to
the political influence of a University union aligned a State-wide labor
organization. At the present time, however, such consequences ~femain
conjectural. Negotiations on the side of the State have evidenced a balance of
mput from both Central Administration and the Division of the Budget in the

--formulation of OER stance at the bargaining table.

If there has been any constraint upQn the University by the system of
bargaining, it hes in the tendency of collective bargaining to support
centralization.of authority. A significant aspect of this is the role of State
goverament, especially through OER, as a result of collective bargaining.
Another dimension of it relates to the existence a second system-wide
organization 1n the form of the union. As a result, two bureaucratic systems
function in tandém,(}[beit at times not in hatmony. On one hand, campus
admunistrators are forced increasingly to look to Centtal Administration through
estabhished organizational channels for direction and authorization related to
policies and actions. On the other, faculty leaders and their counterparts for
NTPs. find jt necessary to deal with union headquarters located in the state
capital on many matters previously dealt with through campus governing bodies
and internal administrative channels.

Another aspect of the above situation surfaces through policies agreed
upon by central leaders in both University and union organizationally distarit
from louwal veadttityns and sentiments. Policy determination reflects increasingly
a developing persunal relationship among Ceatrat Administration, ufion leaders,
and offiuals of State government. One can anticipate it the long fun a loss of
local campus autonomy, which probably conforms to broader’ developments
associated with government régulation and controf in’other segments of
education and the general society. ‘ . )

In summary, the following specific generalizations about the consequences
of collective bargaining follow from the study. )

(1) Confirming the trend toward increasing involvement in University

affars on the part of State government, one observer commented:

“Collective bargaining has giveri the political leadership of ‘the State.a

largerpotential.for control over SUNY. This Wag an inadvertent outcome

1n that no one really anticipated an impact updfi education at the time’of
the original Taylor commission investigation, let alone the State

University.” However, the natusre of such control js a subtle matter: {t

relates to OER’s sensitivity to the wishes of the Goyernor. It reflects the

role of the Dwision of Budget on the negotiations team of the State; It was
evidenced 1n the preparation of a position paper on faculty wotkload in
response to an expression of interest by the Department of Audit and

Control. It is confirmed by the role of OER as the third-step pary in the

grievance procedures. ° , C

Furthermore, g3 alluded to earljcg\cgllective bargaining has confifined the

position of professional staff members as eémployee the State. An

official of State government said that a difference of opidion éXisted
. mtially. He felt that some problems in early negotiations derived from the
fact that faculty “wer¢ not égwed as state employees in somg q'l'Tarters.”

»
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In contrast, speaking as a member of the executive staff of the State, he |
stated, ““We never looked upon thenft [the faculty] as being anything other
than State employees, paid from state funds and in the "State retirement
system.” Although some legislators did speak of the faculty as
“professionals employed by the Trustees,” interviews disclosed no support
for an alternative to the OER as bargaining agent for “management.”

A consequence of direct State involvement lies in the pressure from OER
to “keep the University in hine” with other State agencies. This applies to
economic benefits bargained for and agreed, to, with the union and to
grievance processes which assure the “rights of individuals” without regard
to academic traditions related to peer evaluation and achievement in an
academician’s field of specialization. As ope person interviewed stated,

collective bargaining has given the state government a means to achie@ .
f

systematization in what he viewed asa previously “chaotic handling”
pezsonnel administration. \

/_Q) A longer range, potential consequence of collective bargaining

accompanies the existing arrangements. Interviews brought out not only a
passivity within Central Administration about the role of OER, reflecting
apparently some relief in the s ing of responsibility for omic
ettlements, but a confidence in its handling of negotiations. One danger,
pointed out in one interyiew;"however, was the precedent thereby
established. The interviewee raised the question of the Corfsequences for ¢
the University arising from "% change in personnel within the State

)

govemment to individuals less sympathetic to its academic nature, 1f. might -

present Central Administration with major difficulties, far example; were
the Governor and the head of OER to exhibit alless sympathetic stance
_concerning the role of the UniversityJand to press for greater conformity
to policies and’ procgdures for other State agencigs.” - ¢

(3) While collect}g\‘bargaining has reinforced centralization and
increased State invOlvement, there are several constructive outcomes.
Accepting the actuality of mose State government concern about the
management of its institutions, and of a greater determination to improve
efficiency and coordinatiomin the use of public funds, bargaining can be
said to have led to better mapagement. University admyjqistrators have had
to adopt arrangements which support consistency afid equity in dealihgs
with professional personnel. In large part, formal‘erievance procedures
made this necessary. The existence of a union constitiNes a brake against .
impersonal approathes to long-range planning, . especially, where

retrenchment becomes necessary, on the part of Central Administration

and agencies of State government such as the budget division. Faculty and
NTPs have a legitimized, formal mechanism to support their interests in a
time of financial reétrenchment. The negotiation of terms and conditions of
employment tends to bring into the open, for rational ,determinatjon,
policies and practices heretofore not faced directly, as occurred as a
consequence of bargaining to establish an appropriate system for handling
“the clinical income of professionals at the health science centers. -
(4) During the interviews, several individuals in State gavernment

~




/:’_’* ’ . - '
~ suggested that the Central Admimstration and the union share a mutual
interest 10 the welfare of the University. Thus perception raises th
_potential/not servusly acted upyn to date, for collaboration in prefsing
jomtly for financial support. The fact that the union negotiates with OER
mitigates to a degree an adversarjal stance  toward the Certral
Admimistration. While the Chancellor and union officers do confer
pertodically, it will take time and greates matunty within the union before _
such wollaboration becomes effective. However, ST recent example 1s the
int Central Admumstration-UUP position against the Division of the,
Budget n support of the academic status of librarians. Clearly, the
adrunistration and the unidon have much in common. Both have an interest
n a good salary structure. Both have a- concern’ with the. quality of -
equipment and factlities. Both wall wash to maintain figh' enroliments of

qualified students. L 7 #

The wounterforee to the above form of wolluboration probably emanates

from the traditionally Jose relationshup of SUNY wiph the Governor and

the mfluential rule of the Governor i the selection of the Chancellor and

the Trustees and their officersy YESCITHEA  Previously T tooking, 1o the

future. one¢ can judge that this particular cgpwequence of CM

batgaining wall depend Upun the personal qualities and political philosophy
. of the Guvernor and his view of the University, as well as the posture of .
- _ the utiion leadersXip. Booalor . 3 :

' (5 One can anticipate an increase in the ~political nature of @

- deusion-making as a wonsequence of unionism,.The interviews supported

. the fact that UUP, gains polial strength through its affiliation with the
a—Ly merged AFT/NEA NYSUT umon. whieh-has’an active lobby in Albany

‘ There hag been some speculation that the successful bargaining of the
recent salary mnurease was relgted to the political relationshipsgnvolved
liere, .although the relationship\petween the Governor and Chancellor is
given credit for the wuntical deciston which made agreement possible.

' Certaiply. the combined, teachefs’ umon does pose to legistators and other
politiclans the nfluence of Jn .organization which has’ demonstrated a
capauity for effective political action. With umonization, decisions which

... mnvolve State government have a greater potential for responding to
>~ political pressures. c . -
{0) ny assessment uf the impact of cullective bargaining must take into
aweount the interests of students. There is some evidence of incipient
student vrganization on a Statewide basis directed toward a possible
parallel urfion. Students do have a representative present at the regular
Trustee meetings.* Yet, little mention was made about’ the impact of
ollective bargaining upon the rights of students and their potential as a
fourth foree in Umversity affars. This remains a dormant question at this
time. .
(7) Fmally, the interviews falled—to elicit a recognition of the _

-
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implications which collective%argaining holds for long-range/ planning,
especially awhen carried out within the constraints of a “st ady-state” *
# - tconomy or, as currently operative, one of consolidation and
retrenchmen{. Thi loons as a very “mixed bag” at best. Under current
practice, planning constitutes a major concern for the Board of-Trustges;
but must be coordinated with the planning for all higher education-in-the
State carried out by SED as the executive arm of the Board of Regents and
reviewed by the Governor. . ‘ )
Collecve bargaming hds injected a newx element in this process. If
the “scope of negotiations broadens, existing structures and functions will
tend to be increasingly “locked in" by.the natural union commitment to
- its present canstituency dnd membership. In any event,, changes having
tonsequences for “conditions of employmeent,” which the union likely wll
view in broad terms, will require consultation if ;not«formal negotiations.
This will be the case especially when job sei:uriiy,,pr%ri)otign, tenure, and
similar ynion concergs are inyolved as they ingvifdhly will be when=
. — planning decisions relate to sanges in and consolidation of educational
; plograms, to- administrative reorganization to shifts in allocation. of .
-~ w™7réources, ‘andl to the various other components of the planning process.
v To compound the difficulties, as tie implications ofAplamning -decisions
reach the “bargaining table,” OER enters the arena carrying with it not
«__only its normal concern for politips and practices in other State agencies
‘bt the views of the Governor anff possibly the Legislature. The latter well
. may hold quite different opiniogfs about the future than leaders within the
University. Central Administrdtion and Trygtees ind their planning
commiitients to broad educational and ﬁlstitutional. policies
mitigated by the more immediate politieal'and financial interests of State
- governmtint.
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‘. PUBLIC POLICY

RO IMPLICATIONS

lications for public- polity in‘gene“ral which can b¢ drawn

[

from this study, we recogniZ ifferences¥in erganizational structyre, it ¥

traditiotis and milieu, and in personalities whic ablg;among”the various

states. Such differences impose Limitq kpon ::/)"ngiemﬂ wha e learned
in New York ¢an be applied tg other situatioris”We noted briefly at the outset of

. this"report the differences il public higher education among the various states

serves no purpose to restate them at%this point. However, we dtr‘liﬁeve, that .

‘most obseMvers anficipate a common trend in public higher education toward a
greater centralization in organization /and control. We anticipate an increase in

*statewide systems lof four-yea:?ouegcs and universities along the same lines as
Th

that whichyexists in New York Therefore, we do believe that much of what we
have obseryed for thi y will have implications of value elsewhere. -

As 2 final in our study, therefore, we have identified and briefly note
below a nuebér ofadpects of collective bargaining which appear to have broader

significaie. Some are self-evident. Yet, we feel that they warrant restatement in

to Néw , yet they too warrant consideration in our judgment. OQur purpose

)hc pjg&;:iv(eof their policy implications. Others may prove somewhat unique

/

W3 ey

TR

w.at Teast-briefly mentioning all of them for this concluding section reflects our
behef that *collective bargaining should gvolve in terms of the welfare of all
concerned with higher education. faculty members, non-téaching professionals,
admunistrators, students, state government officials and legislators, and the
general public. -, I o -

* First, we wish to reiterate our personal anxieties mentioned at the outset.
We percerve 1n the movement to collective bargaining, coinciding as it does with
an mcrease 1n state control of public higher education, possible threats to the
fundamental mission of the university. The academic enterprise is a fragile ene at
best. It deals with teaching and learning and with the advanced skills iecessary
fur professivnal veeupations, It has an obligation to motivate students to seek to
know more about themselygs, their society, the world, and the physical and
moral milieu.in which they live. It deals with knowledge and its extension
creatively with concomitant implications for societat welfare and even survival.
It has. an obligation to convey its knowledge to the general society through a
variety of processes other than instruction. It_hopefully prepares ‘society’s
leadershup. Most, fundamentally it should encompass substantive social ¢criticism,
to look at the present.in ways which lead to change and improvement.

Collective bargaining, we suggest, has_the potential for a very significant
impact upon the academic enterpriséf“hﬂm;% fieed by no means be negative.
It can prove a very supportive force. But it h s?the potential to move in one
dirgetion. or the other, and this poténtial should have the attention of those who
canand will influence its form and substace. e )

. .-. Certainly, many elements in collective batgaining tend to inject a Kind of
burcaucratic rigidity in relationships which wotks against an organizational
flexibihity founded in"the traditional informal rcﬁx@ienships and peer ¢valuation

B . - 1 ﬁ:‘;%- . , .
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associated with the ugiversity Ip o para!lel vein, many officers of the executive .- :
and legislative branches of s.ate govérmment lack = clear copception of the
Rature of the academic ~uterprise and its significance to the society other than *
that associated with teaching. Collective bargaining legislation‘couched in the
framework ¢4 1ndustrial and public unionism holds a potcntia;l for perverse
intrusions into the afYairs of higher education. Participation in nego¥ations and
contract administration by, agencies 0? state government “carries with 1t a

potential jor homogeMmzing the university into the governmental system with a - /
loss'of its distinctive qQuality.. . 7" T e/
% More specifically, we have drawn £f6m our analysis of the Nex ork Sta{e . .

situation seven generatizations whjch we'believe hold sigmificant implications for - 2
the formation and implementation of”public policy. These constitute, in e_ft{ct; -
- consequenges ‘of collective bargaining on_ the par% of academic and other -
professional persopne! in the public” sector which impact upon’ the esseptial
nature of the academic enterprise. R 5

(1) At present, goIIective‘baFgainiizg “serves as one more fo'(ce.presfvi(?g A P

-
-

toward a greater centralization of control of public. higher education anda -
loss ,of institutional autonomy, holding significant} hf{plicjztions for the.
coriduct of academic affairs. The unit determination decjsion of PERBin ° |
" New York, for example, has pressed ifito 8ne homogenized ugit personnel _ ' I
and institutions holding quite distinctive.functions. It did this, as nearly a

we can determine, in the interest of ef fecting arational, unifitd bargaini'n‘g &
progeWale maklng very good sense in its teffns of reference. Yet,

s _the—distifictive mission university centers is effected when a umori“.
’ prinjarily representative of the numerically predominant four-year and
two-year colleges negdtiates with a state agency attuned nore to public
employee practices The confirmation” of the status of faculty members as-
employées of the state mmherent in both collective bargaining under state
Jpermissive legislation and negotiations with an agency of the state
government, in another vein, brings the university more closely info the
state’s executive branch. In" the process, the ability.of individual campuses
to develop and pursue distinctive academic roles suffers. o
We perceive the possibility that the inevitable centralization of
decision-making  accompanying  statewide bargaining with am agency
.of state government can lead to _the increased hontdgenization of a state
*  university system. Unless a conscious.effort is made to the contrary, one
can anticipate 4 gradual shift away from a comprehensive university jn the
direction of a'system of sate colleges carrying out a ching mission.In  »
. this sense, our observation confirms that vir @nother cémmentntgrwfr” -
unionism in higher tducation who stressed .nat over time the enlefvor "
associated with ereative scholarship and research may well becon}: w{/

predominantly to the larger private universities.

. (2)  Under collective bargaining, as structured in New York nmos :
other states, administrators and_faculty memb GH_ anticipy zm//(
' increasing formalization of relationships. :’sr;/e@/ef i confract

spelling out in considerable detail oge/dw/f its administration, ,
“especially in the afea” onersoP}pe iCics, .tends in consequence to .
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pardllel conditions dssoclated with avil service employees. While assuring a
.- . &réater recognition vRdue process and certamly clarifying and makmg

more  consistent  muw dcusnon makmg, contractually spelled out

conduct uf creative endeavor «@herent in teaching and scholarship within *
an mnstitutional framework. In making judgments, ome has to weigh
onsistency and fairness against individual cteativity, of course, but we are
. moved to dsge that attention be given to arrangements w}uch\can
enwumpass the “stars,”” the creative indiyjduals of major status apparentjy/
pussible in parallel profcssnonal endeavors such as Journahsm music and
the arts. However phrased, the duad;rhu. enterpnse, in our judgment, does

. . not flourish within narcow  bureaucratic  constraints. Future policy
develgprient for wl!cutxve bargaining requires attention to this very
fundamental aspect ofhlgher education. N

(3) . The mhet;ent@ conservative naturg of unionism orzem‘ed to
protecting its ,cO(Stztuency in-_terms of the status quo will further'
complicate long range planning, as we have nuted earlier in this report.
-y This cynseryatism is “a yatural and by {Qmeans a ncgatlve aspect of
Colleutive bargaining. Yet, 1t veu\we‘ﬁ may intrude pressugfs which inhibit
an adjustment 1n Higher Lduczn\on {Kth; changing nature of society as

L reflected b? dmumshmg needs for_exis g\%gn::nifmd activities and™

“ ~

N CIngrging nteds for néw vnes. In tmés of expansion this kind. of prob,lem
’ may, be encompassed, but times of a ‘steady-state” ¢ ndition or of
. du.reasmg findancial suppmt.dnd ‘student encoliments (}ob‘tcomes a
X sigmficant  deterrent to. necessury change.” \’Vlﬁl'(we\rl the “welfare of
~  ndvduals presently cmployedliand these are crtical, of course-the
wontinued viahty of the umvgx 3 sotiety remains the fundamental
n.qmrcmﬁor the longer range future for the good of all coricerned.
. Somehow bk structufes and policies. whicli shape the evolution of
+ collective bargatning otight to reflect this consideration.
b Faculty wnons with state- wide and national affiliations have proven
and, ikely will prove zmrcasmgl} a political force by-passing established ~
admupustratiic dzqnmls ty gam thar wnique énds through pressures upon
- state executwes and Icglslaiurs The fmiplications of political action are
two-fold. In a ppsmvc sense, umonism proffers. to faculty members an
avenue for the protu:}uon of professional interests which leads more
" directly to sources of support than the traditional administrative
hicrarchy. Ths lovms s particularly sngmﬁwnt in complex and massive
. state »ystems, Lt further opens uppurtunmes Tor un@gradminisirative
collaboration i the intgrests of the institution as a whole, especially i in the
competition among magny dgum,ics for state funds.

> Political action Ras other nuphcations. however. One.can anticipate,
. the possibibty of Tan plbance -of organized academic professionals and

" orgamzed labor 1 gencfal. or at the least a joimng of forces with teachers ‘

- umions. A haghtened ayareness of the power of such a combination may |
lead to o y.m,ml pervgsive ayeptance of traditions assoctated-with group
" actton. Professors on thé?‘fmkut line, ds a possibilityeat least, 15 not the
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critical point What is critjcal is_3 less tangible possibiity. How will :
involvémeng in group ' pohitcal _gxc(io‘n carsy ovetinto the creative, .
indwidual endeavor associated, with a High degree of impartiality in
scholarship and instruction? This may Je,a, nom-sequitor suggestion, we
recognize, yet it does gain a degreé o6f'tredence inea worsening economic
situation which encoyrages agxegsyye unionisp thiust directly into the
. political arena. * R T e . ¢ ©

* * The prospect of confining union actjvities to the formal processes of
collective bargaining.is not a good one, clearly, but we suggesi this .
aspect of the situation warrants’ #td¥ast spnsitivity if not more formal 0
attention, . <
(5) , Collectivg bargaining poses.z challenge to exising forms of faculty
governance by establishing a ney meehgnism which parallels and supports
decisioff making via an administrative hierarchy in statewide systems of
publio’ higher education. One’s view of ths implication relates to one’s
perception of the faeylty role in govenance, and its vlibility in practice as
a means for the expreSsion and protection of professional interests. We
* admit to arbelief in the value of faculty involvement. Thus, we see dangers

“in the. routing of professional mvolvement into ufion organization, We

have abserved' the tendency of the.union 1n New York to contend that

governince decisions, eSpecially those on personnél affairs, .should be

solely acwninistrative. This leaves the unionsfree to challenge and appeal.

‘W& note also that even, the PERB decision separating governance from

bargaining impljes that gove'_r‘nanﬁelis nut a process shared (in the sense of

.

segvice) but one ilUgtatcd to “rhanagcmc?nt' right§T™" Thus. we urge in the

t'orlﬁu‘ia\tion of public poliy, espegially On the part of state employment,
commussions or boards, dehberdte attentivg to the distinctive functionof

*_ professionalSin the acadenmuc enterprise. - _ . .
(6)  We have wentified®@ this report the tendency inherent in statewide’

. Dargaining for a system of public institutions to estabhsh a cutene of
individuals in the capital who Strongly. influence poheies relatad to <
bafgamning .and contract adminisfration. Such individuals cdnstitute the

ngruence of three. organizational structures. that of the union, that of
the unjversity, system, and that of the state govermment. Suchf a
congruence llustrates vne aspect of our first imphcation conceming
centralization  Yef. in our judgment. 1t deserves discrete recognition.!
Deliberate  attention inust* be given” to the= dangers of shifting
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decision-making to idividuals gnd agencies both separate from the real

locus of the enterprise-on the individual campus--and lacking an

experiential and value sgose of the nature of the enterprise. .

(7)  Findlly, we wish to emplasize the imphcations which statewide

collective bargaining have for the role and functiomng of governing boards. "
. Tradipronally, boards have served as the body most responsible to the

public interest for the overseeing and coritrol of higher education. They

have served as a barrier between the academic enterpnse and more direct

external pressures. including those from partisan political forces. We
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suggest that barganing and contract admnistration, especially when,
conducted «by anid with an agency of thestate government, can undermine
the influence and authority of boards. Ineffectuat boatds, in turn, will
likely fal to atttact men and women of high caliber to their service. More *
fundamentally, ineffectual boards imply other centers of control. For
plblic Ingher educatron, this means agencies of state government. It raises
. to us the potentil for makipg public colleges and universities one more
. agency of state government. rather than continuilg them as largely
autonomous entities free, within limuts, to_function independently of =~

~

contemporaty political control. ~ . o
o

As we review in closing the implications which wg _have noted in this

- . * section and see in surne retrospect the New York Statg experience, we gomg to
the conclusion that two of the dgcisions made in shaping the bargaining process
in this state loom.as most entical. One was the failure to place the Board of
Trustees, opposite the union at the bargaming table with the consequent
diminution of its wrporate responsibility. This may simply confirm legal reality,
but 1t represents in our view a serious undermining of the autonomy of the
University . Thie uthes was the failure to give serious consideration to the value of
a more decentralized approach to barganing which would have supported the
umique cimaracter of the several categories of institutions within the SUNY

.5 system. Both ot these wohsiderations have implications for collective bargaining

~  ,policy i the public sector. Qur statement of them here reaffirms our belief in

the mewessity to maintain nstitutional autonomy in public higher education and

the newessity to recognize the volle®ive bargaining process 4s a vital influence

suppottive of or negative to this-autonomy.
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- . . - *APPENDIX I:
- BUDGET PROCESS OF THE
STATE UNIVERSIFY OF NEW YORK

°

1

Budgeting’ for the operatjons of the "State” University of New York must first be placed
“(iﬁun the context of the budget process of the State fNew York and the other procedures
and controls of State government. New YSIK &% known as a “strong executive” State. In the
s GPreparation of budgets and management of finance,’ the Governor’s authority and
*  responsibilities are probably as great as in any public jurisdiction 1 the United States. The
principal tool is the Executive Rudget, the concept of which is generally set forthin the
State’s Constitution which provides that. *“The Governor shall subfit an annual budget to -,
the Législature which is to be a complete plan of expenditures and revenues and such other
material as may be necessay to support his proposed budget along with whatever further
infogmation the Governor deems propes” It provides also that “for the preparation of the
budget, the head of cach department of State .government ‘except. the Legislature and
Judigiary shall furnish the Governor such estimates and information in such form and at
' ??h’c;?mcs as he may require . ** The Constitution gives the Governor line item veto po¥er
" -And provides that rio other appropriatioft bills may be acted upon untd actton has been
completed on‘all of the appropriation bills submitted BY the Governor. ’
Within this framework, sperific legislation establishes a Division of the Budd to assist
" the Governor in carrying out the constitutional mandate. Seveda) decisions by the State’s
highest cdurt have reinforced the concept of strong Execu i{: authority in budget ¢
deyelopment.] State University of New York is} of course, subject™o these constitutional
provisions and the finance laws which implement them. o v .
. ACADEMIC AND BUDGET PLANNING  *  ° e
*+ The University budgef for operations serfes no jdentifiible function of 1ts own, but
exists to provide the means by which' the edudational’ research, and service missions of the
nstitution are carried out In a public institution, the budget 1s aiso the vehacle, by Whncih_,

public policy is most often expressed by the Legislative and Executive Branches. *
8! h

The academic plan is thus the heart of bugdgetmaking, as 1t 1s embodied first*in the
University Master Plan, then in the campus academic plan, gnd tAen at the college, school,
+ and depastmental lovels Obviously, the soundest budght plan balances academic needs ahd Lo
* aspirdtions and the fiscal resources available. This propetly 1cads ta, the setbng of priontis
and choices among alternatives Sometimes, however, under conditions prevalent today in
public higher education and in the State of New York, funding’ decisions are made which -
have the effect of making #sademic plans fit fiscal dedisions. - S e
As pliteautng of resources and eqroliment collide Whth aSpirations today, financiajand
academic planiing problems increasingly Jsequire a University-wide view 1n fesdlutidon. Two .
examples of the need for sound academic planning as related to’fiscal planmihg may be cited.
State University embraces many complemeritary yet competing interésts suclt as techmcal .
education, medigin S 2 i
and funding There are fow Health Science Centers. the State appropnations for, which no_w‘

exceed $9C million Thal total will ntcessarily grow atta rapid sate if pliu.ls for llealthscfcncc .

‘education and*commutments made in carlier leggslétiqn Jare to be met, Y6t the number of '
1The most corgppchenslve treatment of the Executive Budget cdneeptas found' in People v.
Tremaize. 1929, 252 N.Y., 168 N.E. 817, - . ) * . » BN

. coL R . . . ,
* This appendix and*the followﬁ;’g bne dje bascd-upoﬁ mfor‘maf_statg:mcms’prcparcq by o
“the staff in Central Adsministratign of the Umversity. ~ Ly s woe Y.
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= students to e served will remain small relative to the overall educational mission The
W udents 1n the health sciences is 3.5 percent, the share"of the operating
budget 1s 16. Wably ,questiuns are raised in other units whether meeting these - -
needs within appropna fimits imposed by tjie State may seriously dilute support ofall %
et programs of the Uxﬁv%’r ty. _- "‘\\\ﬁ ' /o ot
n ﬁ*ﬂ“@ﬂer‘ent front, mgirﬁchangesr_ <‘admis_sions policies of any campus or group
of campuses axehk%{; have a sign nt rippie éffect throughout the system * e
These examples i t;it\gl\the difficilt, but essentjal, coordination in planning that isa
_ necessary element of budget deyelopment. %rcéess is further complicated by many

“factors, such as tenure, collective otations, ¢h: Jgg‘/;tudem ‘goals, and employment
i3

control ‘And the task of budget,

sity is to balance campus
':rhn prqfedures, and B}
her

erns, over which the University does.qot have t
tion and financial management in & unified
autunomy inittative on the one hand with the oardi
adcountabiity m

Ssitated by the requirements of the finante.Jaws o

A3

»

e

Building the annual operatin dget 15 now a relatively well-established process. The ™
1tial call for preparation of budget reqﬁest%c;lrs approximately 15 months pfeceding the
year to be budgeted. For example, the 1974-75 budget process was begun in February of
1973 1mmedaately after release of the 1973-74 Excc%ﬁ"?eﬂgd et The call for preliminary
budget submussions includes general, though relatively spcciﬁ?,%i‘d ines which are not at
that ime binding but are desgned to encourage campus and University-wide jon The
one fundamentsl gudehine 15 that the budget requests must be in harmony with; !
designed to implement, the approved Master Plan. Fulitime equivalent enrollment

- ¢wurkload) targets are suggested dlong with other workload and programmatic areas of

emphasss, The format of the preliminary budget is prescribed and is designed to focus

. att.ation on program proposals and to provide essential cost data In addition, cost

. projections for at least five years arerequired for all new programs. .

. Campus-budget. bulding proceeds on what might be-called a modified formula approach.

-y -The bast formula is the studentfaculty ratio which determines the number of faculty

- . ‘postions. From the latter derives a “support” allocation which’covers secretarial and

.technical assistance, supplies and expense funds, and related items. There are also ratios for

Library suppost, student services, and plant maintenance. Diffgrential ratios are provided for

. different types of campuses, and atlowances are made for developing campuses and other

special situations. - ' .

Budget-maktng at the campaus level varies, but there are some fairly consistent clements.
Must Presidents conduct hearings with department heads, and consult with 4 faculty budget

_cummuttes which has varying degrecs pf responsibility. These campus practices are assumed
tu be 1nternal matters and the central staff looks to the President for full responsibility in
campus budget development.

., After the prehminary budgets are received, a half or full-day hearing is held with the’
. ‘Prewdents and uther representatives of each vampus. The Vice Chancellors and key members
+ of their staffs in Acadermc Programs, Finance, University-wide Services, and Policy and
Planning partiipate. There is full discussion of ailthe wssues identified in the campys
pruposals particularly as these issues might relate to University-wide policies On completion
ol (e hearings all the campus requests are ageregated and analyzed in terms of the Master
Plan, Unwersity-wide program godls, fiscal feasibility, and the general fiscal conditions ot
+ the State. : . . '

The formation of the Counud of Presdents has resolved one difficult problem in
University budgeting. that f appropriste consultation, and has now provided an effective
mechannsin for such wonsultatign, The Presidents participated, in two sessions in the 1974-75
budget yle. In May. privr tosthe campus budget heanngs, the Chancellor convened a
meefing of Presidents of all Stale-uperated campuses. and Presidents of representative

* wommumty culleges, to disuss general budget 1ssues md strategies Then, after completion
of the heanngs, the Council of Presidents met in € ly July to -review the consolidated
cémpus requests and adwise the Chancellor op the broad educational and fiscal policies
which should govesn the - Universaty’s  1974-75 _.t;udgct request There was general
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concurrence among' the Council members in the policies and strategies to be followed.

Following the analysis and decision, specific targets are*then prepared for each campus
by the central staff, and the Presidents asked to submit their final budget requests by the
end of August, tlus time ina format prescribed by agreement between the University and
Division of the Budget The campus budgets are reviewed for accuracy, completeness, and
compliance with policy They are consolidated in a unufied budget presentation, and then
sent to the Division of the Budget where they are usually due about Scptember 10. The
Division of the Budget forwards copies of each campus request tu&e fiscal commttee of

. the Legislature. . )

- Following this submission, the Division of the Budget holds informal heanngs with
campus and central staff personnel Sometimes these sessions are conducted at the campus
dnd sometimes in the office of the Division of the Budget. -

By law, the Director of the Budget is required to holda formal budget hearing for each
State agency ot department The University’s hearing 15 usually scheduled 1n late November
at which time the Chancellor presents and defends the unufied budget request of the
University The hearing focuses on major University-wide polity issues in the request.
Members of the chisléture and their staffs attend and often participate, but ths 1s pnimanly
a Division of the Budget activity Thereafter, the Budget division studies and preparesits
decisions with respect 40 the University budget. There is some consultation with Rhe
Chanccllor and his staff during thus period, of course, pz:didxlarly in the form of requests for
explanation or clarification.

The Governor submits his Executive Budget to the Legislature at the outset of the
session in mid-January and the Legislative fiscal committees hold their formal budget
heanng in early February At this hearing the Chancellor wall once again present the budget
of+ the _University, but his task is prmarily to d the Execcutive Budget
recommendations At this stage, the Division of the Budget assu or the Governor much
of the burden of supporting the Executive Budget recommendations the Unmversity.
Normally, there 1 extensive informal discussiof among Me staff of ¢
committees, Division of the Budget, and the central staff. From time to time. ¢
Presidents participate also The Legislative committees present their recomme nded™ ™~
appropriation bill during late March and seek action on it before Aprl 1, the beginning.of
the State’s fiscal year, . . : .
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© APPENDIX'2:
- DESCRIPTION OF
RELATIONSHIPS OF THE STATE

°‘ UNIVERSITY WITH AGENCIES
| OF STATE GOVERNMENT

. The folluwing comments. briefly describe the manner in which the Central Administration of

the State University ifteracts with the Office of the Governor, the Legisliture, offices of the
executive branch: B '

. '

. . £y

. . THE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR ¢ ~

Quite apart from the direct, personal interest in, and support of, the University by the
Governur, there are several operational aspects of University affairs in which there is
interface with the Governor’s Office. The Secretary to the Governor serves as duector of |
State vperations and has broad responsibiity in management of State government He isa
key officer tn the flow of information between the University and the Executive Branch.
The Secrctary 15 also directly concerned with all matters of State policy Thus. reports of
activities, responses to inquines, and recomtmendations on specific matters flow from’the
Chancellor and wentral staff to the Secretary, and reports, seactions, and indications of
matters of State-wadc interest which have come to the Governor’s attention flow to the
University via- the Seurctaty’s uffice. Sunarly, Uriwversity activities which mhay touch State
puliy are reviewed with the Scuretary. An example is a recommendation for improving .
State parttiupation with or Jhanging, the governance of the community colleges, which are -~
locally sponsored. A . s .

The Counscl to the Governor has responsibility for developing and coordinating the
Guvernor’s legslative program which 1s introduced annuaily in “program bills” and
“departmental bills.” Because of the adminstrative structure which is ‘'mandated by the
State Constitution, the legislative program sponsored by the Board of Trustees is handled
through tlus prowess Thus, there are frequent \com'acts with the Counsel 1n both design and
preparation of legislation, and 1n presenting the University’s position to the Governor on
bills whith the Legislature has passed. The central staff consults with the Counsel as
appropriaie 1n the administration of specific statutes and with respect to I'ederal legislation

The wentral staff o communiates with the Governor's Appointments Secretary in the
proess of developing Gubernatonal appointments to the College Councils, community
ullege boards of trustees, and vther offical agencies And there are communications from
time to tme with other components of the Executivé branch such as the Press Secretary,
the Office of Planning Services, and the Women’s Unit.

The Governor has a direct role in the master planning process. The Boarl of Regents
transmuts ifs approved Stale-wide niaster plan for post secondary education to the Govemor
or his f¢ and T R : dment moves from the Board of

{Regents to the Governor for review and specification. .

Vartually all relationstups With the Governor’s Office are conducted by the Chancellor

and members of the central staff. o
THE LEGISLATURE
The Govermor, in collaboration with the Board of Trustees and the Chancellor. has

encouraged the Legslature to provide the financial resources necessary to develop the
Universaty. ‘e

s

The Legaslature has been supportive in ways-which go far beyond fiscal appropriations. It
has been tather well infotmed about Umversity affairs However, as',a“c'onchuchcc oY strong
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* wpolicies, and related matters.

Executive action, and also because of the State administrative structure and “departmental
bill” process, the University did not in the years of tremendous growth develop a formal,
comprehensive program of legislative relations. :

Nor does the University now press its budget requests or legislative program directly with

_ the Legislature It does make available pertinent information on behalf of Executive Budget

recommendations and in support of program.bills approved by the Governor. And 1t 1s e
responsive to the many legislatve inquiries about specific bulls, constituent requests,

Presidents and other members of the camipus seek to famillanze members of the Senate
and Assembly who represent distncts 1n which the campus 1 located with the campus and
its education programs and services This contributes a8 well to an understanding of the
Unversity as a whole They also respond to matters in which the local legislators express
interest._ . :

The central staff provides information about the Unwersity to all members of the
Legislature and responds to their Inquiries and requests. Principally through efforts of the
Chancellor and designated members of his staff, the legislative 1eadership 1s- consulted, and
contacts are established with committee charmen and thenr staffs, with ,the fiscal
commuttees and the education ommittees recewing special attention. Dunng the legislative
session 1n particular, there 1s a daily flow of information to com.mittoe staff. **

. »

THE STATE AGENCIES .

While State Universky deals with more than six agencies and offices of State
government, its operations are inter-locked with six major agencies Départment of Audst
and Control, Diision of the Budget, Department of Law, Department of Civil Service,
Office of General Services. and Of.ﬁcc of Employee Relations.
Department of Audit and Control ‘

In addition to his responsibilities for pre-audit and payment of payrolls and vouchers,
supervision ofscollection of revenues, audit of accounts, and other wntrollership functions,
the Comptroller, 3s head ‘of the Department of Audit and Control, reviews and approves all
proposed State Contracts, issies opinions 6n all phases of business operation, manages the
State debt, invests funds, and operates the State retirement spstem. The Department 1s also
responsible for post-audits inall New York State government.

The Department performs its functions with care and_1s disposed td interpret its rules
and regulations meticulously It also insists on thorough legal support, especially 1n statute,
for 1ts decisions and acﬁost '

+

. 3 .

Division of the Budget o0 3
As earlier indicated, the Division of the Budget performs a cntically important role 1n
the Fxecutive branch jn management of State finance and management of State operations.
Very few statutes, an tanly none with fiscal implications, fal to contan the clause
“Subject to ipproval of theuector of the budget ™ The Division has an administrative
management and systems umt hic\hmworks with the central staff on Umversity'wnde\
matters, an engineering and plann g\unit which supervises spending for capital
constiuction, and a research unit which has responsibility for all revenue estimates and for
long-tefm projections of State ex penditures. N T~ .

~

Department of Law \\jh

The elected Attorney General heads the Department of Law. Heis the ¥ 1efegal officer
of the State amd is responsible for representing the State in all matters of law.

The State University Counsel serves as legal adviser (o the University, interprets law and
regulation to guide decnsions, and acts to-msure that University actions comply with statute.
In most court proceedings. however, the Attorney General formally represents the
University in close collaboration with the Counsel.

In addition, the Attorney General renders opinions on the provsions of specific
legislation. and must approve every State conttact “as to form.”

The campuses have only infrequent interaction with the Department of Law. Contracts

. .

¥

46

s .
® . 4 o, .
po ' . 8 '
* “r " 4 - ’

- \ N %

"




. are for the must part initiated by 4 vampus and, after »omur‘-e'nce by the central staff, are
handled by the central slalf which wourdinates them with the Departments of Law and
Audit and Control and the Dvision of the Budget -

Department of Civil Service

The Department of Civil Service fo‘ the central personnel agency for Stat service and
admumsters the Civil Service Law. The Department has also taken an active role in training
and placement of minonty and disadvantaged personsin State government.

In its dady work. the Department prepares examinations for initial employment and
promotion. Jlassifies pusitions acwurding tu, duties and salaries. hears complaints, and
provides counseling services

The Cavil Service Commussion heads the operations of the Department. It hears appeals
and assists Jueal government umts 1n thei cival service procedures in addition to its function

- at the State level. Interestingly cnough, the 1967 legislation which created the Public
Employnient Relations Board placed the Board in the Department of Civil Service, although
authonzing it to function independently of the Commission. '

Every classified pusttion jn University service at the State-operated campuses is covered

- by *the cavil sepvice statutes and the rules and Procedures of the Department. This means, for .
crample. That every.fiew dassified pusition included in the Executivc Budget and authorized
by legslative appropriation, must be established by the Deparlment It must be graded, and
4 classand salary established. Candidites must be sought from eligibility lis€s If the position
1 new to State servive, caaminations must be prepared and administered to establish

- - chgibdity lists , 4
. These Pruvesses are unginated by the campuses and advanced by the central staff to the
JBDepartnient. They tend to be complex and, althgugh 1t is not the-Department’s intention to
, delay. inevitable delays anse.in completing them, * ) - ’
There are approgtmatcly 15,000 classified employees at the State-operated, campuses.
Lach 15 cuvered by cavil service regulations as to Jpb security, leave, promotion, retitement,
and uther benefits, Tu complivate matters furthér. each is covered by the provisions of one
of the four collective agreements negotiated by the,State and the Civil Service Employees
. Assuildtion, a State-wide union. ur by the agieement coverng security officers negotiated.
with Council 82 of thé Ainencan T ederation of State, County and Muniapal Employges.
Campuses do have sume direct interaction with the Department, although most of the
transactions are handled by the central staff. Through 1ts personnel functions, the central
staff epdeavors tu interpret ampus requirements to the Department and, also assist the
‘. campases in mcctmﬁg Departmental requirements. " -

.

. Office of General Services

The Office of General Services performs general “houseketping’™ services for all State

guvernment, and also pruvides comiTon services to State agencies The University interacts

prinupally with 11§ division of standards astd purchases. and primarily,in connection with

purchases vl guuds and services. The standards and purchases group stablishes standards

and provedures fog State purchasing, develops continuing State wide contracts with vendors,
and procures supplies, materals, and equipinent. L .

In additiun to 1ts purchasing actwities, the Office of General Services provides real
PrOperly services In Provuring space, communications services, and computer service for
certain State agenues. The University works with and through the Office in certain real ’
property and compunications matters. '
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l\ lll\ IDUALSINT lal“’lE\\ ED

CaTaren

ACKLEY, Sheldon Assutant to the President, State Unversity of New York at Stony
Brook.

BLOCK,~Murtay H, Deputy to the Chancellor, State Unwversity of New York.

BOGAARD, Andiew T , Assistant Darector of State Payroll Audt, Department of Audit and
Control, State of New York.

BOYER, Ernest L., Chancellor, State Umversny of New York.

CARR, Willam, Secretary to the Board of Regents, State Education Department, State of
New York.

CONKLIN, Kenneth H_, Director, Professional I:mployee Rclauons, State University of New
York at Buffalo. L

DEGNAN, Helen D, Chief Salary’ Dctermmatxun Analyst, Department of Audu and
Control, State of New York.

DeLUCIA, Lawrence A, former President of United University Professions, and Profcssor,
Depargment of Economics, State University College/Oswego. ’

DISTFFANO, ,Henty, Professor; Department’ of Anatomy, Upstate Medral Center. State

Unwversity of New York.

DOTY. Edward W, Vice President for Fmance and Maunagement. State University of New -
York at Bufﬁlo

DOUCHERTY, Wdham, Labor Counsel, Office of Majority Leadcr, Senate, State .of Ncw
York. ,
> Ay

Y
\

”DUL LA, lenry, Acting Assouatc Chancellor for Communaty Collcgcs and former Deputy

to the Chancellor far Government Relations, State Unwversity of Ncw York.

ERTILL,, Merton W, Auting Vice President for Academic Affairs at State University of -
New York at Buﬂalugnd former Deputy Vice Chancellor, State University of New York.

HANNA, John™ Jr, former Counsc.l and Acting Ducctor..Ofﬁcc of Lmployee Relatians,
+ State of New York.

HOLLANDFR, T Edward, Deputy Commmmncr for Higher Education, Statc Education
Department, State of New York.

HURD, T Norman, former Secretary to the Governor and DII’CL[OI’ of State Operations and
former Duector of the Division of the Budget, State of New York. N

IVES, Martin, Deputy Comptroller, Dmslon of Audit and Accounts, Dgpanmcnt of Audit
and Control, State of New York. ‘
VY Horaie, Darector. Soual ngu’: Department, Upstate Medical Center, State University

of New York.

JONAS, Steven, Aswwdiate Professor, Department of Community Mediune, State University
of New York at Stony Brook‘

JONTS. Ruth, Assstant Chief Budget Examiner. meluycc Cumpensatior and Relations
_Unit, Divilons of the Budget, State of Now YorK. o

I\LL LY, James 1., Exec utlve Vice.Chancellor, State Unwversity of New York
KFRSHAW, Leonard, Assitant Director, Office of Lmployee Relations, State of New York
KETTER, Robért L, Prwdcnl, St.m ﬁmvemty o? Ncw York at Buffalo.
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KLLIN; Rubert Assouate Budget Examiner, Division of the Budget, State of New York

KOMISAR Jerome B.. Viey Chancellur for Faculty and Staff Relations, State Umvers:ty of
New York

LANDLS, Irwin J., Chatmian Committee on Higher Lducation, Asscmbly, State of New
York. °

LANE, Bernard, Assistant Professur, Dgpartment of l;athology, State University of New -
York at Stony Brook.

LAVINL, Abe, former Director. Office of Emploxment Relations, State of M

LEFKOWITZ, Jerome, Deputy Director, Public Employment Relatxons Board, State of New
York.

LILIEN, Otto M., Prufessur and Charrman, Department of Urology, Upstate"Medlcal Center,
State Umvetsxty of New York.

~

~

LISTER, Wiham, Professor, Department of Mathematics, State Umversxty of New York at

+Stony Brook. .

M4 KENZIL, Kengieth M.. Provost for Life Long Learming and former Vice Chancellor for’
Personnel and Employee Relations, State’ Umversxty of New York.

MARGOLIS, Edwin, Legislative Counsel. Office of the Speaker,. Asscmbly, State of New
York. :

4 @

MARSH. Leland, Professor, Department of Biology, State University C
former head of negotiations tecam for United Umverslty Professions,

ow, '
K"

o

MARTIN, Dyuglas, Admimistrative Director, Duvision of Audit and Accounts, Department
of Audit and Control. State of New York.

MURPHY. Thomas, Counsel, Ways and Means Committee Assembly, State of New York.

P

NAPLLS. Cacsar, Assistant Vice Chancellor for lacultx and Staff Relations, Sf‘ate:‘ ;
University of New York. ¢

OAKS, J. Howard, Vice President for Health Scxences. State Umversxty of New York af
~  Stony Brook.

.
OS’l;(l .RMAN. Melvin H., J1., former Director. Office of Employee Relatlons2 State of Ncw *
ork.

£

-~

PARRY. James, Assistant to President for Personnel Relations, State University College at
Oswego. ‘

B
" PATTINSKY, Barnard. Assitant Viee President for Finance and’ Managgment, Health
Sciences Center. State University of New York at Stony Bﬁkn

PERDUE, James E., Prw&ent State Umversnty College at OSWego
POPPLY, ll.my\W Personnel Director, SH4te Umversxty of New York at Buffalo,

ROBLRTS, Albert B.. Duectoiof Minority Staff, Ways and Means Commuttee, Assembly,
.State of New York

ROSS, Gilbert S., " Professor and Chatrman, Department of Neurology, Upstate Medlcal
Centeg, Statc Umversxty of New York.

. RUBIN. ll.uold Examiner. Division of Budget, Sfate of New York. s
RUBL N'STL]N lloward Coupscl Qffive of Tmployment Relatxons State of New York
SCHMIDT, Ruh:ud P., President. Upstate Medical Center, State University of New York.
SflAl‘lORD Rondld B.; Charrman, Commlttee on Higher Educatnon, Senate, Staté of New
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/
EPHENS, Willis H., Rankmg Mmonty Member Ways and Means Committee,

Assembly,
State of New York e
STONE, Robert D, Counsel and Deputy‘ Commissioner, State Educatlon Department, S.tate:' e
«  of New York. \ ‘
VALTER, John, Assistant to Vice President for Health Sciences. State Unwversity of New
York at Stony Brook. ., U
VEJLLETTE, Paul, Chief Exammer, Division of the Budget State of New York. .
WAKSHULL/Samuel ¥, Preﬁldent of the United University Professions and Associate
ProfeSsor, Department of Mental Retardation, State University College at Buffalo. L
WALES Darwin R., Trustee, State UmversxtLof—New York.* - )
W'ARREN James J., Vice C m:m,Board of Trustees, State Umversxty of New York.
7WHITEM/N:chhael former Co;\mscl Office of the Governor, State of New York.
-
me Ann, Director of Nursing Semces, Ambulatory Care, Upstate Medtcal I Center, —
State Umversxty of New York. - . - .
4 ——— —
- . - .
’ - ‘~
v 3+ .
3 . . .
*— ~
N v
. -’ A
. . ) , ot W, 2.
4 »
- L ~
; -
N . v T
" ? o
: . B — / %
- o~ . -
ﬁ\ i 4 v
v, M .
e . oo . . ¢ ¥
° 3 LA | ) . - -
-, " I ’ T ‘@' ' -
- Bl
N . M A ~ —
 om , \ ) .
. v PR L # ‘”sp e !
% S eI . e R
: LI . Py R
R A -~ el — ‘ .
e “ "‘Q ! ’5 2 - o ~ :.‘ 8 ° Ve
. 50 ' ﬂ N . :A .
4 \) ‘ . ’,{v::,,, . . .
EMC LN '?..\‘“‘. ‘ *
' ", A . . .



. APPENDIX 12
\l’( ‘ONDARY SOURCES .

Articles in pwfcs,sxonal journals, dissertatiohs, repurts and other secondary sources dealing
with collective birgaining in the State University of New York are few in number. Those
‘used as background for this'study were the followng: -

Angell, George W., ‘Collecuv,c. Negotutions in Upstate New Yark," Junior College joumal,
42 9-11, October 1971,

Angell, George W., “Two-Year College Experience,’

R e o

in Faculty Unions and 1d Collective

. Bargaring (E.D. Duryca, Robert § Fisk, and Associates), San Francisco . Jossey Bass,
. - 1973
Doh, Herman, “Collective B.;rgainlng n SUNY‘ The Syto_ry of t Professional
Assoctation,” Journgl of the College and Unwersity Pe tion, 25 2239
January 1974.. .
Duh, Herman and Stanley Yohnson, ! ing in SUNY The Expeponte of

Fitty Local SPA Leaders D
Personnel Assocatjo, T 55-73, April |

1k, Rubcn S. and Wilham C. Puffzr. Pubhu University Systcm Smc University of New

Yourk.” in Faculty Unions and Cpllective Bargaining (E.D Duryea, Robert S. Fisk, and
Assoctates), San Francisco: Jpssey-Bass, 197 3.

Lefhowitz, Jerome, Legal Basis of Employee Relaiuns of/&cw York Stat@ployeé New =
York. As;ocmnonol Labor Mediation Agcncnes.l/ﬂ}?

[v3
Puffer, William C. _Collettive Bargamng in Higher Educanan'/C_d!e/StuJy of the Senate /:

~ - mef’SS‘lunaTAs.\mmllun i New York State, Duuo:&d ssertation In progress, State
* “Umwersity of New York at Buffalo. .~ .- i ,

’ Ve
Satryb, Ronald P., The Grievan.. Appeals Process within the Slaz;Umﬁersily of New York: ;
" A Descriptive Analysis. Unpublished ductoral dxsscmuon,Umvuslty oiVugmyA
Satryb. Runald P, “Evolution, ul the SUNY Grievan ce Procedures’ from the F ontract
ty the Sedund,” Journa! of the Cu!!ege an ersity Personnel Aysociation, 26: 4652,
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