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ABSTRACT . ) .

. Paculty unions have become a reality on many college
campuses. This paper examines some of the objections of the public
and college administrators tomard faculty unions. Public criticisa
usually centers on the possible increased costs of education
generated by union demands, while the college managesment complains
that union grievance and other procedures are time donsuming; union
demands ignore financial buddets; and union -insistence on seniority
over merit in hiring and promotion discourages managerial decisions
by the administration. Nonumhion members argue that unions are

 unprofessional organizations and could rudn the quality of education.

Union members criticize the slowness of change within the union
structure and the need for uniformity at the expense of the
individual., The nature of the union leadership 'and the political
structure of the union are controversial subjects causing intensive
debate over. the gquestion of whether the faculty uniop is democratic
or oligarchical in nature. Pinally, the varying influence of union
goals and faculty noras on the unions'is discussed. (JHF)
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I. INTRODUCTION _ ¢

Faculty unions in higher education have inckeased dramatically since
the early 1960's, bringing with that move to academic collective bargaining

representatlon a dramatlc increase in cr1t1c1sm—-from both outside and 1nside

the academic world. Proponents of this represer%atxon proclaim that a faculty

union is the first step towards faculty self-government. Those opposed--
the most vehement often being some of t“e faculty union members themselves--

reject that claim, offering specific examples to substantiate their counter-
arguments.

One major point, however, must be faced by the public, by college and

!
university managements, by faculty members agai

t unions and by faculty
members for.unions: Faculty unions are rea] ~On caﬁpuses where they exist,

their legality is ascertained by some variati6n of college bargaining pgree-

ment (hereafter CBA), binding the parties concerned--management. faculty



articles and clauses. And camp‘\es not invélved now may be involved ?ater.

of their institutions 1s grow' g not waning .ol f' . o

o~

‘The purpose of this pap is to exnlore some of the aforementfoned criticism
: hoping to piece together some semblance of what a union is and is not. To
:complete this exploration,/‘ne fol1ow1ng maJor questions will be dealt with:

i. Briefly what might be some of tne object1ons the public might have ~
towards faculty uhions? ' ’

2. Nh?t are the major comp1a1nts of college managements toward faculty
- unions?

3. What are the prxmary arguments- offered by faculty members not, wishing
to belong to faculty unions?

4. What cr1t1cisMs do union members have of their own Yaculty unton\? ’ .

8% Are faculty un1ons democratic or oligarchial in nature? - ,\

6. Which has more of an 1nfluence on faculty unions--union goals or -
faculty norms? hE

gn_. PUBLIC CRITICISH OF FACUWTY UNIONS

Unlike a public elementary or secondary school, a college or university
campus seemingly wou]d not be affected by private citizens, but nothing could
be less true. There is -a connection albeit may ‘be subtle. }n short, the re-

lationship is one based upon public opinion, and if it is negative, the effeét
\
may 1nd1rect1y 1nf1uence leglsIattve appropr1ations for state 1nst1tutions and ! \ .
B

donations for pr1vate colleges and un1vers1t1es

‘Thus, a faculty union may be affected sim11ar1y by adverse public opinion.
To most people, a un1on of aﬁy type is associated with am organized -effort to .

secure better work1ng cond1t1ons and especia]ly salaries for its members And

to the pub11e, an academic union means the same: higher wages for professors.

4
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There are three times when college or university facufty union-can expect

to be criticizediby members of the pub]ic, _
- 1. When any media carries ‘notice of the efforts to—organize. .

2. When a media covers contract renewal negotiations. i

3. When that union--or even a pubiic school union--goas on\strike.
- And this last example should be emphasized Any group of. teachers striking.
and granted there are quite a few at certain times of the yeafF, m?y canSe citi-
zens to believe educators in general are.a greedy bunch. '

Likewise. demands for more money by any unionized or-ununionized group does
. not make private c1tizens happy in these inflationary times. A hi&her education .
union asking for--among other reques ts--increased sa\aries upsets éhe general
‘public. Nhen state colleges and universities request more money tptfover salary )
demands and other expenSes~private citizens feel their taxes will ‘go up:. When
similar conditions. are presented by private schoels via the media, privote o
citizens should not be as concerned, but in the back of their minds they may
be thinking of the rising cost of a coilege education for children or grandchildren

‘One could expect people with children or grandchildren in college or about
to go'to college\to oppose the efforts of faculty unions; but not if}the parents .
or grandparents beiong‘tolunions themselves.; However, because people belong}to
“industrial unions does.not mean they wiil be automaticall, supportive of higher
education.unions. There. are several reasons. First, they‘hage trouhle identifying
with academic union members. The Jjobs are too dissimilar, not to mention the
hours--40 hours per week v. 17-20 at school for. classes and ofiice hoyrs plus .
an indefinite number at home and/or in the library. The public usually omits
the at-home-preparation hours. Second, if they hated their Btthrade math :

-

teacher or any teacher, that hatred may stil! discolor their feelings. Too




e

many Americans value the process of"* education for their children but not the '

people who teach their children.

"m. THE HAJOR COMPLAINTS OF COLLEGE HANAGEMENTS
AGAINST FACULTY UKIONS .

. fb

To support the general'complaint tnat the presence of faculty unions creates

“problems that managements would otherwise no have, college and university ad-

ministrators might offer at least three naJor complaints against academic unions.

1. Prov1ding faculty members with an explic1t grievance process as well
~ ., as other procedure$ which'must be compiled with by administrators,
managements resent wasting valuable time with. chronic complainers
and with procedures -they conSider unnecessary. , p

2. \Horking to secure 1ncreased benefits and better teaching conditions
N ‘for their. members, unions are accused of ignoring financial budgets
3;" Advocating the use of academic seniority over merit as a.basis for
_retrenchment, faculty unions discourage effective managerial decisions
by college and university executives ‘

. Grievances and Other Procedures .

' An academic union guarantees 1ts members--and non-members--certain clearly-
stated- rights -which protect- them against capricious-and arbitrary acts by
management " The right to grieve 1s perhaps the foremost among such rights.
Every facu{ty member has the right te file a grievance '

Naturally, colleges without collec .ive bargaining representation may have .
an informal system, but'a faculty union has a more definite and _more accessable-
’system First, the union will have a grievance chainman a faculty member
who is somewhat knowledgeable ab0ut ,grievances in general And usually.
grievance chairman is more assertive than other faculty members.\ In agdition, ¢
if thb faculty union is part of a state urion or larger nation&l union, the
grietance chairman has access to the collective 1nsight of other grievance

chairmen. By setting up a conference phone call, he can gain information from

A



his counterpart on othr,camnuses;aod Tegal advice from the'state or national
headquarters. (iiost larger faculty unions hire*at'least one lawyer for legal -
’ ~ - .

.advice.) Therefore, an aggressive grievancefchairman can become'a viable =

.'opponent for members of management. .

-
~

. A grtevance is. usually not s:mp]e. True a .CBA is full of coplously de—
-tailed art1c1es _clauses,. and sub-clauses but genera]ly the grievance cannot

‘ he instantly categorized as black or whwte Therefore, management people should

’be'careful not to render an lnstant decision rejecting a grievance. Even when
the facts seem to 1ndicate managemnent’ will-win, some effort should be made to
settje the grievance on the local campus in such a way that it will promote
good will and not create a retaliation movement.

' But'settling'a grievance'peacefully often requires many puone calls and

3

severa?t d1SCussions with the grievant and the union officials. When grievances‘

s

are just and involve consc1ent1ous faculty members, management, people are
g]ad to try-to work'out problems by phone and through meetlngs. However, some
~ grﬁevants may be chronic complainers who try to win their points largely by
"wearing their management opponents;oown. . ' ¢
:bther parts of the CBA may require management EB abide by procedures
guaranteeiné faculty(represeotation. [Management. may tensider these procedures
iengthy‘or‘quecessary. For eéxample, if the CBA'requires that a tenure com-
mittee be elected to review all applicants for tenure and to,recommend some
. or‘all of the reviewed candidates to the college president; this process Hs.long',,
..and detaaTeo; 'An effective college presfdent could delégate that same job to*
one or several management peoole'and get the job done faster. ‘ ‘
'There are‘endless eramples of the atorementioned but union has negotiated

to have such procedures 1ncluded in the CBA to guarantee faculty members a

- fairer treatment. To management people who consider themse]ves fair evaluators,

/. h 6
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be incneased but only at the expense of another Tine item.

. - Vi

the'articles‘ seem to necessi tate an.excessive wa'ste of time, time which could ‘f i

be used to make the 1nst1tut1on run more efficzently or to make it grow.. To .

the faquty members concerned however, the’ articleg 'lnsure them of better '

. . - - .
representation. . {: 3 ' _ o, ‘ -
’ . - . e s %

-

LI N

SO I R o ~ Budgets - |
_Managéments are often frustrated by ‘the way faculty unions seemingly 1gnore
financial budgets. For state schools and for. private institutions budgets .

are facts, and facts must be dealt with ' Certain l1ne items of a budget may o

..

Faculty)members by nature are usually not thaty1mpres§ed with the limitjng
effects of budgetary flgures Instead they Tpok around them at the teaching

'factlltIes that other schools have and at the salary increases that others
. have ga1ned ~'And consern1ng the latter, they too, like the aforementioned private
“cltizens may have been influenced by the med1a reali21ng that other groups--

‘coal miners, steel workers and var1ous other workers--have secured raises.

causing lnflatlon and necessitating that they gain salary 1ncreases to offset

. conditions caused by the 1nflat1onary spiral.

Except for tuition fees, schools are limited by appropriations granted

. by the legislators,:and private schools are similarly limited by donations

from private citizens, foundations, and companies.; Vlhen available funds aren't

_‘forthcom1ng, the respective managements mus t say "no" to faculty demands. Such

negative responses may dften create negat1ve react1ons w1thin the faculty ranks.
Also. union leaders may oppose such statements because such actions make union -

leaders look bad or ineffective, which is worse.

Seniority v. ierit

In recent years, some college graduates have been unable to find jobs

N

/




: as automatically as before This trend*has leveléd or dimdnrshed enrollments

‘at many Amertcan*colleges and universities And while enrollments are falling.-

tuitions‘are,rising. Consequently, some institutions are finding too many "_,

e a

R \ :
professors in certain subjett areas and not enough in other areas. Naturally, :

management people would'like to make cutbacks and to hire in thé needed areas.;
 but faculty unions. and the tenure system prevents that procedure. |

At this pOlnt tenure does not seen. as strong as it once was. Financiall
conditions will surely bring about retrenchment. and faculty unions have in-
cluded retrenchment clauses in their CBA s, thereby weakening tenure more by
making employment security dependent upon*hmrﬂ%nnnrs \

1. A favorable departmental faculty-student ratio.

é. Seniority--assuming the other is unfavorable. - . »

-College managements would prefer to retrench people according_to a'pro;
cedure established by\them and not by a purely-mechanical'process based upon
seniority. College pres:dents and their respective vice-presidents of academic
affairs realize that some faculty members contribute more to a school than
others. Thus, they feel thwarted by the retrenchment procedures based upon

seniority instead of merit.

R IV. NON-U{ION ARGUMENTS AGAINST UNIONS
Simplifying a great deal, faculty members who oppose faculty unions give
twb reasons for their actions:
1. Unions are unprofessional organizations.
22‘ Unions. could ruin the quality of education.
. Faculty meinbers against unions are-quite open about what they think of
unions. Associating  them with blue-collar workers, many refuse to take part

in union activities or to sign a petition to get collective bargaining for

their particular campuses.




A great port1on of ant1 facu]ty un1an.professors base the1r argig nts on
- the debatab]e 1ssue that unions would lower educatton standards ‘and, hence,
the quality of teaching. Citing numerous. firstha r secondhand experiences
relating to industrial unions protect1ng non- producttthy and waste wh1le at
the same time always ask1ng for more money , these educators fee{ they cannot )
;'in true profess1ona1 consciousness 301n or sanction an organ1zation which might
-sacrifice advanc1ng a profe551ona1 cause telgaan a salary increase or some-

thlng simitar, - . Lo

-

These two argunents are worth respect and cons1eration. The,second one -
~would be much stronger if on campuses having unions, the non-union facuity N
woeld.getuse the wage increases gained through union negotietions. Also, if
non;uhion members woeld quete a.sum comparable to their dues to a fund to'
help their school, their second argument would be stronger.

Other professors may not belong to unions .for other reasons, Some fecﬁlty +
members feel unions have ignored their concerns. Initial ne;otiations failed
to secure protection’ for their vested rights. And other people have belonged )
to unions but have droppeq their union memberships because their grievahces

did not turn out right. They blame the grievance chairman, the union leaders,

the contract or the'union as a whole or all of those named. °

V.  WHY UNION HEHBERS CRITICIZE THEIR OWN Uh}GQS
Members cr1t1c121ng their own organization is healthy for\several reasons.
First, it is a way for members to participate. Second, it can be the first '
) step in actiens to change and to imprdre'an organization,‘ultimatelyvmaking it
more vaiuable to members'aqsfthereby berpetuating the benefits of belongihg.
However,.offering criticism should imply a responsibility to participate.

Faculty union members tend to criticize a lot, but too often they are not

' 9'
.
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apt to follow up their suggestions for inprovements "That is ‘to say many

-

offer ideas for handling or e11m1nat1ng a prob]em, but they are not’ ready

to offer a step-hy-quep exp]anatwon of how to 1mp1ement the procedure, and

\

if they offer the procedural explanatlon they often are not ready to help .
execute its implementation. . | >
Ot . h .

Theéexp]anation for such behavior is uqderstandable A faculty union .

- is a bureaucrat1c stricture, and a college or un1versity ‘campus 1s a quite'

different structure. For many it is a sancfuary, grov1d1ng nOt only,the freedom

to express ideas but unfortunatelv, the absence of an atmosphere to test the.r
worth and durability. Consequently, such a sanctuary nurtures d1fferent ex-~ﬂ
pectations and behav%or.'"That becomes even clearer with'more analysfs.

A bureaucratic str&ctore has organizational-goals, and ‘college professors
quickly noéice practjce; Tich conrlict with their owWn ideas. 'Certainly..an
individual is capable of changing the direct%on of his organiztion, but his .
idea for change must benefit the organization. .And in case aof a facuity union,
the benefit must not just involve one professor or a department but aalarge‘
portion of the general membership. Further ‘the change must not be 1ntroduced
at the expense of another'pnpfes;or, department, or union chapter. - f‘

Ronald Corwin's table "Points.of Conflict Between Bureaucratic and Pro-
fessional Values" illustrates hhe bas{s for dissension within faculty. Modi-
fyfng Corwin's presentation but'staying with the tone of his research, one
readily sees that a taculty member may feel that his/her problem is unique
but nevertheTess shou]o be solved by the union. On the other hand the table

shows that bureaucrat1c structures "stress un«form.ty "1

Looking at the table more, the second point worth noting_is that

» . 1
C <

) b
IThomas J. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Culver, The New School Executive: !5
Theory of Administration. (iew York: Harper and Row, 1973), p. 26. °

10 ' -
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academicaans who thwnk of themselves only as- profess1ona1s woqu support merit
differentlals fn status and rank.2 In other words these people weuld feel *
that those who excel ih an érea_should be paid more. That idea could be hequul
'to‘hiuher educationj The problem is, however, that a.great number of pfofeSsors
thwnk of themselves as fall1ng in the top ten percent of outstandlng teachers
at their respect1ve schoo]s Ar1tbmet1cq11y«thls is an 1mpossibi!ity. hut
'Jlogical analysis is net applied to such self-conceptionsé and hence, the eon-
flict between professiona! values and the organizational goals of the facu]ty
union g;esgon. e )
"Thus many criticisms. of feculty unions reflect am‘inabitity or unwtllihgness
to integrate themselves or té-bé integrated }nto the union by effectjve union |

: leadéLship--or both.

~ VI. ARE FACULTY UNIONS DE&OCRATIC OR OLIGARCHICAL?
The nature of faculty union leadership and the political structure of
\faculty unions are controvers1al subjects’ causing 1ntensive debates. Pro-
'éessors who advocate faculty unions: assert that such qn‘organiztion.is-a éemo- Py
craticlcoélition, uniting academic depar-tments into an effective means of
self-government. Fhe formaiity of the union as noted in?the<CBA guaramtees
faculty members specific rights and procedures which must be‘honored ey .

management. Having an organization whicm legally represents the faculty can.
voice ‘to the'management whateuer'jdeas the majority of‘the‘professors agree
upon in genefal union meetings. Every faculty member can vofee hii'opinion
on every subject or problem. | L

This -concept of democracy.is refuteu by disgruntled union members. Theyt -

vociferously claim it simply isn't true; instead of the organization being run

-

——
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by all of-the'faculty, they emphatibal]y’staté tﬁat it is run by -a'select few--o  °
» : ‘ p . 4 . . -- N . . |
the clique. The following”excerpt which looks closely at the memgership of
uﬁions exp]ainsvwhx faculty members themselves are often to blame for this T

oligarchical condition. - . R R o - ‘ N
The most. active union menhers=-the elected‘pffiggrs--are employees
who have more energy.and ambition than they can expend on‘,their.jobs.
Essentially discontented and anxious to get ahead, they often turn to- g
the union when their drives are frustrated elsewhere. liany of these
persons -may also be excellent-workers, and management frequently finds

that leadership in the union may prdvide a clue to. supervisory ability.

\ The-active group, ‘together with. members who do not hold office but -

- who attend upion meetings and participate in the local's political, life,
is likely to include no more than 5 per cent of the membership, ‘and fre-
quently a good bit less. liost of the members prefer to "let George do S B
it" when it comes to taking an active role. They pay. their dues as they
would pay premiums on an insurance policy, and they have little to do with
t?e-or?anization except when a grievance arises or when a strtke takes
place. . : :

‘Such a lack of hembership activ{;y is far from pure demdcfacy. causing
a %aculty union to shift to an oligarchical §truq;ure in order to accompli§h
its goals. However, like any organ%zétion, a faculty union is é system which—
has the capacity to change. And'aﬁ.dbaqemic union which is oligarchical gen-
erally may shift towards democracy when‘a common crisis thféatens the entire
faculty. The transition will involve a lot of mispent. energy, and the demo-
crétic ac;ivit1e§’ﬁay be awkward and may even tead to hasty and 111-founded .

solutions for problems. ' - . -

-~

Democratic decision-maiing dore in haste or with excessive deliberation

4

and almost total faculty involvement can- be costly. Often good decisions must

be made fast by union leaders. And jn one sense that is not democracy. On

the other hand, the union leaders are ‘elected democratically so it isn't a

L

case of pure oligarchy either.

-

]George Strauss and Leonard R. Sayles, Persornel: ~The Human Problems of
Management, (Englewood Cliffs, Hew Jersey, 1972}, pp. 102-3. .

o . 12 ‘
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vfacultx membershlp. This ‘subject w111 be pursued further it the next Sect]on.

Still few faculty membens understand any diversxon from pure demegracy. ..s"

The followlng,-taken from a letter by faculty un1on nember Jvn 01lson, Indiana '

Univers1ty, 1ndtana, Pa s

of Pennsylvanza S&ate Colleges an¢ Un1vers1ty Facu1t1es .concisely. summarizes

“the .need forganlon leaders to be gnven the author1ty to make dec1signs for
faculty members j T 'EE '

u ’ 'y :
’.;.I thlnk spme d‘%lege people are extrenely naive @mout what it takes '
to make s union successful. A pure democracy is fige if. you have six
5months to copsider every deeiS1on that must be made. This 'is simply
‘not the case in this type of work, I've been on ehough college com- ..
mittees to know that in the end. gme one person has. to do the work or
. nothing ever)gets doneg and sometimes decisions have to be made on tae
noment that may-be r ghx or wrong but they must be made.

Faculty unions can be democrat1c or oligarchical The organizational

' structure depends prlmar1ly on the attﬁtudes and personal commi tments of. the

.

| VII; NHICH HAS ORE OF AN INFLUENCE ON FAQULTY UNIONS--
. UNION GOALS OR FACULTY NORMS?
' Tne answer' tovthat ;:estion woaldabe the ‘same fon.a top-notch, primarily
demoeratic union and'an apathetie unidn--faculty riorms. If a highly demoé;aéfc

union were examined, the interaction necessary for ‘démocratic decision-making
. [ 3

_ would transpire because such benavibr was considered normati?e at that par-

,"to continually share w1th management in the_progressive development of the college.

ticular campus. The hagofity of faculty members'would value unions, regarding

them as an effective too] for academ1c sé]f-government and conseeuenfly would

(3

take part belonging to var1ous commi ttees “and performing certain tasks necessary

or university.

!

2'Epistolary,” APSCUF Hewsletter, July 1976, p. 3.

.
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-.On the’ other hand, if the majority of faculty members are hygenically

geared--lnterested only in more mohey and personal benef1ts for themselve5¢-

i j,,engbsnun;QiJuudgeﬂot have as much meahingful interactions as would be necessary

. ~

8
y - "'& "p,
, 2,
A=
{;‘ g
.
K
L]
"
@

?

“for a democrat1c un1§n59 Energy would be used, but the interaction would be .

A)

negatlve and cancerous, pErpetuatlng gcneral pessimism and institutional gloom.r

"The debates would be heated but the ideas would be after-the fact rather than

,

before-the-fact The healthy productlve interaction necessary to explore solutions ft

. L "2%

Any union leader or management executive must not write off the faculty

_ for 1mpedn1ng problems would be lack1nl

- union as being apathet1c. He or she must prov1de opportunities for the healthy

interaction in order to upgrade faculty norins. Both union leadership and manage-
ment: leadersh1p should real1ze that the key to a heal;hy institutlon is a
healthy, concerned and part1c1pating faculty To .do otherwise is .to accept

a dying or failing 1nst1tutlon X , . ' - . _ R
. 7 5,' - . o
T e VIIT. COHCLUSIOW :

Whether faculty unions are the best tool for effectively insuring the
<

faculty a mutual and part1cipat1ng share oé the decusion-mak1ng process with

,a college or a university managemen; quite frankly 1s.debatable. That academic

unions exist on many campuses is not. Hemﬁers of'management} faculty members--
includino non-union members and disgruntled union members--and the general
public must realize that although faculty unions can generally‘be_improved
they will surely affect the institutional direction of those colleoes and

universities which have collective bargaining representation.

.
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