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) Using 1970-71 data for 263 community/ ccllegés {
throughout the United. States, the author conducted a study designed
to examine thé impact of unionization and collective bargaining on
the compensaticn and workloads of community college faculty memberfs.
This paper discusses the methodology used and preseats two )
mathematical mcdels fcr determining, the level of faculty s %
compensation, and for deternining‘fgtitty workload. Besults ihdicate
that unionization has raised total fachlty compensation primarily by
increasing the level cf fringe benefits. Although salaries in .
unionized colleges werée 14.6% higher than those in ponunioniZed
institutfons, much of the differential was due to factors other than
unionigation. On the other hand, fringe bedefits in 'the unionized
colleges exceeded those in nonunionized cqlleges by over 96%, and,
other. than unionization, only size of institution significantly
affected the level of fgiﬁge benefits. While unionization did not
have a sigpificant effect on salaries, it did.significantly reduce
feaching load. These results suggest that in the-initial years of
bargaining the faculty have been willing to trade off potential’ .
salary gains for increased welfare and better working conditioms. In
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the future, it is expected that these results ¥ill change as ,
. bargaining matures and certain concerns become less paramount. .
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Collective Bargaining: Its Effect On Faculty At

B ® U S'OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
o~ Two-Year Public Colleges EOUCATION & WELFARE
M NATIONAL INSXITUTE OF
O . €OUCATION
1y Jerome M. Staller Tis DOCUMENT wAS BEEN REPRO.
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
) US. Department of Labor { . THE PERSON OR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN-
) - ¢ ::mc. 1T POINTS OF viEW OR OPINIONS
Y . ‘ L . ATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
pia Introduction ! SEMT OF FICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE o
o} ' £OUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
wd The growth of untomism and collective bargaiming in the Ryblic sector has been

charactenzed as the single most important labor market phenomenon to occur in the
last ten to fufteen yeaps.' While the effects of unioRization o sclected segments of the
public x;tor\te,bcm the subject of considerable research the effects aof unioniza-
; tion and vollec v e bargaining on twp-year public coljeges (In this paper the term will
be used synonymously with com'm&nn)‘ colleges.) has received litle artention.
The community colleges, aside from being the most rapid& growing 5&9‘0; of
higher education, have been a public sector "industry " Iy which unionism has made
considerable headway tn recent years, and it appears will continue to make further
o inroads in the future. Even though thg spread of bﬁrga:ﬁmg in this sector hagbeen i
M stignificant and rapid. there are still a large ‘proportion of wommunity cpllegéz%')e‘l L .
unnrganmcd.xThn.s feature of the bargaining development —recent and rapid but not %
. total—makes this sector an excellent vehile for studying the impact of unionization
on asegment of the public sectur dunng the imitial stages of organization. The concern
of this paper s to determune the effects that uniomization and collective bargaining
have had on the compensation and selected working condiiofft of faculty intwo-year "y °
pyblic colleges. . *~ ’ ~N ‘
Faculty 1n all -sq;.mr?/gf higher education have been adopting the vehigle of
collective bargaining as the mechanism by which the parameters of the work envi
~ roAment are to be determined It 15, however, the community colleges that have
proven to be the must fertile area for umonization. An examination of the effects of
uniomization on community colleges should prove useful in modifying some of the
extreme perceptions held by buth faculty and adminstrators regarding the, potential
impact of umenization. Faculty members tend to look at coliective barganing as the
panacea that will overcome the gloomy picture of stagnation that is facing academia
Administrators generally view collective bargaining as a disruptive force that will
bning about considerable inureases in costs as well as severely himit their ability to
manage istitutions of higher education. Thus. for purposes of both effective educa
tonal planning and effective collective bargaining it seems essential that the early
years of bargaiming in higher education recerve an accurate appraisal. Equally
important 15 the nced to direct attention to the larger concem of whether collective
bargaining 1s an 1nappropnate mechanism for determining wages and other cond:
tions of work in the publig sector as some have contended.? . . :
o _ , S
€ \ Fociis of the Study

Onc of the major lim#ayions of virtually all of the earlier smpact studies. both those
Q' ~ of the pnvate sector as wéll'as those of the public sector, was théir focus on wages.
‘These studies inherently looked.upun relative wage gains as being the basis sine qua |
I\ non for determuning uniun suceess ot failure. This myopie focus on wage rate alone
. @ “"ils to consuder the multi-dimensional aspects of unionization and the collective ’
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bqrgammg proctss Wage rates .in. by nu means the sole negotiating item ur neddssar-
“ily the most smportant The rdpgc uf issues both pecumars and nonpecuniary.
discussed and agreed upon at the Vargammg table are qune gxtenxne and extend far
beyond the question of walkes. -
Ataminumum. if one were gomggo assess just the measurable pecuniary impact of
ufofism. thcn the total «ompensatign pachage of buth wages and employer expends-
tures for fnngr. benefits shuuld be examioed. There is noa privri reason to expect that
the impact of unions on fringe bcncf'?glshbuld be the same as that on wages. Thus. in
examining tht impagt of unions itis important to determine not only how relative total
«ompensation has gccn affected. but also what has been the impact on the vanaus
. Lomponentswf total compensation. This study will attempt to address the question of
. the 1impact of unionism on the total compensation package. ‘
\ The lack of available measurement techiques for most of the nonpe\.umar) 155U€S

.

‘..
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that ansg in community collcge faculty negotiations makes it impossible o assess the
“total™ impact of ncgbnanons. Howgver. certain aspects of these non-mpnetary
issues can be examxlned Juantitatively. In the case of the community ..ollege faculty
ember we willoin addition to looking at the fmpad of unionization on faciky-

. wompensation, examine the cffect of upiomization on facalty workload. which will be,
defined simply as thc ratio of full time equivalent students to full-ume equivalent

«

faculty - , ' : . s

(e

. P . .
.
’

Determinants of Commumt; College Compensatlon Differentials

The model used in this stud) tv explain differences tn fa;uh) compensation

assufMes that »ompensanon differeatials anse due to cympensating differentials,

" _noncompeting groups'and transitwonal differences, examination of the impact of

\ " these factons un ti::‘%mpuncm parts of compensation, salan nnge benefits®.

\ as wetl as total vo ik nsationallows us to,gan significant insights into the W
forees affect the pecdniary~<eturns to teaching. Since the literature 1s virtually void of
. any relevant analysis on the determinanty of intra industry fnnge beneﬁtdnffcrenna]s.
U willbe a»umcd atthe auLscuhat the fa;tor\ affecting salary and total compensation

Differcnces due to.compensatmg differentials and non ..umpctmg groups will be
rcﬂcuc?\h\twu aspeets of the community college. (1) differences in the work %

environment. apd (2) differences in the charactenstics of the faculty. lefcrenccs m

It has been argued that larget educatingal institutions are less dcs:rablc placesto work
1n than smaller schools.®

, with its usual encumbrances. and they may tend ha»c gmatcrdns:plmary pmblcms Y |
It has been’ nated by Albert Rees® /lhat. in addition to the factors already cuted . |
o cstabhshmcnl size might also act as a proxy for other fauors He suggests that other .
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things being equals o larger L\del\hhmgn( has to draw its work fnru. from a s der

geography arca than a stigdlerone. and mu\t KerL!OYL at the margm otter wnrku\ a

larger premium to yover the costs ol gmm to work Ifthese various disutilities

assontated with institutional size du exist and require a mmp‘.nxanna_ ditferential we

. should expect to find a positive relationship betwecen f‘uuln mmp;nxatmn and the

s1ze qf the student body -~ . e

+ Atthe same ime onc should notexpes teonipensation and enrollment to be hincarly
. related While s expes ted that the disutilitics will gnm with increased size itis not
antivipated that the increase in disutihitios will oceur in & direct um any ing proportion
with enrollmenl More llkux. there are thresholds such that once a school atjains o
ginen level of operations ceftain disutilities are assouiated with it Further ingreases tn
size add uther disutilities but with the marginal in€rease in one’s disutility becoming
less and less” To allow for this positise but nonlinear felationship the natural log of
full time eguivalent students dog §) was used in the model If the aboye hypotheses
are true ites expected that Jog S wilkbe positively associated with total compensation.

A maor facet of the faculty s work gnvironment 1s the teaching load. Faculty
gene r.;ll\ prefer fewer and smallet asses Ceterts paribus. it 1s expected that in .
wlleges in which the teaching load (as Aitcasurcd by the kato of full-time uis alent y
students to tull-ime equivalent faculty (S.F) s relatively high faculty membens will |
Jeeeive greater compensation for the additional work perfurmed 1tis thus anticipated .
that $/F and carpensation will be posmul\ assoclatcd
lefnl‘tnu.\ in the work cnvirenment are not hmmd to the wntemal differences that

exist #mong institutions  In addition to the intemnal differences. there may exist
significant sanation in the Jdmate. general ecanomic activity . social atomosphere
and numcrous vther conditipnsethat determine the oy crall cxternal work environment

- g
of differént institutions. Dm\.n.ngcs in the extermal \\urk c.mnronm‘n~ are reflected ) ‘
by the upportunity costor rescryation wage of workang 1n one arca relatn uo another

It1s expected that the supply curve of labor m 4 particular msmu(‘Is wouldshiftto <4
. the left aflhg vdlue of at¢matives to working ii'a given mllbm. inceasdd This would .

tend to incgease mmﬁns.ﬁmn at the instution, elerts pnnbns
altematises is in chdl « function of a great number of locd factors. Sudh sOﬂSlgt.fa
ttons as the c\h.mandmnxut mduxtr\ the les elof economie .mmt) thdirate ofpriu:

a

In an arca where better alkmamg; cxist. the resenation wage mll ¢ higher, 7'

M.»fmmpmmmn Necgssary to atiract and retain faculty smbers
In order to capiure sum;?'fthemﬂuts It was Nceessary to define a proxy s anadle to
reflect the opportunity cost ot lndmwﬂulmn na L_wgraphu atea. The
oppurtupity cost vanable tested in this model was the average starting salany of a i
.person wath a master’s degree in the public school systens located w the ounty
“where the commumity college is situated (OPP) ™ This vanable was used for sgveral
reasons, WE avord the need for using other vanables such as the CPJ and population

« which may have a high d. gree of mulmolhm.am) not only with cach other but,with

" sumx of the other independint vanables. Secondly. the master’s degree staing

salars was used in preference to that of g bachelor’s or dodtoral degree because the

model degree held by communiy college favulty members 1s the mastbr’s degréc .
Third. the great magonty of faculty members in community colleges ¢ither have
taught 1n public schoul bn.nouxly or possess the fecessary training to teach in th
Duhlu thools of they so desired. It \hould be noted that public school teaching in

[MC o6 i ’
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many nstances may not be the best dlternative butitisan alternaiin e generally vpen
0 Most commumty u)"u‘g taculty e vanable s Cypected to be positively
assuciated with taculty mmpuh.m«_\n » .
The tinal tactor to be included as part of the work environment is the existente or
noméxistence of .nh\uumc bargaiming agreement (U9 This t.mur “influences the

v internal umbience of the college [thas been argued that the prwgnu of ¢ unon can

. actan the same tashiop as g beensing reqiirement in that it creates noncompeting
aroups By prohibiing people torm working tor less th ¢ agreed fipon leael of
compensdation. dnions 0 eftedt chiningte ¢ certain amodnt O competition In this
study an institution was eonstdered as beng unionized it sthad a Q cglvn\cb.nrg.nmng
agreement with ts faculty covening the 19901971 academic year U is g binary
& antable reflecting the presence or absence ot a collectin e bargaining agreement at the

« < woliege Jttahesona valuc ot Tt the comtmumity college has signed a contract for the
vear 1970- 1971, and s 0 othenwise: The basic hy pothesis is thiy compensanion will
~tendy be higher where labor compatition is restricted. ort mply faculty with
~collective bargamning contracts will receve o higher level of tompgnsation. ceterts
paribas. than falulty who do not negotiate Collectitely with College administrators -
and boards

Differences in Faculty Characteristics

Lyen thodgh community colldges canbg looked upon ay, being homogeneous in the
«ense that their dientele are high schuol graduates recaiving pn\l,sucnd.m edycation
in a4 progam designed to encompass two academid years, there are substantial
ditterences betwden community collcges in the cumculum and emphasis of therr
prograniy  Fhese differences-ay b retlectad in the composition ot the faculty

Certain community colleges are primanily designed to provide a sefect number of
speaidlized programs fur students whoontend to teqminate their education with (hur
degreeyat the end ot two years, @thor imstitutions are prificipally concerned with

¢ provading therr studerf with the tisst two years of general higher educatidn, that 1s
expected o culminate eventually withthe student receining a bachelor s-degree from
atour year college or unpversity - Almost all community colleges otter both ty pes of
programis. the datterences bung in the «miphasis accorded one program relative to the
other Where the aceent is on a broad-based background in many dcademic areas. the”
taculty needs are accordingly broader A larger pClunl:q.L of the faculty will
necessanhy have to,be drawn trom 4 veny divense set of disaplines. The faculty
recrutted will be expected to teach a wider vaniety of counses than thoge traditionally
incorporated mto the so called liberal ants cate In other words. the commumity
colleges will not be recruiting trom one labor market of academics or potential
acaderfiies, but trom a group ot scgmemted labor marhets that are distinguishable by
thesr academic disciplmes Each of these labor markets 18 charactepized by having
ditterent dteranatives 10 s customanily the @ise that faculty in the sciences have
better gliernatives ™ Ci\gn the higher resersgtion wage of scientists, it will be
necessany to pay them o wrrupnndma_h hnszhgr level of compensation to attract and
retain them 1t s vur contention that the greater the proportion of faculty swho are in
the sciences the higher will be the average mmpénxa(inn of the gnure faculty
. Guven that there may e ditterences in faculty compensation because of the freed to
hare trom segmented academic Lzhnr marhets, one will alsé find wathin these markets
people possessing defferent {mlx ot \kall This will be du; o ulh;r differences in
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innate abylity or to vanations 1n’the c.mbodnmem of huma Lapl(dl or-both. lf itys
assumed hat the degree held s a measure of shill within aZhsuplme and if great
skills do in part réflect o greater will tend to get pard more This 1s in fact one of th
principles that 1s embedied in ¢ny salary schedule based on educational attainment

'and expenience  Oné measure of the quality of ‘the faculty at an institution 1s the

“percent of faculty possesamﬁunl) the bachelor’s degree % B.A. Since. most faculty at

. fommumty dllcges possess a master’s degree. by recruitsng and maintaining a

relatively large percentage of the faculty members with only a bachelor' sdegree the

. nstitution may not be fustenng a relatively low quality edugation. Or, by offenng a

low level of compensation. the if8ttution may not be ‘able tu recruit people’ with
advanc®d degrees and must be sausfied with. a substandard faculty. An inverse

relanonshlp ] thnsr.xpe..ted between «B A. and the a»erage level of compensation,

at an iistitution. ~ .
There are other dlffcrcm.e:\lrblhc characteristics of faculty members that could

possibly lead w differences in ..umpc?m.%n Such factors as the expene:t.c sex and
race charactenstics of the faculty might be gble to cxplam some of thé Lanation mn

compensation between mstitutions, however, { data necessary to test the effects of

these variables % as nutavailable fur their incorporation into the empincal model. The
exclusiop of these vanables could mm)du<c a bias into the esfimated parameters.
Thus, for example. if any of these factors 15 posttively assouated with uniopization

and with the measure of ompensation, then thc umonnparameter would tend to

ovenstate the true l’lelmnshtp between uniwnization and compensation (assummg.thal
uniomzanion has a posnm effect Qn compensation). P

Djfferenceg in Demand ' . .

z

The model Lan be expanded lﬂ)ond the supply considerations already discussed by
considenng differences in the studefit”ard Lommunity abihty to pay for the “"pro-
ddct " We can bnefly define the *"product’” as the purchase of a community college
education. Thcdcma’nd for community wollege faculty 1s denved from the denfand for
the community college education. Clearly, the greater demand for a community

~college education thclgreater tbf demard for faculty fo teach in acommunity college.
There are three basic cdanponents tb the demand for the community ‘.ollcgc'

. educatjon the demand of the state. the demand of the local community, am\j ﬂ‘ac. .

demands of the stadents. It is generally the state gmcmmcm that gv i1l set the tone of ~

the sources of support to ..ommunn) dlleges. State support of community Lollcges
varies widely In some states the state govemment provides virtually 100 ﬁcrcem of
the community college r€venues. In other states, the pnmary source of fevenue is the
local community While in othery. the burden ts shared 10 v anous propom‘o\ns by the
States. the local comminity and the students. Addittenally, at would not be yncom.
mon to find some community colleges within a staté totally supported b)3 state

" fevenues while other schools within the statg receive little state support. Becduse of

the many possible variations in funding there 1s only one reasonable measure of
commumty college demand - total expenditures pet student (E/S). Expenditurgs per
sjudent reflect the total demands of all three groups and 1s standardized so as to
accoumt for differences dn the sizes of the colleges. This variable is’expected to be

positively related to faculty compcnsanon (1.e., better quality faculty anchnred where .

demand is greatcr)
Thc expenditures per student vanable coyers only. one aspect of the demand side. It

ERIC
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l "~ canbe vidwedlas defermining the budget LO“SU‘EII’“ College administrators must then
allucate this bidget to achieve dessred output goals Under a fixed budgeg college
adminstrators tan chouse to hire a relatively small number of high quality instructors
i " orarglauvely larger number of lower quahity instructors. There is Jo theoretical basis
for postulaing Which altemative 1s preferable. However, there'is some indication
from the empincyl litérature that the extent of local involvement may have a bearing
. onthe budget allpcation decision.” The level of community involvement will be
measured by the percent of college revenues that come from local sources (%LA)
The empincal studles suggest that there may be a positive relationship between % LA
and total Lompensa 1on but since there is no theoretical basis for the direction of this
. association. all that il be postulated here 15 that faced with the same level of Jocal
participation wolleg administrators will tend to operafe in a similar manner when

A making the allocation decisio, )

‘ To summanze th§ above discussion, we have argued that compensation is a
function of six suppl} variables— the log of full-time equivalent enrollment (logs);
xhe student- fa..uhy ra’tno (S/F). the average starting public schopl salary of a t¢acher
"witha master’s degret (OPP), the existence of a eollective bargammg agreement @
the percent of fa..uhi in the sciences (% S¢i) and the percent of faculty posscssmg a

+  bachelor's degree (ZBA$. In addition,, total expenditures per student (E/8) and?
pcn.em local aid (% L.A) represent the degn‘nd variables in the model.,

»

The mddel can be cxpressed in the foliowmg fon'n

A

(1) Ct = bs + b, (log S) + b2 (S/F) + b, (OPP) + b4 \’U) + b, ,(%éci) +
" by (%BA) + b, (E/S) + bs (ZLA) + ¢; .

'

C, 15 the compensation variable (C, = salary; C; = fringe benefits;
. LGy = tptal ..ompensat{on) et is the error term, and the other variables are as
. defined above : v . .

Compensatlon Model—Reg;fssxon Results o ¥

.o Results from the ctuss-sectional anal)sns of the corapensation model, using 1970 -
‘ 1971 data for 263 cummunity colleges, throughout the United States are displayed in

" Table- I. The mudel explaips nearly 67 percent of the variatien in total compensation,
66 percerit of the ganation 1n salanes and 30.9 percent of the variation in fringe
benefits. j o .

Only one mdpendent vanable, log S, was significantly related to all three
dependent vanables. This vanable as expected was positively associated with each of
the dependent vanables. This set of coefficients indicates that as enrollmcnt in-
ureases, ceterts paribus, u.ompcnsanon salary and fnngc bcncf'ns increase but at a

. dimimshing rate. R -

As was indicated above it was cxpcucd that totaf compensation ‘would be h)ghcr
the higher the inuidence of faculty in the sciences. The regression results bear this
assumptionuut. Buth salar) and total compensation were positively and significantly _

octated with u.hanges in %Sc1. The level of fringe benefits was hot significantly

éned 1© changes m this indépendent variable. Thus, changes in the distribution of

R faxulty who are 1n the suiences affect total compensation mainly by changing average
salaries (prcsumabl _the salaries of those in the sciences). i

The fact that this vagable did not have a significant lmpacton fringe benefits, is in
retrospeet, not’ surprisi An msmuuon that wishes tQ anracv\ more stientists by

..
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pendent Variable
dependent Van’}ble

BA

% SCt

Constant -
2 > !
R . ;
Standard error of
e
|he c«umalc ‘

oo Sl;mﬁ‘anl at p< 01
b Sngmfuanl atp< 05
* Sigmificant at p< 10

«

Salary
~373s
(52181 .

14 46°
(7 9789)

.l 38."
(0 12169)

039300
(94 290)

69 56000
(17 09H7

6277
129)
I

0 435720

(9 19439)

I3 4o

(4 1485)

.
~4736 3

65 92

12269 .

Note. Standard Errors :Qc m Parenthesis

TABLE 1
Regression Coefficicnts for the Deferminants of Faculty Compensation ( l97ﬂ )97] )

Fringe i Total
Benefits Compe
2224 -1 1382
(2 2556) ' (5 7749)
§287 ; 20 g43ee
(24389~ (8 8302)
00211 1.3geee
0 oq’wx; 10 13468)
) -, ‘85"' ,502-72---
(%0 757) (104 35)
45 694 67 65°°°
(1 3878 (18.915
693 5%ve 10743000
,(1‘04 ) (268 14)
osgiT2 ¢ 0 5367¢°
10 0844242) Y 1021568
12
2126 » 12 Q8*°*
(17932 (4 5911
-93395 -5709 7
3090 e 6665 A
$30 32 - 13878
. R ‘
) 4 1
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paying !ngffcr salanes can Limut the grolp that recesves the higher compensation. If

fringe

, “and woul
The op|

, total .eom

\ iNcrease i
\ Thus relatio

compcnsatio

The studen\ faculty ratio was sngmﬁuaml) and positively assocjated with vana-

snefits were rased. so as to increase the attractiveness of the mstitution to a
_prospedtive Jr current faculty member, they \muld havgtobe ncreased for allfaculty o
therefére be far more costly than raising wages for a select few
unity cost vanable was also positively associated with both sal
sation. With all other factors held constant, a ofie hundrt dpllar.
P \sould cause an incfease in salary and total compensatiop 0 5138.
ip suggests that when competitiv ¢ salaries nse. wllege adminy
| adjust, the « mpcnsanon of thcnr faculty by increasing the salary compo

~and

trators
et of

v

tions in salany\ and total compensation. These results support the hypothgsis that
- svlleges pay fafulty a compensating differential to overtome the unattractivgness of .
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It also turns out that the demand varia
significantly assouiated With salary and total Jompensation: e s noted catlicrin the .
discussion of the model. that the sign of he refationship between ‘LA and the
compensation variables could notbe speaititd u priori. The results ot the regression
- . analysis suggest that the greater the tinancipl imvohvement of the focal communsty in
the operations of the college. the higher widl b the les el of salaries and conseyucently
total conipensation, all other tactors bung cyual The Value ot tninge benetits was nut--—
signtticantly realted’to «<LA / . ’ '
One of the more interesting results ot this set of eyuatiops s the relatiomhip
between the binary unionizition \.m.zl7 ¢ and theumpensation vanables. Unioniza-
tion and salary were not wvnmuml related. but umonization and frmgg benetits
were direethy and sigmiticantly assoctated The uniogization eftect on tnnge benefits
3 W : 1t tutal compenbation was, also found to be significantly and -
/ positively assuciated\with unionizatie These results suggest that in community
3 "eolleges une ot the Major eftects of wyonization has been o signiticant relatise ¢ l
O /mgu.m. n the level oftringe benetits. Per of faculty witha B. Advas designed to
- reflecthe vaniance in 'the shill mix of facufty from one institution to another. The lack
- of 4 signiticant. rclationship between' this variable®and any of the comppsation
. measures indicates cither that difterences in shills are a ummpon\am detofmelyant of )
. )mp‘.n\‘mun Or- th.zt this vanable s not trul) meastring the fnter ollege skill T

/
Inght of our results it s ot interest to put the chabgey inherent.f the regression
o analybisinta perspectise: Table-2 Shows the mean lesels of salary . fringe benefits and 1
total compensation g parately for the colleges in the sampje that were ynionized and
thuse that wete notunionikcd The table indicates thatsalpiries in uniorized colleges
were 14.6 pereent higher than those in the nonunton lns‘ll tions. However. much of
this differential can be explained by factons other th.ulsynu nization. As was indieated
. in the regression analysis difterences in the work environment, pnncjpally reflected
.t through the alternatise wage, earollment and the student faculty ratio explam o large
part of the ditference between sdlanes in the two gronips. ln addindn, difference’ ih .
the' chafacteristics ot the faculty and dlfkrgnus in demand were alyo ableto account )
e for some of the dlffLerhﬂ . . - )

Employ.rcontributions to s anious fringe bcncfna\;}:rc substantially different at the
two types of colleges As can be obsenved Tromfitie table. fringe benefits in the
unionized wllq.o L’\L\.Ld\.d those in the ndnuthomzed institutions by over 96
pergent. The only variable, other than union Zation. thdt yenificantly,affected the
level of fringe bepefits was the log of ¢rro ment. This +aRable probably acts 45 a
proxy for “the price of frnge b;ncfn\ "The larger the size Bf the group receiving
. benetits. the lower are the admfinistrative coMs «nd the fower is\the rish in prov iding a
given tnnge bu:}vlt is possible tahing secodfit of the influee of enrollment and
. ather tactors o o¢limate the union, nonunion differenual infnnge benefits. This van
. be done mimpls by dmdml. the union regression coefficient by the average | ‘level of

' frnges in thg aonunion”colleges. Using this method we would then cstmate that
» umomzation has raised- finge benefits pearly 80 pereent over those prevailing in &
nonumion colfeges. )

A similar approach can be taken \uth ttal compensatin. Table 2 indicates that
without tahingaccoufit of dny factors oth& than uniomzation. the difference irtotal |
R compensation between the union and nonunmion colleges 15 over, 20 pereent. After |
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hremntng .
LY TABLE 2

~

. Differences In Salary, Fringe Benefits, And Total Compensation Between
Communny Colleges With and Without Collective Bargaining Conlracg

1970-1971 Academlc Year . . ..
<, . Colleges Without Percentage
Compensanion . Coll}ge\s With Coniracts ~ Conlracis . Differences
Measure (N = 38) (N = 225) L )=-3)/3
Siandard Standard
5 Mean Deviation, Mean Devianon
. ) ~3) &)
Salar?' 4 11993 6 12g6.3 10463 §* 2098.5 14.6%
Fnnge / ' '
Bencefits - ) 1665 7 9343 849 2 469.6 96.1%
Toial /| .
Com/bcnsalion 136596 18'40 3 313 22157 20.8%

SOURCE. Bascd un a \.mpk.: of mslitutions frum the Higher Education General Information Survey.
UsS Oﬂjlcc of Educanon, 1970

these other f.n.mrs arc tahep into account the dlffcren..e ts under 10 pcrcem and
1ously a large part of this differential can be explained by differences in fringe
b nefits. — Wt . .

.
é

Faculty Teachmg Load Model

Pecuniary matters a by no means the sole concern of negotiators in higher
education. \lumerous acets of the work ¢nvironment have become the, subject of
negotiatidns. One ot the more, frequently discussed arcas of concern is faculty
teaching load. Cgllege admimistrators would generally oppose proposals by the
faculty that would serve tu lower the number of classes taught and/or the number of
studemts placed in a class. Each of these 1ssues has been the focus of negotiations. and
an arca of conflict between labor and .management.

The te;g\.hmz, load model combines wstitutional considerafions with assumptions
__tegardmg the behaviur of college administrators. The model argues that teachmg
Joad. measured by the ratio of full- time, equivalent students to full time equivalent
fa..ulty (S/F), 15 a function of the percem of faculty with a B.A. dcgree (‘Z:BA), the
number of full-time equivalent students (S) and its square (S?), the w.hangc in the size
of the student body over the previpus academic year (A S), percem of revenue. from
local seurces (%LA). expenditures per student (E/S) unionization and the level of
compensation (C3). The model would thus take the following fort: ’

SIF ={bn + bi (%BA) + b2 (S) + ba (Sz) + b4 (S) + bs (LAY + bs (E/S) +
b7 (Cs 4- ¢ NS |

Where the §1's arc the tstimated paramctcrs and e is the error term and the variables
are as defirled above. -, .

The student-faculty ratio was expected to be inversely related to %ATCGB A
dcgncc holders are generally considered to have substandard credentials, ghcy are
usball) hired atiower salancs than their wllcgucs with more advanced dcgrécs. The




i cl ’

greater the willingness uf an ifistitution to aceept faguh) with substandard credentials,
the larger will be the size of the faculty that it can afford to hurefor a given budgetary
. outlay. .

. A positive association was expected between the student-faculty ratio and lhe -
percent of an institution’s resvenuc that.was provided for by local goummcmal
sources. Since WLA was positively associated with faculty compensation in the )
earhier model, it was assumed ghat where CLA was high. college administrators, | -
would prefer to hire a relatively stafl but higher paid faculty . Thus the higher LA
the greater the likelshoud that yollege adminisiratons ‘will chuose to have larger classes

v and/or have faculty teach a Frcatcr narpber f classes. A positive association was,

. + therefore, amicipa;cd betwgen S/F and %LA. . .

Since physical facilities and faculty contradts are usually fixed in the short Fun (ata -
R minmmum an academic yedr) marginal a,djusupcn\s of faculty to changes in'st
populatiun bcmes deu busomc and expensive undcnakms 1t seems reggbnable

N

classes fagult) membery teach rather{ an b) adjusting the sizc of the fa ult) tom
, increases i the size of the student body. By the same token, it will als / be assu ‘1
that for short run decreases 1n cnfoll ent the reaction will be to redm.e dass m
and,'vr the number of classes taught per&'auuh) member. The uhangc,m enrollment, as .
. dsed 1n the analysis, was calculated\by taking the change in full-time cqunalen
®  students between 1969 and 1970 and dividing 1t by enrollment in 1969. This variable
{AS) was hypothesized to be positively related to the student-facuky ratio.
It s alsoaassumed that college administrators and college boards will build a
(. "?)mzal plant that is designed to accummodate a given level of students. The larger -
e expected level of students the more appropnate it beuomes to plan largcr Jdass- .
rooms that eanily facilitate the use of the mass lecture technigue4This is especially
useful wheredhe mraonity of the students are expected to take a.sct of basic courses.
Where this is the,casg_mass lecture halls become not only feasible put also practical.
Bigger classrooms ,n*f:cml fo encourage large student faculty.ratios as faculty are
_asked:to teach more students per class. Large enrollments also make it feasible to
P offcr specialized cqurses that gould not be accommodated mthop sume minimum )
e;* expected enrollment. The offering of specialized cyurses wouldvhpve the effect of & .
lowening the student faculty raflo. In order to capture this possible ndn linear effect of
enrollment on the student- faculty rato, full ime cqui\a@t enro lnlcntSs) and its
" square, (S’) were used in the model. ~ :
Insututional expenditures per student (E/S) was anticipated to be inversely corre-
lated Wmumq:studem faculty ratio. Since smaller classes are usually preferred to
' larger on; ven"by administrators), the college was expected to translaté hlghcr
¢ expenditu ipcr student into smaller classes.
\ . On an a grior: basis the expectations with respect fo the impact of collective
ncgonauons!ls unclear. Fauuh) assocsations normally include as part of thetr de *
mands a rcdu;;lon an the number of teaching hours and/or a smallcr number of
students. Qn the other hgnd, wollege admimistrators who are faced with compcnsatlon
demands anq relatively fixed budgcts may be willing to trade off pay increases for
largcr lcaghm&loads Or they may possibly be willing to reduce tcauhmg loads if
compensation demafids are reduced. The sign of the relationship thus is a function of
what and how much faculty and ddministrators are willing to trade and carmot be
determined a priori. . ‘ T

Q T v 83 . . ,
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. The student-faculty rativ.was expected to vary positi¥ely with the level of total .
compensation (Co) For ¢ given budgetary expenditure per sMdgnt and fof a given
number ot students, the ugher the lesel of compensation the smaller will be the size
of the faculty thatcould be hired” Conscyuently . the higherthe les elof compensition
the higher will be the number of students pts fuculty member s

.

-

Teachmg Load Model: Regressnon Results -

» [y

Table- 3 displays the regression results obtained from Lqu.mon 2. The mdcp;ndcm
variables were able to explain nearly $3 pereentof the vanation in the student-faculty
ratio, ) v : L

. The number of full-time equiv alent students was Posm\ cly related to S/F while as .
antivipated Lnroll‘mgm syuared was negatively related 4o SF. This undicates thal class

xf size tends to increase wath the number of students buL,aiter 2’ point increase$ in
students ‘result in smaller Cdasses as ln:;l} specialized wourse ofterings are made

avaifable, . - ,
MY [
L
.
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JThe change in the number of students was also p;mln cly associated with changes—

in the Student faculty ratio This result suggests that .zdn%mtstrqmr\ feactiv INCTeases

i enrollmentby simply raising the number of studants ina class and Jr u{ru‘mnb the

number of lasses taught by the taculty It also sdu_uls howeser.fthat of there arg

short-run declines i enrollment there is no commesponding reduc tiat in the size ot the

faculty. : * ,‘, .

L e * The vanable LA as expected was posnm.[\ related 1 changes in the student-

faculty ratio. A one percent increase-n the share ol € enues that come trom local

_sources would increase the student-taculty ratyZby 0 04, all other tacfons held

o constant. 4 * - -

Increases 1n the level ot eXpenditlrds

ot student, ceterts partbus, result in,a
. dt.d‘(.a\t. i the studgnt faculty ratio Fof cach S10 00 increase in expenditures Rer
¢ student the \tudnn\aculn ratio hl.s(nmah.d to dechine by '0 03

l-’oldmé all other fmmrs w)nsum increases in total mmpgns.mon

&k‘{d toa

- >

- of fac dlt_\ per student, This resultis mtall) «onsistent with basic demand theo
this Lase compensation represents the price of the good and the number of faculty

. . studeatean be viewed as the qudptity. measure Increases inpnce G ¢.. compensatipn)
result 1n a decrease 1n guanuty demanded (1.c.. faculty per, student). ..
Finaly . the cxistenee ot g collectine baraamma agreement was assoctated with

R reductions in tc.uhma. loads When dll \’ithgr fac mr\hrc held constant the existence of
¢ collectne bargaiminiy agreemen® was associated with a 3.93 reduction 1 the

studenit faculty ratio: Thus itappears thut collective bargaming has had some impact,

. notonly the compensation of taculty. but also their working conditions as réflected in
the student-faculty ratio The results suggest that additonal compensation gains
aught havc been possible it unions were willing to trade off some of the lmpﬁn e-

ments made 10 faculty teaching loads
- * . Y . 9— M
- Concludmg Remarks . )

Fhis paper has .mcmpkd todetail the charactenistics \P community colleges and the

. impact of bargaiwung n the commuiiity colleges A ross-sectiohal regression
analysis of the K\p&nsud i this study 15 by no megns defimtise [t does noLscparate }
out cause from effect, nor does itshow Lh.mz_umémmg howeter, mssuggunn of ‘
possible imitial etfeets of umonizatioft 1n this sphere . ;.
J mopization appears to have raised total mmpcnsatmn pn[n.mI\ through its |
mpact on increasing the vdlue o meIo)gr mntnb‘unnns on fnnge benefits The ‘
|

\

|

\

|

|

- frmge benctit .II"LJ"M\ provided g very attractive focal pomnt tor unions because of the
gencrally low ted@ o of such bencfits in the community colleges and the tax ads antages
wmherent in puhh.mng some of thedg items thruua_h group employcr plans rathdr than
indis iduatly with after tax income i -

While unonization did not have 4 significant Lffut on salaries, 1t dnd appear (o

reduce s.l_mhdnﬂ) the relative teaching load These rgults suggest the posibility

g that in the~itial years of bargaining the fawulty haﬁ been willing to trid‘. off
potential salary gains for increased welfare and better workyng umdnmns In the

futurc one mnl.ht oxpent the ty pe of relationships shown here to Lhanl_g as hargammb

‘ ' maturcs and cortan concems become less paramount No attempt has been made here
- \‘l d
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to dmlngunsh Between colleges whuhave negonated one vontfact \ersus those which
have negotiated two ut mure agreements. It may well be thqt there 1s a difference
hetween the type and level uf demands and offers in the first contract as opposed to
subsequent contract bargainjgg.

As the academuc labor market has shifted from a sellers to a buyers market the
u)mmumt) colleges haye begun to attract a larger percentage of their fagulty directly
from graduate schools and from teaching positions at four year golleggs and univer-

sities.-This ynflux of faculty may have resulted in a change of focus of the community

/ college from'the secondary school systems to the colleges and universities Thc

' decline T relative teaching load seems to be an indication of this change in focus toe .

Barjaimng has not been limuted to the matters addressed in this papgr There djre

numem\xs other matters such as tenure’ policies, faculty participation in acadeimic

.. decision-making that have been the subject of bargaining. To the extent that these
* so-caled nonpecuniary mattens are of conuern to faculty, this study has onfy begun 16
. touch upon the.impact of bargaiming on faculty. There 1s clearly a nee(for a detailed
assessment of the mmpact that bargaining has had on these other aspects of working
life in the community colleges. .o ..
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