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Author's Note

historical overview of academic collective bargaining in
American higher education, with special emphasis on public
higher education in Connecticut. It was written in 1975 as
part (Chapter IIL, pp. 12-84) of the writer's Ph.D. disserta-
tion at the University of Connecticut. The dissertation

is entitled "A Development, Comparison, and Contrast of
Selected Faculty-Administration Consensuses Regarding
Collective Bargainiﬁg Contracts in Connecticut's Four Sub-
systems of Publie Higher Education.”

As the review points out, the specific context in which
an individual contract is nefgotiated appears to be the most
important factor in determining the natures of that contract
and its results. Actually, each contract seems to be a mirror
of the problems and atmosphere experienced by the 2 power
blocs (administration and faculty) negotiating it.

A key contextual factor seems to be the degree of
advefsarialism»existent between the 2 power blocs. An
atmosphere of strong mutual trust and respect leads to a

i

general contract allowing for much collegial flexibility;




an atmosphere of weak mutual trust and respect leads to a
detailed contract allowing for little collegial fleéibility.
Enabling legislation for collective bargaining by
faculty in Connecticut institutions of public higher education
became effective on QOctober 1, 1975. Each of the four sub- |
systems of public higher education in the state (the commu-
nity colleges, the technical colleges, the four-year colleges,
and the university) currently is preparing to use the process.
The purpose of the dissertation was two-fold: (lj té develop
as tight a consensus as possible among key administrators
and faculty leaders in each of these four subsystems concerning
the mix of contractual comprehensiveness and detail ‘(contractual
dominance) versus collegial flexibility (collegial dominance)
considered most appropriate for a variety of matters in each
subsytem; and (2) to compare and contrast these four sub-
system consensuses via statistical analysis in order to
determine whether or not significant differences exist among
them.. A detailed summary of the dissertation's findings is

available in the ERIC information system (ED 125 432).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

The literature gcnzerning collective bargaining in bus-
iness and industry is vast, ranging from general histories
and theoretical works to specific analyses of the process as
it pertains to longshoremen, firemen, and other particular
"groups. The literature concerning collective barg;ining in
elementary and secondary education is smaller, but still
th@f@ugh, But the useful literature concerning c@iiéctive,
bargaining by fdculty in hiébe: education in general and
inétituti@ns of public higher education in particular, the
spEGific foecus of this study, is severely limited. Only a
iew worthwhile bcaks and dissertations have. been written on
the subject, and mDst of the countless aTtlle , pamphlets,
speech transcripts, and short papers in the field are too
pnarrow in scope, parochial in application, or technical in
nature to be valuable beyond a’ local frame of reference. As
Philip W. Semas séid.in the October %j 1974 issue of The

Chronicle of Higher Education, "a lot of the material simply

isn't worth reading.''

Such chortcomings are only natural. The phenomenon of

collective bargaining by faculty in public institutions of

Iphilip W. Semas, "Putting ilbulty unions between
covers', The Chronicle Df Highex Education, IX, 3 (October
7, 1974), p. 10.

>3 12 -
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higher-educaticﬂ is relatively new and much like a faust-
breaking news stoTry. Reports are Ekgtehy; contradictory, and
confused, Impassioned rhetoric often substitutes for dis-
passionate analysis; ijnitial empirical efforts support 1ittle -
more than conjecture; and opinion displaces judgment.

Callective Bargaining in Higher Educatlon Eiblicgfaghy

No. 3, by Daniel J. Julius and John C. Allen, is the most up-
to-date reference for this llteraturfi and, taken tage*her with
its companion volumes, No. 1 (1973) and No. 2 (19874), the most

complete. Two other recent tharcugh bibliographies are helpful

also: (1) that included in Faculty Power: Collective Bargain-

ing on Campus, edited by Terrence N. Tice; ? and (2) that in-

cluded in Fa;ultyﬁﬁargalnznﬁ in the Seventies, also edited by
Tice." | B

This review of the 1iterature and historical overview is
divided into the following progression: (1) the history and
growth of GDllEEthE bargalning by faculty in public institu-
tions of higher education; (2) the reasons why faculty are turn-
ing to collective bargaining; (3) the early results of the pro-
cess in institutions of public higher education; (4) the in-
fluence of institutional context in the bargaining experienae;

(5) the problem of adversarialism highlighted by the bargaining

?Danlel J. Julius and John C. Allen Coliective Bargain-
ing in Higher Educallan ElJlIGFTEphV Npi 3 (New. York:
National Center Tor The study of Collective Barﬁilnlng in
Higher Education, Baruch QDALEWEECUﬁX 1975,

3perrence N. Tice (ed, ), Faculty Power: uQllé;tive

Bargaining -on Campus (Pﬁn Arbor: The Tnstitute of Continuing
Legal Lducation, l§72), on. 3%lﬁd49

a7=

"perrence N. Tice (ed.), Faculty Bargaining in the

Seventies (Ann Arbor: The 1n¢tltute & of Continuing ngal
Lducai.lan, 1973), pp. 345-381.
6
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process; and (6) the ways in which collective bargaining
might be adapted to the needs of faculty in publiec insti-

tutions of higher education.

1. History and Growth

Hardly an issue of The Chronicle of Higher Education has

been published recently without a news story or feature attiale

on the subject Dflfagulty collective bargaining in higher educa-
tion. In the éeriad of time spanning September 24, 1573 through
February 18, 1975, a total of 85 articles aﬂdiletters directly

concerning the phenomenon were published. The coverage appears
justified; the June 10, 1974 issue Ieparted that 338 cimmuses
throughout the nation had chosen collective bargaining 1gents
while only 29 specifically had rejected the prgcessi Subse-
quent issues highlighted intensified efforts by varicus natianal‘
faculty organizations to organize the professoriate. The July 8,
issue concentrated on the National Education Association;® ihé
Sepfember 3, 1974 issue featured the Amerlgan Federatl@n of

Teachers; ’ the September 23, 1974 issue provided an overview of

In material prepared for its third amnnual conference on

collective bargaining by faculty in higher education, held on

"Where College Faculties Have Chosen Or Rejected Col-
lective Bargaining Agents'", The Chronicle of Higher 'Education,
VIII, 35 (June 10, 1974), p. 24.

6Philip W. Semas, "Faculty Uﬁicnizatiﬂn", The Chronicle
of Higher Education, VIII, 37 (July 8, 1974), p. 5.
) ’Philip W. Semas, "Union's New Chief Sets Sights on Col-
leges", The Chanl@l; of Higher Education, VIII, 41 (September
3, 19?4), pp. 1, 4. )

Phlllp W. Semas, "Teacher Unions Girding", Th@ Chronicle

of nghggrrdu;;piéﬂj IX, 1 (September 23, 1974), p. 3.

7
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April 28-29, 1975, The National Center for the Study of Col-
jective Bargaining in Higher Education, Baruch C@llegepEUNY,X/
reported:

By the beginning of April 1975, the Na-
tional Center Library was able to identify 261
recognized or certified collective bargaining
agents representing faculty units ... On 380
coliege campuses. By then, 80% of these agents,
209 of 261, had bargained contracts which cover
328 of the campuses. Our calculations show 93,900
faculty, 59,228 (63%) in four-year institutions
and 34,672 (37%) in two-year colleges, now repre-
sented by collective bargaining agents

According to the Digest of Educational Sta-
tistics, 1973, there were 405,000 full-time and
202,000 part-time faculty for a total of 607,000
in the United States

If you use the 607,000 base figure, then
93,000 represents 15.5% of the potential facul-
ty organized. If you adjust the base figure to
compensate for the lack of bargaining coverage
for part-time faculty, ... the percentage reaches
or exceeds 20% depending on how large an adjust--
ment you make. ' :

The National Center calculates that 25% of all public
twéeyea:’ccllage faculty "are already organized and covered
by aﬁ agent,”" followed by 17% of all public féufsyear college
faculty and 7% of all private college faculty.’

Such figures are truly astounding; in 1965 collective
bargaining by faculty in American higher education was vir-

tually unknown. At that time, as E. D. Duryea and Robert S.

5

Fisk observed in their book Fggultg:ﬁniansrang Collective

Bargaining, faculty unionism was '"an anathema to faculty

members oriented to the professional nature of teaching and

%91 Institutions With Current Collective Bargaining
Agents and 209 Contracts™, a handout distributed to parti-
cipants in the Third Annual Conference: Current Isgues in
Faculty Collective Bargaining, sponsored by the National
Center for the Study of Collegtive Bargaining in lligher Ed-
ucation, Baruch College-CUNY, April 28-29, 1975, p. 3.

® | - 8
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research and its ideals of self-imposed professional stand-

10

¥

ards'. David Newton explained this inhospitable climate
succinetly. Working within an 800-year-old tradition
grounded in the medieval university, said Newton, faculty
members saw themselves as a community of scholars, ﬁrgf&s—
sionals in a classic sense, '"and were only vaguely or re-

1 This view

luctantly aware that they were also employees".
was factually tenuous but honest. After alii faculty did
enjoy academic freedom, were virtually selfegavéfning in
acgdémic maﬁters! and '"collectively had the initial respon-
sibility to hire, evaluate, retain, promote and confer tenure
upon their fellow 'prafessianals‘." As ¥ewton noted, "Amer-
jcan academics appeared determined to confirm Veblen's
ohservation that among university pr@fessafé there was a
feeling ... -that their salaries are not of the nature of
wages, and that there would be a species of moral obliquity
implied in overtly dealing with the matter."®

Whaf happened? Several writers have traced the histor-
ical and philosophical foundations of collective pbargaining

by faculty in American higher education. Daniel R. Coleman's

- Mg, D. Duryea, Robert S. Fisk, and Associates, Faculty
Unions and Collective Bargainingj (San Framcisco: Jossey-

Bass, Inc., Publishers, 1973), p. ix.

M pavid Newton, "Faculty Attitudes amd Collective Bar-
gaining in Higher Education", a 1974 stencilled paper in the
files of the National Center for the Study of Collective
Bargaining in Higher Education, Baruch College-CUNY, pp. 1-2.

2 1pid., p. 2.
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University Personnel Assqgiatigﬁ'is a concise, perceptive

presentation.’ Two other helpful treatments are those of

Alan C. Coe™ and Bernard J. Williams.® For a more elaborated
presentation, Robert K. Carr and Daniel K. VanEyck's book

Collective Bargaining Comes to the Campus is a good begin-

ning.

Many writers begin with the remindér that collective
action by faculty originated in guilds in such medieval uni-
versities as those of Paris, Salerno, Bologna, and Oxford.
They, at 1east; established the precedents for the role of
faculty in their institutions. But the more direct begin-~
nings of the current pehnomenon came much later. .

Collective bargaining, per se, gained its initial forth-
right recognition in American law in the 1936‘sé In the

beginning, according to Carr and VanEyck, thié unique system

13 paniel R. Coleman, "The Evolution of Collective Bar-
gaining as it Relates to Higher Education in America', Part
I, The Journal of the College and University Persannel
Association, 23, 2 (March, 1972}, pp. 40-60.

" Alan C. Coe, "A Study of the Procedures Used in Col-
lective Bargaining w;th Faculty Unions in Public Univer-
sities", Part I, The Journal of the College and University
Eg;sggnel Association, 24, 2 (March, 1973), pp. 1-22,

L

15 Beynard Jay Williams, "Faculty Eargalnlng Exclusive
Representation with the Faculty Senate", The Journal of the

College and University Personnel Association, 24, % (Sepfember,
1973), pp. 45-56. ° :

6 Robert K. Carr and Daniel K. VanEyck, Ccllectlve Bar-

gaining Comes to the Campus (Washington, D. C. American
Ccuncll on Edu?atlan‘ 1973) chs. 1, 2.
h A}
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for &anductiﬂg labor - maragement relations "took shape as
a means of enabling the great mass of workers, principally
blue-collar ones, to confront their empléyerg on something
approaching even terms in establishing the conditions of
their employment".! The right to bargain collectively was
granted to labor in the midst of the Great Depression by the
National Industrial Recovery Act in 1933, but no enforcement
mechanisms were created until 1235, when Congress passed the
National Labé? Recovery Act (NLRA) forcing employees to bar-
gain_cmliégtiveiy under appropriate conditions.

The principal enforcement agency of the NLRA is the
National Labor Relations Board (NLR?), which consists of
five members appointed to five-year terms by the President
of the United States. This Board's function has been largely
Judlclai in nature since 1947; aﬁ that time, the Taft-lHartley
Act braught the investigative and praaecutavlal functions
within the purview of a General Counsel, an independent of-
ficer of the federal government appointed by the President
to four-year terms. Both the Qcard and‘the Counsel have been
important factors in the evolution of labor law ever since
its inception; to a large extent, their interpretations of

federal statutes, through court review, have developed into

several additional laws. It was thraﬁgh this interpenetra-

tive process in 1970 that the NLRB brought private colleges
and universities with gross annual operating revenues of at

least $1 m:llion under its jurisdiction.?®

7 1bid., p. 1.

1w . ‘
° 1bid., pp. 1-6.

11
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' All personnel in public higher‘éducation and in the few
private institutions with gross operating revenues of less
than $1 million are beyond the stated jurisdiction of fed-
eral collective bargaining statutes, Both are, thus, con-
trolled by state law. The situation in public higher.educag
tion is of special concern in this study. "Prior to 1965,"
wrote Carr and VanEyck, '"the belief was widely héld'that
bargaining between a sovereign government and its empl@yéés
was improper in principlé -~ a contradiction in terms. Bar-
gaining was also viewed as unnecessary in practice, on the
ground that public employees could trust a responsible
gavernﬁent in a democratic society to treat them justly,
since ... it was not motivated by the businessman's wish to
turn a profit.'" But this argument "was undermined as
evidencé accumulated that, in a pluralistic society, both
elective and appointive officers who make public policy re-
spond in varying, unpredictable, and highly political fashion"
to a wide range of pressures. Thus, a new EDSitiGn is eﬁergé
ing: that government workers, along with thﬁse in the
private segﬁér; "..hould possess a common right and oppor-
tunity to use their collective streﬁgth to improve their
lot."¥ |

President John F. Kennedy paved the way for public
Séctornbafgaining in 1962, when he issued Executive Drdgre
IDQSEJi This order extended limited rights to federal em-

Ployees to join unions and to engage in collective bargaining

¥ Ibid., pp. 22-23. 12’
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with the ggvernment In 1965, 'Michigan and MaSsachuSetts

pccame the first states to enact general statutes autha

ing barp ining by mast or all publlc emplcyees ’ By the end-

cf 1972, 35 more states had iallcwed suit.

- In 197;,‘enab11ng YTegiglation—for- cgllectlverbargalnlng nw;fm;
specifically by faculty in community galleges and/or tech—

nical colleges exists ingZ?»s@gtgs; eﬁéﬁliﬁg légi51aticn

for faculty in four-year cogieges and/or universities exists By

in 20 states. Eleven more states are expected ‘to pass en=

abling legislation pertaining ta pgstseccndary faculty by

the end of 1976, and 4 @thers are’ actlvely discussing it.

Thoma's Emmet, in a recent survey of this legislative

aétivity, ﬁainted out the vaicus implications. "Some
researchers " he wrote, Jhave predicted a leveling off of

the callectlve 1eg@t;at1ans ‘boom in hlghér education. But

in light of the number of pendlng state public emplcyee |
collective bargaining laws, this seems less likely. n2
The past two yéars have been, in fact, a Pérléd Df

slow growth for cgllective bargaining in public higher educa-

. ® Thomas Emmet, "Background Paper for Remarks and Dis-
cussion on Interest Arbitratiorn, “and Dispute Settlement”,
a handout distributed to partlclpants in the Third Annual
Conference: Current Issues in Faculty Collective Bargaining, .
sponsored by the National Center for the ‘Study of Collective
Birgalnlng in Higher Educatlan Baruch College~ ~-CUNY, April
28-29,°1975, p. 9. :

21 phomas Fmmeét, "Postsecondary Public Emplgyment Legis—
lation, a Status Rep@rt'sa 1974" (Washington, D. C.
A;adem;c Collective Bargaining InfarmaLLQn Service, 1974),
ED 092 037, p. 7.

o - ’ 13




_one of.simple saturation in those states permitting the pro-

IR S R
tion, in comparison with its spectacular spread:in the late
1960's and early 1970's, and some researchérs interpreted
this as a 1e§§1ing’afi of the movement. But, more and mcre; e

Studentsrgf the movement are reinter9reting the period as

cess on campus. Once enabling 1e§iéiatiéﬁ'ig Dther‘statés"
opens up new passibilities, the movement will mave'rapidly:
again. Joseph Garbafina;viﬁ a paper piepérgd?fér a ééﬁﬂ«'
ference held in April 1975, vpicedffhe new asséésment in

the following way: ’ ' |

If we lock three to five years ahead, a good
assumption:is that two thirds of the states will
have strang_publig,emplnyee;bargainigg“1awsw~
covering public higher education. ~If we assume
further that 70 percent of the faculty and profes-
sional staff in these states will.be organized,
and that private sector organization continues
to maintain its present relative position, then
there might be as many as 225-275,000 faculty
and staff represented by faculty unions.as against
some 92,000 today. This may seem to be too high
an estimate, but if a federal law covering non-fed-
eral public employees were to be passed in the next
two years as some predict, it could even be a modest
forecast .? S

Federal legislation is, in fact, under current ccnéida
eration by G@ngfess. The most active bill ngEg 9730),
originally intradueed in 1973 by Reﬁresentativé Frank
Thompson (D-N.J.) in-the House of Representatives, basically
would extend NLRA coverage to public empléyeesgvthéreby'
la:gélyfprésmgﬁingstate level legislation. In_é}féature

#Joseph W. Garbarinog, "Collegiality, Consensius, and
Collective Bargaining', a handout distributed to .partici-
pants in the Third Annual Conference: Current Issues in
Faculty Collective Bargainihg, sponsoregd by the National

Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Iligher
Education, Baruch CollegeaGUNYglApril 28-29, 1975, p. 18.

1



Apresent Cangress may autw21gh these DbJthlQﬂS.A
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story on the subject appearing in the January 16, 1975 issue’

of tﬁe WQshinwtan'StarsNewg, Jﬁﬁn Mathews pointed out that

nglslatarg ars ccncerned w;th the p3531b1e 1nflatLanary efs

iecta cf such a bill and 1ts 1mpllcatlans cgncernlng federal

‘ versus state rlghts, but he added the llberallsm Df the

Meanwhile in annectlgut accgrdlng to General Aﬂgembly s
Office Qf’Legislative Regeargh, enactmént,af'enablingv
leglslatlan has been under consideration "in every session

éf the- 1eglslature s;nce 197D.A In 1972 the General Assembly

.did enact such a statute, Public Act number 282 but the. act

[ S

- In every year since 1972 b;lls prév1d;ng enabllng leglsla—'

tion have been 1ntraduced but not passed into law.? In 1975

_some new bills were 1ntraduced amld prédlctlans by state and

national observers that some sort of enabllng léglslatléﬂ “““?4
would be passed saan. The mcst prcmlslng cand;date seemed |
to EerBill #5179, which would have provided for the EEnglf‘
atign'@f‘salari25=and.w9;king ;Qﬁditians, biﬁdihg arbitration

of 1mpassesj and a ﬁaﬁ on strikes The bill had bégn endarseq:

by the Publlc Personnel and Mllitary Affalrs Ccmmittee the

, 23Jahn Mathews MPublic Emplayees Press 94th on Bargain-
ing Rights", Waghlngton Star-News, January 16, 1975, pp. Al,
S!

% pennis Meltzer, Karla Fox, and Lawrence Furbish, Cala
lective Bargaining far State Emplavees Issues and LRW%

(llartford: Oftice of Leglslatlve Research, Connecticut

General Assembly, 1974), p. 68, ‘

L
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’ée§ereer; and the Democratic majority of the:Generel Assembly. -
on June 4, 1975, the General Assembly passed the b111 with some
nmendmente The prov1elen for binding erbltretien was gone,

and each of the four subsystems ef hlgher edueetlen 1n the

"etetefWeevtewbergelnweeparetelyeW;th_Ateﬁewgdbgezgﬁei_tgpeteee

All agreements were to be subject te retifieetien by the
General Assembly before implementetien,d-The bill was signed -
Ey the Governor on Jﬁiy 7, 197érend_beeeme effective on \
October 1, 1975

‘ All 3 major ﬁetlenellysbaeed faculty organizations (The

Amer;een Aseeeleticn of Unlvere;ty ‘professors, The Vatlenal

Education Association, and the Amerlean Federetien ei Teaehere)e_f

long have been ectlve throughout. the etate s eyetem of higher
education (12 eemmunity eellegee, 4 technical eelleeee, 4 feu:—:
_ year ecllegee, end 1 etete unlverelty with 5 brenehee 1nd g
separate Heelth Center. Qperetlng 1erge1y thIQUEh ‘state end
local, eheptere all 3 are represented on virtually every eempue
sharing the evaliable feeulty w1th eueh other efganleitlene as
the Conuecticut State Employees Association and the Congress
of Connecticut Community Colleges. | |

The technical colleges are the enly subsystem in which
one ergenleatien elelme an overwhelming megerlty, here ap-
proximately 85% of the avellable faculty belong to the AFT.
ﬁver since 1970, according to Tice, the AFT hae represented

its membership in this subsystem by making presentations to

""" 1

5 i
This sipgned bill is now Pub11e Act No. 75-566 ("An Act

Concerning Collective Bargaining For State Employees'); it

is included in Appendix 5. E

16
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" the administration and to the board of trustees in aceordance
with established board procedures, "Through this process,

informal agreements have been reached but no contracts."

Such limited influence seems destined to change soon,
however, as collective bargaining by faculty in public higher

education comes to Connecticut.

2. Causal Factors

Much has been written about faculty's new attraction )
to unionism. Three reviews of thé literature make good
starting points for an investigatioﬁ of the subject: those
of Alén c. Coe? , Carol H. Shulman® =and Lynn William

Lindeman.?® Carr and VanEyck provide a most thorough dis-

cussion in their book Collective Bargaining Comes to the

Campus. *

One of the most frequéntly mentioned factors pramating
the grcwiﬁg unionization of the professoriate. is simply the

% qjce (ed.), Faculty Bargaining ..., p. 191.

7 Coe, "A Study of the Procedures ...", Part I, pp. 13, 14.

2 carol H. Shulman, Collective Bargaining on Campus

(Washington, D. C.: American Association for Higher Educa~

“tion, 1972), pp. 3-5.

2 yynpn William Lindeman, "The Five Most Cited Reasons
for Faculty Unionization", Intellect, 102, 2352 (November,
1973), pp. 85-88. o

30 popert K. Carr and Daniel K. VanEyck, Collective
Bargaining Comes ..., ch. 3.

17
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, spread of enabling legislation throughout the states.” But
legislative péfmissian tg_unicnize waulﬁ n@t’éeem té be 2

priﬁary causal factor; if faculty had been waiting ali these-: -
years to unionize, ihey would have pressed long ago for en-

abling iegiéiéfioni

the slipping role of faculty in institutional governance.

puring the 1960's, state gygtems of public highér education
experienced unprecedented grawth; aﬁd‘in,aﬁ_éffort to deal
effectively with the growing uﬁﬁiéldinéss;'édmiﬁié{ratian-: 
pecame more and more cgntfaiiéédir A 1567:re?§;t'ﬁy tﬁe Am-

erican Association for Higher Education, Fagp;f?uggrtigéﬁas X

'tign,ig'Academié'querggnce,-piﬂpginted'fhis development -

as g major impetus for faculty unidniémgil'Cémmeﬁting'an the

M gsee, for example, the following works: Ralph S.
Brown, Jr., '"Collective Bargaining in Higher Education",
Michigan Law Review, 67 (Spring, 1969); William Boyd,
Collective Bargaining in Academe: Causes and Consequences',
Liberal Education, 57 (October, 1971); Matthew W, Finkin,
"Faculty Negotiations", Proceedings, Central Association of -
College and University Business Officers, April, 1970;

Joseph W. Garbarino, 'Creeping Unionism and the Faculty Labor
Market'", draft copy of a paper prepared for a 1972 Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education Report, summarized in Shulman,
Collective Bargaining ..., p. 30; The Institute for College
and University Administrators, ''Chenango State University:

A Case Study" (Washington D. C.: American Council on Educa-
tion, date unknown); Myron Lieberman, "Professors, Unite!",
llarpers, 243 (October, 1971); and William F. McHugh, "Col-
lective Bargaining withProfessionals in Higher Education',
Wisconsin Law Review, 1 (1971). : '

7 32 Arnold Weber (ed.), Fggulty,?arfigipgtigg ig Academic
Governance, a report by the ARHE-NEA Task Force on Faculty

Representation and Academic Negotiations, Campus Governance

“ome of the earliest strong motivations pertained: po- i

Program (Washington, D. C.: American Association for Higher -~

Education, National Education Association, 1967), ED 018 218.




r%pgffj Herbert E. Hazscla;egplaiﬁed the effects of growing

centralization as follows:

The creation of a coordinated statewide,
multi-campus system moves the locus of o
decision making for some issues of critical con-
cern to the faculty to a level beyond the '
reach of local procedures. As the distance
petween the local campus and-the-locus of.. .. e
final decision, widens, the individual facul-
ty member feels himself to be a very small
cog in an ever-growing bureaucratic organi-
zation. The academic develops feelings of
frustration, isolation, and helplessness,
for which he may believe that there is only
one effective solution: _collective action
‘on the industrial model.’ ’ -

Several recent dissertations higilight this development as-a

‘o . N S UL
major causal factor,” as do other writers.

' Heorbert E. Mazzola, "Collective Negotiations and

University Faculties", The Journal of the College and Univer- |

.sity Personnel Association, 53, 4 (August, 1972), p. 38.

¥ See, for example, the following works: }alcolm Cleve-
1and McInnis, Jr., "Demographic and ‘Non-Demographic Variables
Associated with the Florida State University Faculty Members'
Attitudes Toward Collective Bargaining in Higher Education”
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The Florida State University,

-1972); John William Moore, "The Attitudes of Pennsylvania

Community College Faculty Toward Collective Negotiations in
Relation to their Sense of Power and Sense of Mobility" (un-
published Ph.D. dissertation, The Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity, 1970); Audrey H. Muller, "Motives of Faculty.Who Vote -
for a Bargaining Agent in Institutions of Higher Education'™
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Boston College, 1973);
Charles A. Shoup, "A Study of Faculty Collective Bargaining

in Michigan Community Colleges" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-

tion, Michigan State University, 1969); and Gerard Edward
Tupa, "Collective Bargaining and Organizational Change: Case
Studies of Two Private Institutions of Higher Education" (un-=
published Ph.D. dissertation, George Peabody College for
Teachers, 1973). .

73583e, for exahglé, the following works: Jack Barbash,
“"Academicians as Bargainers with the University', Issues in

“Industrial Society, 1, 1970 (Speech delivered in 1968 at the

Widvest Division, Academy of Management); William Boyd, "Col-
lective Bargaining ...'"; Matthew V, Finkin, "Faculty Negotia-

x | 19
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The thréat sensed by iaculty seems real. Archle R.
i 4
Dykes, in & 1968 statement sp@nsared hy the Amerlcan Eauncll o

on Educatlcn, reported a survey in. wh;ch 51 @f thg»faculhlés;-w*,

';1nvclved felt thé;r rcle 1ﬂ declsicn—maklng “as mlnar "ana”ﬁ"”'“f”

7ather éé% felt tnalr rcle tc be 1ess than 1deali In 1969

James H. Huber canducted ancther survey iar the Nat;anal

Center far Educat;anal Research and Develcpment aud r;parted; 

that 44% ‘of the faculty respcndents felt "that there was - nc f:

'iaculty v1ewpélnt "37: Dther erters have reached the sam

canclus;on‘ Wherever the iner cf declsl@n—makln“ 1135 s

tions," ...;. Jaseph W Garbarlﬂc "Creeping Unianlsm ;.;"g"'

John C. Hepler, '"Timetable_ for a Take-over', Jourpal of =~ o
‘Higher Education, 42 (February, 1971); Donald J. “Keck, “TPac=
ulty Governance and the 'New Managerial Class'", NFA Reports,

--5--(November -~ .-December, .1971); John  C. LIVinwstcn i"Collective "
Bargaining and Pr3523513nallsm in Hlﬁhér Education', Educaa“f’f'”'
tional Record, 48 (Winter, 1967); and State of New Yorlk Pub-="
lic Employee Relations Board, Decision amd Order of the

~Pirector-of- ‘Representation..in.the. Matter of State of New

_York . (SUNY) and State University Eederatian of T@achers .es
and Faculty Senate and Civil Serv1ce Empluyees‘ “Agsociation,
Inc. and Council of Affiliated Chapters of the American As-
scclatlan of Unlver51ty Pr@fessara, in SBNY August 12, 1989,

Archie R. Dykes,_Fafultv Part;clpitlcn ‘in . Acadpﬂig

DeFlS;En Making (Washington, D. C.o Amerlgan ﬁ‘hncll @n
Lducatlcn, 1968), p. 11.. ’

: ﬁlJames H. Hubér The Dccupat;enal Rﬂles Qf Callege
Professors- (Washlngtan, D. C.: U. S. Degartment of Health
‘Educatian ~and Welfare, 1959), p. 3. - : -

38

See, for example, the iallow;ng‘wnrks " Peggy H21m,
"Growing Tensions in Academic Administration”, ‘North Central -
Association. Quﬁrterlz_(W1nter 1968); Israel” Kugler, TCol-
Tective Bargaining for Faculties", Liberal Education,: 56

~ (March, 1970); and Ernest Palola, "The Reluctant Planner:
Yaculty in Institutional Plannlng thfhal’ggzﬁighg? Educa-

~ tion, 42 (October, 1971). - T ' '
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,thls iact was._an, _early. majar gaad taward unlcn;gatlcn and

'f'ind 1t geemingly lies in -many quarters at ane in- 5Qme

- 28 -

'btgtes, with the hoard of trustees scmetlmeg various state

1gencles “at cher tlmes, the gcvernar or the 1eg131atule at

"still other times -- 1t ;ncr2331ng1y 11&5 nat w1th faculty,:  1-v

remains so tcday.'m

The hcam;nﬁ 196@‘3 alsa develcped cther faculty in-

'securltles especially at faursyear liberal arts calleges

-"emerglng fram former teachérstralnlng 1nst1tut ons and at

cnmmunlty colleges which, at one tlme, were be;ng cpened   ':'ﬂF
almost at the rate of one per week, Mazzola, still Ccmmeﬁtlﬂgt ;;
on the 1967 AAHE répcrt égplaiﬁed the Préﬁlem-at’thé ' |
Emerglng 1nst;tut1®ns as f@llows o |

New faculty members come w1th strongly held
--notions . of- faculty rights. regarding repre-
sentation and have negative reactions to the
lingering style of rigid. administrative con-

trol, especially where top. administrators
__have a background of secondary education »
. with.an authoritarian: tradition of manage-, -
ment inappropriate to cgllegés and univer-
gities.® :

In addition to feeling threatened by their administratorsiy——
younger faculty also worry about théir'senicr colleagues, who

often dominate the few faculty governance mechanisms allowed

to exist."® And, the senior faculty, in turn, see their

e 3 Herbert E. Mazzola, "Collective Negotiations ...",
p. 38,

" William Boyd, "Collective Bargaiuing ...", pp.
307-08. _
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pewer beee threatened by the younger feeulty whe are often
1mpet1ent W1th the tradltlenelly 1eng routes to pewer M
Furthermere, many of these SEHLDT faculty flnd themeelvea :

unprepered for a newly expanded 1net1tut1enei mleelen whlch

) ¥4
v~an~»m~pute new emphaele on. reeeareh and graduate edueatlen

Such 1neeeur1ty on all sides prev1dee 1ntereeted audleneee

for ‘union ergenleere.

' The e;tuetlen in the eemmunlty eollegee is e;milar in
many reepeete : admlnletraters efien have been Ieerulted

from . eeeendery eeheel eyeteme end bring w1th them methede o

and mannere of edminletzatlen better eulted te that env1ronnw

ment and faeulty membere, eften too from Lhe eame baeks'

ground, euffer from a  variety ei lneeeurltieeQ Everett Carila

Ledd Jr and Seymour Martln Lipset deeerlbed thelr eenteet

in Prefeesere, Un;en;, end Amellean ngher Edueetien Afteew S

noting the lack of faculty autonomy in these institutions,

they go on as follows:

Admlnletratere and truetees exert a large

- measure of control over hiring end flrlng,'end
over the various economic. decisions. Because
there is little or no regearch activity, faeulty
may be judged differentially only in terms of
teaching competence and school service, much as
in a high school. There are few eeternel sources
of reeegn;tlen, such ae eempetlt;ve job offers

¥1 Matthew W. Finkin, '"Collective Bergaiﬁing and Uni-
versity Government", Wisconsin Law Review, 1 (1971), pp.

“2 Lewis B. Hiyhew "Taeulty Deminde and Feeulty Mili-

gﬂnee" The Jeurn11 of ngher Edueatlen 40 (Mly, 1069), pp.
13 47 o

< . o | ‘ I 929




. dlctated by natlﬂnal gudgements abcut ablllty
“ina dlsclpllne, ‘In this context, unléns are
-a way of pressing for hlgher 1naame and other

pbenefits that Elll come for the callect1v1ty
~or not at all.

It seems LD be no accldent that callective bargalnlng by

Iaculty has made its greateet 1nrgads in such 1nst1tutlans

mwuwFaculty¢s sl;pglng rale An. gcvernance and th21r ather i

1nsecurltles generated by that Sllppage and the tenslans:?ﬁfﬂf

greated by ;nstltutlanal growth and change apparéntly have 'fhﬁg

spawned a thlrd problem prompting uﬂlDﬂlEatlDD a ::‘1s:mﬁr

adversarlallsm between faculty and admlnistrat1cn dinln;shlng

Rthe traditlnnal calleglal atmcsphere which ance dam;ndted

their relationship. Thls phenamenanr at cnge pr@mptlng and f,

aggravatedébyléﬁilegtive bafgainiﬂg, is an“impcrtant-aspectril"

'cf thls Study and W117 ‘be treated more fully in sect;@n 5 of

this IEV1EW.' But 1t is a cauc I factgr and thus,kshculd bé

mentloned here.

Several students of callégtlve bargalnlng by faculty

vbave criticized governing boards and 1nst1tut1@ﬂal aam;nlsﬁ

trators fcr what thay see as 1nse351t1ve Iespcnses to faculty

fears and needs. Hyran Lﬂeberman clted unllat31a1 lelEy

formulation, jinterpretation, and'lmplementatian,by gcvernlng f‘

boards without grievance mechanisms as” important goads to =

faculty unionization.™. Bertram H, Davis charged administrators

l'aEveI'ett Carll Ladd Jr. and Seymour Martin Lipset,
Professors, Unions, and Am?rlcan Higher Educnticn (nght5=
town: McGraw-Hill Bcak Company, 1973), p., 30.

=

“ Myron Llebermang_"Prgfesggrs;'Unite!”i‘.2, p. 341.
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_aucive: to_their unionization.' And several dissertations

with stimulating instead of suppressing faculty intefeet'in

unions through inepprepriete reactions,” Lewie Mayhew found

upndue admlnletratlve devotion to enthuwted and ineffective

govgrnenee structures to be frustrating to fe?ulty and con-

have highlighted administrative authoritarianismas an impor%f

tant encouragement for faculty to unionize." .

The criticism has not been confined to. edm;nletretere

John Corson long ago voiced the. thoughts of many current ad-

" ministrators when he suggested that. faculty influence ir

governeﬁee is inappropriate because ﬁheir 1eye1tiee are
toward individual, rather than institutional development.“®
Ruml and Morrison shared this view and urged trueteee to
remove from faculty responsibilities for eurrieulum,deeign
and administration, "

Stephen H. Epler, addressing himself in 1966 to

“ Bertram H. Davis, "Unions and Higher Education: An-
other View'", Educational Record 49 (Spring, 1968), p. 143.

“ELewie B. Mayhew, '"Faculty Demands ...", p; 341.

See, for example, the following works: Terry Alan
Cline, "A Study of the Relationships Between Colorado Com~
munity College TFaculty Members' Attitudes Toward Collective
Negotiations and their Perceptions of the Management Styles
Used at their Colleges" (unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
University of Colorado, 1973); Malcolm Cleveland McInnis,
Jr., "Demographic and Nan Demegraphlc ..."; and Charles A
Shoup, "A Study..of Faculty...."

® John J. Corson, Governance of- Colleges and Unlverela

ties (New York: McGraw-Nill Book Company, L1960).

l'9Eea:c'deley Ruml lnd Donald H. Morrison, Memo to a Col-
lepe Trustee (New York: McGraw-Iill Book Ccmpany, 1959).
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édmlnlstratcrsper381ved sterectypes of faculty and facultyav
pEIQElVEd stereatypes of admlnlstratars in ccmmunlty col-
leges, dESEle%d the view fram bcth SldES in blu: terms.

' In the eyes of faculty, "an~ admlnlstrator Mis- crass,nun=&£_;%ﬁ;m;¥gi

L
‘b_‘..,jg.g

N ;,1maglnatlve unschclarly,_canservatlve c@ﬁventlcnal

authcrltarlan, 1ﬂflex1ble, phlllStlﬂE, and du11=w1tted H  ]5»

'15 a paper-shuifler, he threatens 'academlc fréedcm" he is

o B 1ackey afwaubu$1néssman board,mhe ;s a P, E. maﬂar "$

Administrators, for their part, see faculty:as resentful of

auth@r;ty

They, as plmply—faced boys, hated the;r fathers,

~ but projected this hatred onto less threatenlng

. figures. These’ 1atent paranoids compulsively .- oo
acquire degrees and become faculty members,; heze o '
they percecive admlnlstratcrs as father-surrogates .
and seek revenge.... Thus, faculty are insecure, '
arrogant, petty-minded, defensive, pedautic,
negative, rigid, supercilious, -bitter, driven
compulsive, radical and react;nnary o

Adversarialism, of ccurse, always has beenﬂpresent in
academe, but usually in embrycnlc form hidden by a veneer of
callegiilityi Difie:enaes between fazulty and adm;nlstratlcn
in Dr;entatlcn peréggtlaﬂ and role expectat1ans make com-
plete harmany lme531ble But the egpanSLDns of the.‘SD‘

and the cantractiang Df the '70's hzve rubbed the veneer

thin and encouraged the embryo  to grcw. - Recent headl;nes in

The Chronicle of Higher Education attest to the growing cli-

mate of confrontation: "Southern I1linois FireslI04, Acts

% stephen H. Epler, "FacultyaAdmlni%tratlcn Relationships
—— Why the Conflict?" (Washington, D, C. U. 8. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1965), 'ED 014 951, p. 4.

8 5. 7 s
Ibid., p. 7. 25
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to Bar Appeals"; "Department_ﬁeadsvféel 'Cross-fire' As
Institutions Trim Faculties'; QAAUP Censures 3 Colleges,
Clears 2; Blacklist Ncw Has 40 on-It, the Most in History";

"Many Trustees Seek to Assert More Control"; '"Tenure: 2 in

o

every 5 callegEQ are now rev1ew1ng it'"; "Pcwer' It!s

hlgher eduratlan s 1n51dérs vs. cut51ders, g study ans
In one article, the Chronicle reported that three profes-
Sgpgwatpigdiana State University havé,analyzéd the campus
telephone book for a body count of administrators versus .
faculty to illustrate alleged favoritism toward administra-
tive positions in what one professor called;a_?staffing
formula fetish." ,The;university's,Vicé,Ezésident,fgfwsgsif_
ness_Aifairs dismissged theragtivity as "absolute gargagéi“ﬂ
Rhetorical lines are being drawn, psychological bar-
ricades are being raised. Lynn William Lindeman summed up
the picture thusly:
As mutual trust between faculties and ad-
ministrations declines, as the area of shared
goals narrows, and as economic questions become -
more 1ﬁpartant faculties have become increas-
ingly interested in organizations which repre-
sent their occupational interests. TFaith in
igrnula procedures and rules has replaced faith
in administrators, who formerly claimed to be
calleagues The ideal of reasoned persuasion
is being replaced by the ideal of codified re-~

lationships,; Dbllgatleng and duties which eal—
lective bargm;nlng is thought to bring about.

7 2 W5 Many of Whom', The Chronicle of Higher Education,
X, 3 (March 10, 1975), p. 6.

% Lynn William Lindeman, "The Five Most ...', p. 87.
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Lindeman mentioned '"economic questions' as becoming
"more important." Naturally, faculty have looked to union-
ization for salary increases from the beginning. Several
recent dissertations on the subject noted this expectation,™

as did other writers)®

But the recessionary-inflationary
economic climate in the early 1970's has heightened this
expectation into a major goad toward unionization. |
Faculty salaries rose 75% in the 1960's and then stalléci
just as inflation began to neutralize supposéd gainé! Thus,
economic realities clashed with faculty's rising finan;ial
éxpectatiansi The pinch was felt in many areas other than
just in direct compensation: faculty expansion haiteﬂ=and
reductions began, 1arger teachlng 1aads emerged federal and
f@undaflan suppcrt for ?esearch dried up; and such 1ang —-en-—
joyed amenities as tenure, sabbatical 1eave$, and travel

allowances were threatened™®

See for example, the fallcwlng works: Susan Ann Geb-
hardt, "Thé Setting and Scope of Collective Negotiations in
Higher Education, . 1970" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, The
Tatholic University of America, 1972); Malcolm Cleveland
MeInnis, Jr., "Demographic and Non-Demographic ..."; Audrey
H. Muller, "MQthPS of Faculty ..."; and Charles A, Shoup,

"A Study of Faculty ...."™ -

7 SSee, for example, the following works: William Boyd,
"Collective Bargaining'...+; Matthew W. Finkin, '"Faculty
Negotiations ..."; John C. Hepler, "Timetable for ...";

Myron Lieberman, "Professors, Unlte'". .%; Phyllis Malamud,
"Faculty: Labor or Management?", Change (September, 1971);

- The Michigan State University Faculty Affairs Committee, "An

Impartial Review of Collective. Bargaining by University-
1aéultles", March 2, 1971, HE 002 640 (RIE, March, 1972); and
q;rl'M. Stevens, '"The Professors and CDilective Actian Which
Kind?", a- paper presented at the 25th Anniversary of The Un-
iversity of Minnesota Industrial Relations Center, May 18,

1971, HE 002 604 (RIE, March 1972).

'Sﬁélan C. Coe, "A Study of the Procedures ...'", Part I, p.

14.




All.facu1t§fare affected by such conditions, but the

newest, youngest faculty -- and institutions —-- feel it
most. Far greater in debt and with far fewer capital in-
vcstméntg than most others of his age and gﬂucatian, the
yourng faculty member has become increasingly irritated by
the obvious gap between his economic prospects and those of
men in other professions and of his own senior celleagﬁeégﬁ

As Peggy Heim pointed out in 1968, the institutional
expans;cns gi the 1960's produced an “35915taﬁt pr@fasaar
pulge."” And now, these lower rankéd faculty are the most
frustfated of all as promotions .and even ij ssgurlty be-
come threateged 5 Aggrayatlng their anncyance is th31r |
modernistic disposition ta gquestion tfadltlcnal raada to
gsuccess in:académei Peer evaluations, publish-or-perish
pressurés, and grantsmanship are, for them, sheer marketé e
place processes which are at best irrelevant and at worst | |
destructive énbcampus épeaking of peer evaluation, John
Livinpgston summed up their general attltude toward all of
Jﬁhezg processes as follows: it is "a form of ritual canni-
baiism which no other prafe:sian has inflicted upon itself,
and the means by which a prafe¢519nal face can be put on an

act ity whlch is purely bu31nessllke and bureaucratlc s

The:. e newest members of the academic -community, then, often

* Herbert E. Mazzola, "Collective Negotiations ..M, p. 39,

8 peggy Heim, "Growing Tensions .:..", p. 248,

_ $ John C. Livingston, "Collective Bargaining and Profes-
sionalism ...", pp. 82-83. ’ e
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recruited from sggigeecgngmic_backgrauﬁdg gquite conducive to
unionizatiop and yery impatient with traditional behaviors,
find themselves syrrounded bY cldercglleaguESgréwn self-
protective and lagislatufeg grown almost anti-academic by
the economy, Looxing for an ally, they see the positive
effects af unionigy in municipal school systems and institu-
vti@ﬂg of hjgher equedtion all around them.

There is keay aémpetitiéﬁ among various professional
organizatiopns of aggdémlg perscnnel to become the one for-
mally réﬂﬂgﬂlged pareaining agent on Qﬂmpu% Thlg Gampétltlcnt
is often cjted as ghe lagt major causal factor in the union-
jzation of the fgaoulty. The American Federation of Teachers
‘(AFT) seemg to haye initiated the pracess, ever since 1935,
it has advecated gpllective bargaining by faculty in a manner
similar to that j, the ipdustrial sector.. This stance was
more rhetﬁric,than practice, though, until 1958, when a
Federation conveptiol regolved to make a major effort in the
field. By 1960, pederatjon locals had been established at
several Cyjifornj, state colleges; by 1963, the AFT was
active in communjty ¢O0lleges; and by 1966, the organization
claimed 1g§glé iy 50 ingtitutions of higher education.® By

1971, 200 jocals hgd been e%tablished and the. organization

!!

® Seq: Wilyjam Boyd, "Ccllectlve Bargaining ..
p. 310; and Ralpp S. Brown, "Collective Bargaining for the
-racuity”, piberay gducation, 56 (March, 1970), p. 76,
: M Alap C. Coe, "A Study of the Pracedures ...", Part-I.
pp. 16-17,

29



1isted more than 20,000 members in higher education.

- 37 -
62 By
1974, this latter figure had jumped to 85,000.%

Originally less militant and far larger than the AFT is
the Natiaﬁal Education Asssciéticn (NEA), The NEA has long
been the dominant organization in munlclpal school systems
and, untll recently, only made a limited effgrt in higher:
gducatian, mainly at state colleges with faculty from public

sghcél(backgrcuﬁds.g*éégnsidering itself a major spokesman

“fot the education profession and stressing the professional

respansibilities of faculty, the NEA, again until recéntly,
preferred joint efforts by faculty .and admi;istratiag to the
AFT's emphasis on adversariélism,‘ Competition from the AFT,
mixed with new, more positive attitudes abéut unionism in
its prospective membership, has forced the NEA through 2
decadaalcﬂg evolution toward a more hardﬁiingvbargginiﬂg
appraaehiss Simultaneously, the NEA has been increasing its
efforts in higher education. Beginning in 1965 with a new.
effort in two-year colleges, the NEA,_by 1971, could claim

=

31,000 perscnnél in higher education among its membérshipgsE

2 pynn William Lindeman, "The Five Most ...", Part I.
pp. 88.0 . -

53V1rgln1a Lee Lussier, "National Faculty Associations
in Collective Bargalnlng A Comparative Discussien'" (Wash-
ington, D. C. Academic Collective Eﬂrgalnlnﬁ Information
Service, 1974), ED 094 659, pp 9-10.

?“Heréert E. Mazzola, "QQllEEthE Negotiations ...",
pp. 43-44.
pp. 17518,

% pynn William Lindeman, "The Five Most....", p. 88.
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By 1074, the tally was up to 51,000, 7

The last among these "big threé“ organizations is the
American Assaciatignféf University Professors (AAUP). The
AAUP has the largest membership amaﬁg faculty in higher ed-
ugéti@n, and it traditionally has been thé least militant
in terms of adversarial rhetoric. Evér since its inception
in 1915, the AAUP's primary gaals‘have been to support
faculty participation in institutional gcvernince generally
and specifically to protect traditional faculty prerogatives
in academic matters. Collective bargaining in the classic
sense was considered by the'AAUP to Pe incompatible with the
collegial nature of scademic institutions which it espoused.
In 1969, the AAUP scftenéd its stand on collective bargain-
"ing. And, in 1972, feeling intense competition ff@m both
the AFT and NEA, it declared collective bargaining a major
process for use in achieving Association géals.sg From a
membership high of 90,077 in 1971, the AAUP seems to have
suffered for its late and cauﬁicus entry into the movement
with a loss of 17% by 1974; in that year, it had 75,069
faculty members on its rolls, ®

When one compares the labor rhetq;ig of the AFT with

" the more genteel language of the NEA (where "bargaining"

6 yirginia Lee Lussier, 'National Faculty Associations
" - -
L, o pe 10,

© plan C. Coe, "A Study of the Procedures ...", Part I,
pg- lEi . .

 yirginia Lee Lussier, "National Faculty Associations

", p.e 9.
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often becomes "neg@tiatlans" and "Sﬁllk&%" are ''sanctions'")
or the schlzold positions of the AAUP (geared to keep both
sides of a membership deeply divided over the efficacy of
collective bargaining happy simultaneously), he might con-
clude that there are major differences among the organiza-—
tions. But, as several writers have pointed out, the dif-
ferences are more seeming than real. As thé competition for
‘faculty membership has evolved 1nia the l97D s, all three
have become, in actuallty, very much ailke in philosophy,
goals, and tactics.'a A1l three -- along with lesser organi-
zing forces such as state emplc -ee associations and syétemg
or college-wide faculty organizations. -~ have sensed the
growing importance of collective bargaining in academe and,
in their own ways, are hastening the fulfillment of their
own praphésiesi

Connecticut has not been immune to any of the pressures
toward faculty unionization discussed in this section. En-
abling legislation became effective recently; the 4 state
four-year caileges recently have "emerged" from an emphasis
on teacher-training and have adopted a liberal arts Drlentia
tion, and the 12 cgmmunitﬁ colleges all have been established
within the last 15 years;_instituticnalﬁgcvernanée inrall
four subSystemg is becoming increasingly centralized in
their respective boards of trustees, a Commission for Higher

Education, and in the machinery of state government; adver-

7 gee, for example, V;rglnla Lee Lussier, "National
Faculty- Associations .... :
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sarialism seems to be growing. everywhere; promotions are down
to a trickle and even annual increments have become objects
of yearly speculation; and state and local chapters of var-
jous faculty organizations are inereasing their unionist
rhetoric. No detailed study has been done on these develop-
ing'trends and their effects upon faculty; such an investiga-
tion is beyond the scope of this study as well. But the-
growing atmosphere of faculty dissatisfaction can be seen
informally through comments made by faculty leaders in all
four subystems in connection with this study. Here is a
sampling of commentary from the Qémmunity Eallegés:

As you may know, the C. College tenure pro-
vision has been lifted by our Board from our
proposed personnel policies, Unless such areas .
arc protected contractually, a Board unfamiliar
with academic life can simply deny such tradi-
tional features of academic life without expla-
nation or even significant debate. Our Board
has not offered any written arguments against
tenure or any of their reasons for taking it from
our personnel policies. I, for one, do not like
the prospect of inflexible contractual arrange-
ments. But when our zvard of Trustees can, with-
out much consideration of the matter ..., Propose
to substantially change our terms of employment
and our standing in our system, then we as fac-
ulty feel we must have protection -- i.e., bar-
gaining.

I have to speak from where I am. In this
college faculty input is near zero on this
{academic affairs} and all matters. Since col- .
legiality has not been allowed to function, I must
look to the contract.

In this college, there is no pretense of
faculty governance. Governance here is solely
by the chief executive.

At our college, the administration has
continually tried to 1limit faculty role in
governance and has a sad record of failure to
accept faculty. recommendations. Faculty mem-
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bers have been intimidated by the president’'s

unlimited use of his prerogatives and disciplin=

ary powers. It has become vital that the facul-

ty role on governance be spelled out in a contract.

A faculty leader in a technical college summed up the
feelings of many of his AFT-oriented colleagues in the fol-
lowing short statement: "After ten years in the system, I
feel there is NO collegial attitude beneficial to the faculty
in the technical colleges." i

An administrator in one of Connecticut's eﬁerging four-
year colleges, aiter completing a questionnaire in which he
opted for a stong contract, made the following comments:

If I could have read my résﬁanges of today

ten years ago, they would have seemed ludicrous.

These responses are not what 1 would like to see; .

they represent what I feel is being demanded by

a vociferous minority of the faculty; a much more

"eollegiate' majority exists, but it is a silent

and as yet passive majority. Woe to the next

generation! :

A faculty member at the University of Connecticut had
this to sayé "To me, collective bargaining is one Steﬁ
towards a fully democratically run university and therefore
I would include as much as possible in the contract because
here the faculty has power.' Another man, stationed at a
university branch, defended his hardline unionist position |
as iglléWs: "If I were not at a Branch Campus of the Uni-
versity, maybe I would not be such a stickler on some of my

positions. But my reactions are based on experience and

treatment of faculty at the Branchegﬁ"

,3. Resuilts of Collective Bargaining

2 Whether or not educatérs in Cannecticut=or'anywhére
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clse will be happy with the resilts gi collective bargaining
is currently a topic of debate amgng’stuéents of the movement.
For sheer volume, outcomes of the process join with causal
factors ~s the 2 most popular subjects in the field. Dis-
cussions of results differ in quality from those of causes
mainiy in being more speculative. Little more than inf@rmed a
opinion has been possible thus far in the short history @fl
collective bargaining in higher education. A few revealing
empirical studies have emerged and will be discussed later
in this section, but first the informed opinion.

Tﬁe opinion falls into 2 majof categories: The advo-
cates, be they positive or negative, andithé abjective_spec—
ulators. In the former category, viewpoint is everything.
Two good examples involve a pair of preseﬁtaticns made at the

Third Annual Conference sponsored by the Nétianal Cénter for

College-CUNY, on April.28- 29, 1975. Richard;Chait argued
that faculty unions and academic tenure were on "a collision
course' and that unionism could end the tradition. After
pcinting out a conflict between tenure's ElltlSm and the
egalitarianism of unions, Chait went on as fallaws

Second, with a strong contract will anyone = ”
need tenure or will tenure be a superfluous second
coat of armor? Suppose contracts provide: a de-
tailed evaluative process, terminations only for
reasonable cause, stringent grievance procedures,
and the right Iar arbhitrators to reverse academic
Judgments and reinstate the aggrieved. What
mere need bhe? Do athletes with no-cut contracts
demand tenure too? Will anyone support
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ptgtcgtlan beyond full due. PTQGE%E prccedurallY
and substantively?”

Irwin Polishook, a uﬁicnistj followed Chait and agreed
thaﬁ a strong contract such as that ﬂescribéd #b@vé would.
render tenure useless. He saw the. pcsSibility as a distinct
impravement DVET the tenure- canferral precess as 1t is
usually handled, often lnequltabiy, in most. 1ngt1tut19ns 7; 1i?f‘f

Articles, conference papers,'and Spééch'transcrlpts by _7‘
such advccates abound in the 11terature of callectlve bar—

" Far fewer in number are the

 gaining in higher education.
speculations of the more DbJEEt1VE observers Easlﬂg fh31§
;Judgments more on what 11ttle is kncwn or can be 1nferred

about collectlve bargaln;ng in hlgher educat;an th31r warkk
seems to be a more reliable guide. thables among these“' :
writers include such men as Kenneth P. Mcrtimer,~ncnaiﬂﬁﬁg--

Wollett, James P. Begin, Terrence Tice, and Joseph Garbarino;

71RichardAGhait "Faculty Unions and Academlc Tenure - On
a Collision Course', a handout distributed to participants in
the Third Anndal Conference: Currént Issues “in Faculty Col-
lective Bargaining, sponsored by the National Center for the
Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Edugatlan Baruch
Callege=CUNY,‘Apr11 28-29, 1975 p. 13.

2 Mr. Péllshoak dld not use a prepared’ text thus a _
‘transcript of his remarks on April 29 1575 is nct avallable
at this wr;tlng : : : '

See, fcr example: Joyce H Plllnteg,"Fagulty BargainingE f?

and Traditional Governance Processes at Central Michigan Uni-
versity",. Academics at the Bargalnlng Table:  Barly Experienae

proceedings of a conierence held at the Un;vér51ty EKtéﬁSan
Division, Rutgers. Unlver51ty,1®ctaber 26,1972; edited by

James P. Begln (New Brunswick: Rutgers. Un;vars;ty, 1973),

082 701, pp. 25-34; and Arnold A, Strisgenburg;*"Cgllect1VE
*‘nglning on the Campus" Jaurnal of College- Science Teachlng,

4 (May, 1974), pp. 360-361, The’ ilrst is a p631t1ve v;ew thc'f)f?

- second a negative one.-
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their names appear often in every bibliography on this
subjezt. _

carol H. Shulman's review of the literature is a re-
liable guiﬂe to both categories of writers. And George W,
Angell's '"Some Suggested Advantages and Dlsadvantages of
Collective Bargaining: Spégial Report No. 1," publlshed by
the Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service ig
October, 1974, is a useful summary.” In his report, Angell
culled through the speculations and identified 19 advantages
and 19 disadvantages discusséd by these writers.

The proclaimed advantages rﬁn as follows: (1) bargain-
iﬂg is more efficient than traditional processes "in reﬁfes
senting faculty positions"; (2) it promotes an "equality of
power' by faculty and administrati@n;MQBJ unlike many tradi-
tional policies and procedures, bargained contracts "carry
the force Qf law"; (4) it usually provides mechanisms for
impasse resolution considered fair by both faculty and admiﬂé
istratibﬁ; (5) far more than traditional procedures, bargain-
ing facilitates 'continuous and meaningful' communication
between faculty and administration; (6) it promotes a "better
understanding of the wcrkings éf,thé institution in everyone;

(7) it provides an effective '"mechanism for the resolution

. ™ Carol H. Shulman, "Oollective Bargaining on Campus:
Recent Experiences , ERIC Higher Education Research Currents

(Washington, D, C. ERIC Clearinghouse on Iigher Education,
American ASSGClathﬂ for Higher Education, 1974), ED 089 EDE.

5 George W. Angell, '"Same Suﬁgested Advantages and Dis-
advantages of Collective Bargaining' (Washington, D. C,:
Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service, 1974),
ED 097 821,
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of individual préblems"; (8) it fosters clear "definition of

administrative p@ilcy and pracedure"' (9) it strongly

guarantees the rights of both facuzty and admlnlstritlan,
(10) it often produces better faculty ccmpénsatlén systemg;
(11) it usually increases “the faculty's cgliegtiﬁe réspaﬁsiﬁ , 
billtles in declalens" most dlrectly affecting themg (12) o
it diminishes the effect of subjective administrative evalu-—

- ations of faculty; (13) it enhances the role of ygunger
faculty in institutional aifairs;'{lé) it Eé1pS minority
interests by aiding in the enfarcementADi "equal opportunity
laws and regulaticns ; (158) it prgmctes 1nst;tutlgnal 1gyaltyr
in faculty; (18) where calleglailty has béen weah Bargainlngzﬂ..“¥4
extends the role of iaculty‘in detgrmining édﬂgaticnal policy;
(17) it provides strength to- faculty in their competition
with other state employees for funds; (13)'iﬁ strengthens ; ',uir
the hands of both faculty and admiﬁist:stién-in dealing with .
external influences; and (19) it enéaurages’gcllegiality by

_ Spécifyiﬁg areas of consultation prior té paiicy implementa=
tion. |

The proclaimed disadvantages are: (1) "1ncreased ccsts

generated by faculty duca and added admlnistratlve staff and
time devated to the. process; (2) "loss of flezlbllity" for
bgth the individual faculty member in neggtlatlng his own
deals and admlnlstratars in everyday affalrs (3) Lh? "inapa 
praprlateness ef job actions, " such as str;kes, for aesthetic
and practlgal reasons; (4) an "1ncreased bureaucracy" needed .

‘tG facllltate the pr@cess whlch may bQHEEHtIatE power at the

:ifbargaln;ng Table and produce hamagen31ty on zampus, (5)"un

Eig:-t: ¥; 
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favorable power shirfts" from faculty to- unlan whlch may
force admlnlstratars to behave mDIé like managers, (6) in-
creased adversarialism between faculty and administration,
seriously weakening the traditionally c@llegial decisi@ﬁﬁ
making process; (7) '"increased demands on faculty" in
productivity in return for salary gains; (8);"dimiﬁi5hed
unive?sity autonomy" if the union deals directly with the
fundiﬁg agent other than the institution, such as in the
case of state-run estab;isgments; (9) the en;guragément of
nexaggeration and emotions" rather than dispassionate truth-
seeking in table negotiations; (10) "loss of student.réprés
sentation" in institutional affairs as the twa-party bar-

gaining process becomes dominant: (1l1) "standardized pay"

scales and increases, diminishing pressure for excellence in i
faculty perfcrmange, (12) "funding prablems” caused by lack
of coordination between ‘state funding agencies and admin-
istrative négotiators; (1.3) "loss of diversity" as faculty
mobility and institutional flexibility suffer fram con-
tragtual rlgldltles, (14) the p9551b111ty Df "1ﬁva1un+ary
contributions" to unions by faculty not w1sh1ng the1r repre-
sentation; Cla) the risk of 1351ng such tradltlénal faculty

i e

rlghts as academ;c freedam and’ tanure in tradeaaffs at the
bargaining table; (16) loss of faculty ;ntegrlty if they are
f@fcéd into bargaining units with part?timé,teachers or non-
teaching professionals; (17)'"1933 of self-governance' as
impasse resolution becomes the respénsiﬁiliﬁy of outside

arbitrators; (18) "loss of full pgrtieipatian of faculty" not
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willlng to submlt to union repr?qenfqtlan and (19) a,laés ~'ﬁ%
of cledlblllfy as twa different, and .often canflisting; gt
points of view emanating from the Gampﬁs are presented to -

Lhe publlc_

Many of these advgniages and dlbadvantages contradict -

one another, Df course, and sama cverlap Daniel R Col?man

in a categcr;zed fev1ew of some of these speculatlcns, drew

some general conclusions to put the matter 1nic a more
Vmanageable PEISPEthVE;7E Concerning ihe 1mpact of faculty
collective bargaining on the institutional pre51dent, Coie—

man saw a consensus that his role will have dual purposes:

In addition to serving as a leader in the -
negotiating process, he will have to develcp a ,
better understanding of the faculty and the ed- ¢
ucational community so that he can bring all of - o
the available resources to the total develapment,
of the institution.  Thus, he will serve as an
implementer and a leader.”’ :

For Ealeman, the impact of bargaining on facuiﬁy.reﬁ _

volves around a basic question: "Will collective bargaining

provide a unifying effect to the institution, or will it
destroy the community atmosphere?' He Gcncluded’that the o é
answer to this question depends u?gn the bésis of bargaining | .é
in each institution; if that basis is adversarialr he séid, ’7§

"it is likely that the 1mpact of the negatlatlcn précess

will spill’ over into the -normal cperatiens of the academic -

% paniel R. Coleman, "The Evolution of Cﬂllect1ve
Bargaining ...", Part II, The. Journal of the College and

?H1VQTSltY Personnel Asgaclatlcn 23, 3 (May, 1972), pp.
.~ 20 : ;

. Ibid p. T
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~comunity. Thug, coliective bargaining could destroy the
facademlc env1ronment of the lngtltutlgﬁ;u'ﬁ',— :

Students have had a EIGWIng VDlEé in 1nst1tut;anal affalrs”fﬁ

i@r scme years now, and they tcg w1l1 be affected by faculty

'bargalnlng on such 1ssue3 as Qlass s;za and studentsfaculty

| ratia Therefare cancluded Ccleman after rev1ew1ng the specu¥

‘1atlgn5 cf D+hars, studEﬁts grcbﬂbly w111 became 1nva1ved 1n
the processi Eut th51r "1nva1vgment w111 nat beccme extreme,t

:unless ‘the paWer Df faculty csllectlve barﬁa;ning 15 uns£ _f'

C o

_cgntrclled "7 v
Class;fled ncnsprcfe551aﬂal emplgyees inrééiéﬁanis #iéw}j_ﬁ°
will not be 1ngluded ;n a iacultv bargalning un;t and th21r

0. -
"1mpact on the gcademlc program sheuld be nebulous_ He warned

_ehewever, that “1t is gance;vable that faculty ar staff w;ll

strike in sympathy w1th the Gthéf graup when they have a cgmmc:_ff
;-afflllatlDﬂt@ | T '
The mission Df 1nst1tutwcns of higher educatlcn canstanflyff’

evclves to meet societal needs Caleman agreed wlfh those, _{
speculatcrs who forecast that the advent of faculty bargalnlng
‘need nat deter ghange and lnnavatlon if the prccess is adapted :
to the pecullarlties Qf aeademe.""ﬂcwever,“ he ' cautlaned |
“the tradltienal wages, hcurs ‘and wgrklng ccnd;tians mcdel

- would be analaggus to the Yale repart of’ 1828 w;th regard to -

31 . . .

‘chaﬂge "

Ibid.
7 Ibid., pp. 9-10.
. _I?E: p. 10.
® Ipid., p. 11.
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b

_ment.

e c@nc_rnlng the 1mpact cf bargainlng__n de

caleman ccncluded that the sEnate a tradlt;fné

dgulty part;clpatlén, w111 be ecllpsed by”a‘

If the prﬂcéss is’ pmﬂerlv adap”f"’

he sa;d lt can be

dlfflcult to warR Dut and admlnlstér 1n a.

8z

o Celeman ended w1th a discu351an D? bargainlng;

on’ SDGlEtY "The common man'" hé sald "hasgalways had a

cezta;n awe oY mythical respect f@r the unlver51ty man 7Héff ;

has always cansxdered the academ;c man ta be a prgf2351aﬁa1

even Lh@ugh the academlc has wrestled w1th hls pro£2551gna1
statusi" This lmage mcst surély w;]l change with the adVEnt
cf bafgaining and 1ts understandable dynamlcs,_alcng w1th 1ts

part;san appeals to publlc sympathy The mythlc dlmen51cns

 will fade away, gnd "sccléty w111 became m@re fam;llar w1th

the- aperatl@n of higher education:" CTithiam w111 then 1n=!ff;;
crea%e, and accountability will be a major ccncern._ “"The

impact of collective bargaining gces far beyand ‘the tradltlanalm;

5
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“Titems cf Wageg hours .and WQrklﬁg ggnditlans 1n hlgher'ed—na

??fﬁgratian,'vsaid Qleman in clgslng‘

‘”7Qné canErns ngpéngatlﬂn

"5 9351t1ve 1nflu§nce gn lt. In a 1572 study.ccpi n-

f;peﬂted Gtherwige Auarey H. Muller n"

M;chigaﬂ faund 51m113r Tesultsgveveryone s trustge ; preSs*”'

-idents, aﬁd Taculty agreed that. bafgalﬂlng had brought

Mﬁbetter 5&1arie§ and fflnge beﬂefltg L. Alan Ci Cce l;ﬁ}a

revlew of the gmplrical rESEarGh regartéd that a fazulty
sammittse at Mlch;gan state Unlverslty Survgyed "unlan
leaders and admln;strgters at Central Highlgan Univer51ty,

:CltY Un;ver51ty @f New Yark Hutgerg ﬁnlversity, gt Jghns f;

,Unlver 1ty, and SauthgﬂStErn Maqsaghusetts Un1Vers;ty
s

B .. % John W Giangpulﬂs ngeyond the Eread and Butter
,ﬂfHW_wIssueSn -Junlgf Céllege igggggl 42. (March 1972)' p. 13

% pudrey . Mullez, "m@ives of Faculty REEN

% Charleg A. Shoup, "A study of Faculty ...", pp. 62-67.
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}it1§71 and faund ‘that, w1th one exceptlon, éli éétfigﬁtéd:§n1%;
.”"1ppreclable increase in faculty salarles at the;r 1nst1tue
tians" te ‘collective’ bargalning In a canference pqper
delivered in Aprll 1975 "~ Jerome M, Staller reparted Qn a
v{study he ran on 197D=?1 data for 263 ccmmunltv callegeg
‘“threughout the Un;ted States WhlGh shcwed that unlgnizatian‘

"apgears to- have ralsed tctal e@mpensatlcﬂ prlmarlly thzaugb

1ts lmpact on 1ncréa51ng the value cf EmpngEr GDﬂtT;butians_ﬁ¥QQ="'f

on fringe bénef;ts“ rather than thraugh dlreet'"

creases. o And finally, Chrlst;né E, G. H. Gram s 15371

EETtatlQn studied before- and_after saiar;cs 1n e;ght ulcﬁlﬂ:_
gan cammunity chleges 83 Coe reparted her f;ndlngs thusly

. 8alaries were more’ hemmgencus befcre aqla;
lective bargaining within c@lleges, dlscxpllnes,7‘
degree and experleﬂce*levels, and for all ‘col- -
leges 1% the study. . There was a greater dlfa_x
ference ‘between high and low salarles after
collective bargaining. Therefare,_Grqm .con= -
cluded that unions sought greater maximum ’
salaries, which everyone had the opportunity
to achieve rather than a greater standardlza—
tion of salaries.?

37Alan C Coe "A Study of the Prccedures ...", Part 11,
The Journal of the: College and ﬂnlver31ty Personnel A%saclia

: _tlén' 24, 3 (May, 1973), p. 7.

EBJEerE M. Staller, "The Impact of Collective Bargaining
on the Faculty at Two-Year Public Colleges", a ‘handout dis-.
tributed to part;clpants in the Third Annual Conference:
Current Issues in Faculty’ Collective Bargalning, sponsored
by the-National Center for the Study of Collective Bargaining
in Higher Educatlan Baruch College-CUNY, Aprll 28-29, 1975,

p. 39. : ,

8 Christine Elise Groefsema Harris Gram, "Impact of
Collective Bargaining on Faculty Salary Structures in Mich-

igan Community Colleges" (unpublished Ph.D. dl%sprtatlan
The University of Michigan, 1971).

% plan C. Coé, "A Study of the Procedures ..., Ppart II,
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‘1'wcn ln callectlve barga;nlng All agree hawever, that they

' hd,v‘E

- Ttha$ Stewart
‘:~calleges in Mlchlgan,;reparted that admlnj

_celve m@re iaculty partlclpatlan 1n gDV%rnance ‘and dec;suan='}

g@ne up.

mak;ng in a Eargaining env1ranmeut , In Shaup,sﬂstudy Q;;:?

Mich;gan cammunlty cglleges, he ggngluded

In’ sum, . there was genéral agreement that

;faculty ‘had, -indeed, galned a meaningful vclce
“in -those matter ]

hat most directly.: affected
them.v They WEré-sb'ring w1th admlnlstratara'

“and- trustees ‘in the: ‘making of ‘decisions- con—-

. time

1965 -

that

cerning salary, fringe" beneflts, ‘and other - 03
perscnnel dEGlSanS directly affectlnﬁ them -

vIn angther study Qf Mlchlgan c@mmunlty calleﬁes — thls'

1nvclv1ng 6 Gf them which had used bargaln;ng 51nce

[N

e Danald Eylsﬂa ccnflrmed thls v1ew; flndlng in. 1959

faculty partlclpatian 1n d§cls;Qns cancern;ng faculty

% pudrey H. Muller, "Motives of Faéu’lty

52Ealley Thomas Stewart, Jr., "A Comparative Study of

the Degree and Level of Dec151@n Influence Administrators and
Faculty Members Exercise and. Have Exercised in Selected Bar-
gaining and Non-Bargaining Junior Colleges in Michigan" (un-
publighed Ph.D. d;ssertatl@n, Michigan State University, 1973)_

% Charles A. Shoup, "A Study of Faculty LM, p. 72
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:afwelfareaand acddemic affalrs had been enhanced tjrough the :f 'f“ﬁ

i-é};nggatlatlgns pr@cessi

':;bargain;ng d;sclgsed thus far by the empir cal gtudles, .

”;There are chér resultsf thgugh ’wh;ch seem les :p951tlve* fk

These twa areas - campensat;an and fazulty partlc;paa

on 1n governance —— Seem ta be the twa magcr Eeneff {j@fv;ff:“’

)

.:?New Ycrk as féllcws

At CUNY it wasanecéssafyﬁta’assigngaﬁhig

level persgn at each college to the responsi=
pility for. administering the:: cgn;'a t and

~ing. with faculty 1abor relatlcns_ -Uni

. wide. workshops. were held for these 1nd1v1duals
- and their staffs to famlllargze ‘them: with: thé=~

,cgntrac;, and they, in turn,. held meetings at
their - ‘colleges to review. hne.,?;'ement_WLth

" key” adminlstratlve perscnne1::~’* > 55 »
course.on the administration of grle”ance pra—’?
cedures was. developed by -the- univer51ty or i
individuals rezp@nslble for the. adm;nlstratlan
of the contract. ‘And a communications network:

- was established between the: CUNY ;entral office

" and’ 1nd1v1dual campuses to facllltate 1nformaaiw' PR )
tion sharing and to insure unlﬁgrmlty in con=_ e T
tract Jnterpretatlan Eventually, it- became

apparent that flrstallng admlnlstratcrs of’ the

_agreement, such as department . ‘chairmen; . needéd

‘additional information. ‘and -an-opportunity.to.. PR o
review problems-in contract. lnterpretaticn : T
Wcrk%haps were held on ‘each campus - for. these

administrators, with speclal emphas;s placed

on grievance procedures.” _ ‘

51’Dcmald Bylsma, JT., "Changes in Drgan;zat;nﬁai Structure

of Selected Public Community Colleges in Michigan since 1965"
(unpublished PH.D. dlssertatlén, The University of Michigan,

1969).

% plan C. Coe, "A Study of the Procedures ...", Part II,
g! ) ’
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In varying degréés;:dépgndiﬁg ﬁpén theicﬂmpiexities of
1ife.anrtheir campuses, mastrinstitﬁtiénsviﬁvélved in bar-
gaining have had similar experiencesi The fesﬁltsvaf these

added burdens are larger staffs and inéreaséd césts. Ani,;

=

as Boyd observed, these costs ﬁwill Eejpaid’fer'partly by

money which might Dtherwiée have been spentjin different -

'ways,.and partly by diverting energy from other tasks whighifJ

should have been perfﬂrﬁad 1. | E
A second negative effect is what seems to be ; deterioras

'ticn in traditional faculty- admlnistratar Ielatianshlpsi _CQe,

recaunts the negatlve gside of Bylsma s flnd;ﬁgs»ﬂs i@ll@ws§   

Although these schools had become more demo-
eratic, they also had become more bureaucratic.
There were more rules for administrators and

~..faculty .and a greater impersonality between

- these two groups since the advent of negotia-
tions. Specialization had increased as evi-
denced by a trend tﬂw1fd 5peclfy1ng what groups
make what decisions. .

Shoup reported similar findingsi  In the colleges which

he studiéd;~b§rgainiﬁg:
. 1. Tended to polarize faculty and admlnlstras
tors ...;
2. Reduced administrative flexlblllty and
standardized the treatment of faculty
" members; )
3. Created communication problems L

And Géafgé Angell, repgrtiné’in-1971 on the reactions to bar-
gaining by community college presidents in upstate New York,

% yilliam Boyd, "Collective Bargaining ...", p. 313.

97 plan C. Coe, "A Study of the Procedures ...", Part II,

9 charles A. Shoup, "A Study of TFaculty ...', pp. 73-78.
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Pres;dents -find themselves mcre dlrectly
involved with external PDllthS and. -inter-
nal managément control, and they - part;cua
11r1y dislike the trend toward b51ﬂg
superv1sed by gcvernment efflclals,such _
as a county executive or a budget ‘director.
Internally,rpr331dents and deans 'ﬂdglt

. necessary to meet regularly with.union’
officials; and theése meetings confuse the .
. usual patterns of governance by. faculty, o

; senates, ccunclls and ccmmlttees,"' .

Cﬂmmentlng alsc on the effects Df bargain;ﬁg;@nbdeaﬁs Aﬁééil_
ncted that they felt 1@3323 Df 1dent1ty,rautharity1:  d-fﬁ# f;
faculty pr@fesgignallsm v R
Bey@nd these few bréad patterns what tenuaﬁé c@ﬁseﬁsuéi:
there is rapldly breaks dcwn 1ntc cantradletcry repafts; YEF“

Fgr exampie Everett C. Ladd Jr and Seymgur Mi LipSEt

iacuity senates w1therlnw and dylng fo in 1n3t1tut1an§

‘using c@llective bargalninﬁ=which they studledi _James

P, B2ﬁ1nsurvéyedsgmeather 1n5t1tut19ns and f@und faculty
‘101
senates alive and, in some cases, stranger than ever !

The anegdatal nature and narrow facus of mast Qf the

L3

research 1nto the results cf céllective bargalnlng in higher R

cducation may well frustrate the seeker of broad trends, but

2 George W. Angell, "Collective Negatlatlcns in Upstate
New York", Junior College Journal, 42 (October, 1971), p. 10.

0 Everett Carll Ladd, Jr. and Seymour Martln Lipset,
Praiesscrs Unions .. ", pp. 81-88.

1 yomes P. Begin, "Faculty GCovernance and Céilective
Bargaining: An Barly Appraisal' (Washington, D. C.
ALademlc Collective Bargaining Inf@rmatlcn Service, l974)
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.§ £hé%E same GharactErigtigg Suggegt what maY be ﬁhe mcst
| 1mpgrt1nt trend GI 311 : that bargalnlng Gn campuseg.dces R
VYVQEL prgduce “ﬂlfﬂrm results that an 1nst1tut1@n 5 Expera"}

—*;cnce w;th the pracess 15 mcre a matter of 1@2&1 faﬂtarq

than any othérs"

e The Cantextuil Factér

Students of cglleci;ve bargalnlng in hlgher educat;enfﬁi'
aitgp ‘warn' agalnst the use cf "the prlvate sectar madel” Dr

"the 1ndustr;al madel" cf the pregess. But; as Wllllam u

We1nberg pGlntEd Qut recently in The Jgurnal Df thé Calleﬁe

'and Unlver51ty Persannel Assaclatlan there "13 nD THE prl—*” V

_ vate SéBtDr model ’ Callectlve bargalnlng 1n the prlvate_   i,
sectar has always been charactéz;sed by diversity Eagh lﬁ—i:
| dustry st:uctured itseli f@r ccllect;ve barga;nlng based Dn
the way management had arganlzed 1tself tg pe:fcrm its awn-"
fuﬂctlgn.ﬂ lo2 Speaklng tc the same' polnt at a gcnference
Spcnsared in 1974 by the;Natlcnal Qenter fcr‘the Study of

Ccllectlve Balgalnlng in H;ghe: Education, Baruch Cgllege=’f

CUNY, We Wberg brought up a studysby Sumner H Sllchter and

'assaclates mgand n@ted the follew1ng results

The - Autc Workera did not barga;n the way
the Building Trades bargain, and the Bulldln
Trades did nct bargaln the way the Teamsiers

M2yilliam M Veinberg, "Struztural Realities Df Collective
Bargaining in Public Higher Education', The Journal of the
College and University Persaﬁnel Asqaglatlgn 25, 2, pp. . 4-5,

v 103 gumner H. Sllchter James J. Healy, and E. Robert
leernash The Impact of Ccllectlve BargalnlnE on Management
(WAshlnthn, D. C.: Br@aklngg Inst;tutlans 1960).
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‘,barga;n, and in’ fact w1thlnmthe Te
‘did not- bargaln ‘the same way icr 11
' © " There is.a.difference between:.overs-

tiations and ‘retail" negatlatfgns Ce_g
“fuel 0il,: and*other-deliveries). '
- and- the Trucking ' Industry  have:c
.wselves fer these dlfferences'

"thgse differeﬁées _
';zed dlffer'

fléﬂte' 

and the;1 varlcus needs has been re
of ways ccllect;ve bargalnlng has emerged‘;”

example, We;nberg noted the var;ety af crgénlgatioﬁal“sﬁfu‘,ﬁﬂ
tures being utillZEd in the spr;wllng dlver31ties whlcn»f17

are CUWY and SUNY s;nwle UﬂanS dém;nate each system the”
major un1vers;t;es are seParated fram the staté cnlleges 1n

x~New Jersey, Pennsylvanla, Massachusetts, andQVermcnt eagh

: ampus has 1ts Dwn bargalnlng unlt 1n Nlchlgan, and therE‘”"99
are Separate bargaining units’ under centrallzed state c@ntralf*5%€

in Rhcd%_Islaﬁd. Bargalnlng un;t scopes alsc .vary. Tor

m“w;lllam M Weinberg, "Bargalnlng Teghnlques Con-
structive Relationship Rather Than Collective Destructlan",
The National Center for the Study of Cellecilve ‘Bargaining
in Higher Education Newsletter,'S; 1, (Januiry - rebfuuly,
1975y, p. 2. o :

. 105 Ibid.
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.mcré 1mpcrtant may be the chal d;ssa f ;j?ﬁi‘

"to bargalnlng ;n the first place.n Eenneth

,G Greggry LQEiér fcr example, iaund:the mag”r
' pe111ng Iaculty 1n the Pennsylvanla State C”
'taward barga;nlng to be thelr rela
E;Slature aﬂd gcvernor But the prlmary m@tivaflcﬁs:fél
,iaculty at Temple Unlver$1ty revglved arcuﬂd th31r T81ihiDHS‘
w1th their awn admlnlstratars-. ~In lQE? fagulty members 33;_32
GOHSldETlng ccllective bargalnlng 1n the siate cclleges of o
Califarn;a were matlvated prlmarlly "by Gavernar Reagan s€'5 fw;“

prﬁpcsed pudget cuts "1m A 1974 study by James R Gress and

Arthur E, Wohlers sﬂncluded that in selected Dth lnstltu—f-”

atiéns?gf higberxéducatién, there was a dlréct relatlanshlp

105 william M. Weinberg, "Structural Realities

107 Kenneth P Mortimer and G. Greggry LDElET "Faculty
VGLinE Behavior in the Collective Bargaining Elegtlans for
the Pennsylvania State Colleges and UanETSlty ‘System and
Temple University', a paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of the American Educatlgnal Research AS&DElithn, Chicago, .
I1linois, April, 1974, ED 089 596. o

18 Lynn William Lindeman, "The Five Most ...", pp. 85-96.

51



ulty recept1v1ty tc unlonlsﬂ 103 And Jcel Se1dmanf

Al Ldg
and Lane Kelley reached 31m11ar canclus;cns 1n a Study aan—, ‘
céntratlng @n Hawall .

A faculty that is satisf;ed w;th 1ts rcle

. in the declslgnemaklng prccess in its: 1nst1tu—

‘tion is unlikely to seek a different: fgrm of.
représentatlan. ‘Unless othér: important con-
siderations intervene-to sugge4t¥afdifierent

.course; ‘its vote.is’ 11kely to he c

",,unlon repregentaticﬁ The faculty

;.; ‘A faﬂulty that is highly dlssatlsfiéd

the other hand, is more. 11ke1y to* turn: to an -
.aggressive. collective bargalnlng agent that :
'xfallaws a trade union madél A0 A sl

The particular dlssatlsiactions whlch drlr 'a‘parﬁlrular .f;f
Afaculty to unlan;sm alsc, qulte 1cglﬂa11y, lear th51r'part134 il
ular negotiations process and ;ts»particula:»praduct, a par-
ticular contract. Weinberg, for example, states: "At
Boston State College, there was little governance to begin

“With; the administration and the\unian'inventeé'ggvefn;ncg

9 james R. Gress and Arthur E. Wghlers, "An Explanation
of Faculty Attitudes Toward. lelective Bargaining in Selected
- Ohio Higher Education Institutions'", a paper presented at the:
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Associa-
- tion, Chicago, Illinois, April, 1974. ED 090 872.

W joe1 SELdman Al Edge, and Lané Lelley, "Faculty At-
titudes and Choice Gf a Collective Bargaining Agency in
Hawaii" (Honolulu: Industrial Relations Center, College of
“U%iness Administration, University of Hawaii, 1874), pp.

-35. ’ o
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,:  ; gc ,V;
- miréﬁ;scfatch by writing it into thé'céﬁfractﬁlnv Jamps P
,Begiﬁ, in his Study of the eifects Df bargilnlng Gn gover-
nance, noted, on the other hand that the process aﬁly )
"r21nferced" governance strugtures in lnst;tutlons where
faculty 1nput always had been strgng At the Callegé of
Medlclne and Dentlstry Df New Jersey,.fcr example, "the

bargalnlng agent (AAUP) has supported the establlshment cf

faculty personnel pracedures and a gcvernance aystem Qut51de';fff
the contract."? Eegln cancluded his Study thusly

The exact mix af the pr@cedurés for faculty
participation- which evolve and the issues which -
‘are dealt with by the various prccedures will
likely depend on contextual factors in a given
situation. The extent of governance before
collective bargaining, the attitudes of the

bargaining agent and the administration con- - ‘;;n55

- cerning the role of the senate, the nature cf
the bargaining relationship and a number of’ o
forces external to a particular institution -
are undoubtedly 1mpartant ccn51deratlons m
"Virginia Lee Luésiér Searchlng fcr general pitterns in
contracts dlst;ngulshlng the three majcr natlanal faculty
organizations from one another, agreed w;th Begln ’“.;i'fﬁéh
diversity of local situations {has} resulted in'wide diversity
between the stances of national organizations and individual'
local affiliates as well as among the local units of. national
organizations. In short, the attitudes and behavior mani-

fested by a college collective bargaining agent are, in large

M yiiliam M. Weinberg, "Bargaining Techniques ...",
pp. 2-3. -

_anﬁmes P. Begin, "Faculty Covernance and ...", p. 3.
. 1pid., p. 11.
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measure, determined at the local rather than the national. -
level, at least in these formative years, " _ . . _;

The diversity cf the ccllectivé bargaininﬁ‘égpériénce

'Df Lhe ngher qucatign Contract Clause Flnder publl%hed

hy the Industrial Relations Center Df the Cgllege Df Bus 

ness Admlnlstratlan at the University of Hawall,; 

-Samel'
Hixty pages are devated to varylng examples Qi pIQVl
~dealing with. working QDHditanS alone.a Thls leéfS;t;;'f

';plalns the results of such studles as that @f Bennett!Ja;;;w

,Hudsan. Examlnlng the b arga;nlng eaperiences Gi féur cgmafla

munity colleﬁes each in a dlfierent State ﬁudson reperted.'

- more faculty 1nvg1vement in déc;31an=mak1ng cancernlng salas,g?

t

ries, tenure, and work load in some colleges,-é significant>””?;
inerease in rules and regulatlans ‘for both. fagulty and ad- -
mlnlstratlcn in some galleges and a decllne in cammunlca—

tions between faculty and adm;nlstratlcn and the atrcphy of

faculty senates in some c@lleges,

M yirginia Lee Lussier, "National Faculty Associations
11 . : - | - . [ N e
ey, p. 15, . . : :

5 yhdustrial Relations Center, College of Business Ad-
ministration, University of Hawaii, Higher Education Con-
tract Clause Finder, First, Second and. Third Issues (Honolulu:
Industrial Relations Center, College of Bu51n225 Administra-
tion, University of Hawaii, 1972, 1974, 1974).

" Bennett J. Hudson, "Perceptions of Post-Bargaining
Changes In Organizational Structures and Locus of Institu-
tional Decision-Making In Selected Community Colleges" (un-
?ggé;%hed Ed.D. dissertation, The University of FlD;ldig
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' Using some 40 four-year institutions with bargaining as
the basis for his analysis, Joseph Garbarino has discerned
3 different functional types of fa:p1t§ unions producing

thig variety of results. The first he calls "defensive"
unionism. "'The distinguishing features §f thiz type," he
said, "are the prior existence of a fairly well established
tradition Qf faculty participation in governance with the
machinery in place to implémeﬁt thé précgggi“lﬁ Feeling
pressured by the causal factors discussed earlier in this
review, these faculties have Qrgggized to ggignd their present
gtatus,'tg turn their informal systems of delegated authority
jnto firm commitments through binding contracts. The re-
sults of such pnianism have been minimal; the predominantly
collegial "status quo has been institutionalized, but not
disturbed in any fundamental way."'™

The second type is térm%d "gcﬂztitutiénal" unionism and
'"has appeared in sémg inStitutignsrwith'littlé of the tradi-
tional faculty governance arrangements pri%r to union organi-
zation." in thesé circumstances, 'the union is accepted
from the start as the basic arm of faculty partigiﬁatiani
The union represents the faculty'in-thé 'constitutional
convention' stage of dévelagi;g the Eystem'af governance.
The ggvérnaﬂzé system is the product of bafgaiﬁiﬁg and is

r

contractually based."¥® The feéults of this type of unionism

. nTJéseph W. Garbarino, "Emerging Patterns of TFaculty
 Bargaining', Academics at the Bargaining Table ..., p. 2
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usually are markedly different from those generated by
defensive unionism. Adversarialism between faculty and
administration is accentuated while céllegialify_is di-
minished; the union is méré-respgnsive to the needs of
faculty, per se, as opposed to the needs of the institution
as é whole; and the influence of méreivariéd'intereét
graﬁps within the faculty are'mére’keé£1§m§g§f:ﬁd

The third andifinal type is "reform" unicﬁism;_ In a
way, reform unionism is str@n§ c@nstituti§na1 unionism;
that is, it produces extreme "changeswinvestabliéhEd pragticés
of institutional operation.” Garbaringlféund this type of
uniénism most vaieus’"in large complex institutions that
are not only mﬁltisgémpus in naturé but aré’madévup inéife
ferent types or 1evéls of instifutiénsg"_ Iﬁ such Gircﬁms v
sténces, bargaining has wrought dramatic éhaggé_in,almést
every area of concern.'? n

"As more institutions are Qfganiged, the diversity of
circumstances and of histarical'develapﬁeﬁt;“ égid Ga?bas
rino, '"can be expectéd to generate'a wider Varigty of Qrgaﬁ§
izational types-reflécting the tremendous variety to be
faund‘amang American institutions cféhighér édﬁcatian."
Eventually,_heiéddéégtas.tﬁe movement matureé, the consti-
tutional model will éfédéminéte. FBut, for now, the exception

will be the rule.'?®

iﬂrlhidi, pp.léa?.
2 1pid., pp. 7-8.

2 1bid., p. 9.
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iA central factor in determining the results of bargaining
in any one local context seems to lie in thé degree of adver-
siarialism éxisting between faculty -and administration; those
arcas in which faculty feel particularly thréatened become .
key issues at the bargaining table. Time after time, writers
cited in this section, either implicitly or explicifly, lead
one to that conclusion. To explore this idea more fully is

the task of the next section in this revieﬁ,

5. ~Adversarialism Versus Collegiality

—

"pAdversarialism" is a new word.in the literature of
higher education. Until very recently, students in the
field(seeﬁe&ét@ play_it down, concentrating instead on
discussions of its atmospheric opposite, collegiality. But
the advent of collective bargaining in. academe has changed
that. Now several writers have addressed the subject.®
A ﬁseful review of the literature, emphasizing faculty-

administrator conflict in junior colleges, is that done by

M gee, for example, the following works: Maurice C.
Benewitz (ed.), Proceedings, First Annual Conference,
April, 1973 (New York: National Center for the Study of
Collective Bargaining in Higher Education, Baruch College-
CUNY, 1973); Thomas M. Mannix (ed.), Proceedings, Second
Annual Conference, April, 1974 (New York: National Center
Tor the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education,
Baruch College-CUNY, 1974); Donald J. Keck, "Are You Ready
for Professional Negotiations?", a speech delivered before
The Council of Community College Boards of the National School
Boards Association, Chicago, Illinois, September 14, 1968,
ED 030 429; and Charles J. Ping, "On Learning to Live with
Collective Bargaining", Journal of Higher Education, 44, 2

(February, 1973), pp. 102-113.
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Michaél R. Capper aﬁd Dale Gaddy for the American Associa~-
tion of Junior G@lleges!la

There always has been a degree of conflict between
faculty members and their administrators, of course; it is
only natural. Stephen Eplér,!in his analysis of the ﬁhenamee
non elaborated thusly on this point: |

Some conflict exists im the nature of things:
the faculty does have a perspective different
than the administration; the faculty does have
different goals, values, and experiences than
administrators; people do depend on stereotypes
to structure their environment. Thus, some con-
flict is natural and will persist in some form
or another.® ’

Some writers have pointed out that conflict is not only

natural, but also desirable. Kenneth Mortimer summed up the

t

thoughts of 'many commentators as follows:

Conflict can lead to greater understanding of
substantive issues and to more rigorous debate

of alternative courses of action. Social theo-
rists have argued that institutionalized conflict
is a stabilizing mechanism in loosely structured
organizations and open societies. By permitting
direct expression of conflicting claims, these
societies can readjust their priorities and pro-
cedures by eliminating sources of dissatisfaction
and causes for dissociation. Thus, through toler-
ating institutionalized conflict, institutions of
higher education may reestablish unity, oOr at least
reach a tolerable solution to the issues that di-
“vide them.?¥® ’ .

- ™ ichael R. Capper and Dale Gaddy, "Faculty Participation
in Junior College Governance" (Washington, D. C.: American As-
sociation of Junior Colleges, 1969), ED 027 886.

% Stephen H. Epler, "Faculty~Administration Relation-~
ships ...", p. 24. ' ‘

1% gonneth Mortimer, "Governance in Higher Education:
Authority and Confliect in the Seventies', Insights into .
Higher Education: Selected Writings of CSIE, 1969-73,

T, Governance (University Park: Center Tor the Study of
Higher Education, The Pennsylvania State University, 1974),
- p. 50, :
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Mortimer's hopes for the reestablishment of unity and
the solution to divisive issues point to the underlying
reasons for this new attention to adversarialism between
faculty and administrators, As was discussed carlier in
segtianiz, many of the same causal factors leading faculty
to collective bargaining are also pointing up the differ-
ences between them and their administrators and, thus, in-
tensifying the conflict. Edward Bloustein described the
phenomenon in these words:
We are indeed witnessing the break-up of
collegiality. But again I suggest to you that
this is not a consequence of the trade union
movement .... What has happened is that our
faculty and our student body and evenm our
beards of governors have now found that their
interests are not as common and not as united
as they once were. There is now a frank recog-
nition that there are adverse interests.

- L3 =

What we find happening, therefore, is that

the trade union movement has caused us to recog-

nize an organized spokesman for the Taculty in-

terest, and it has thereby invited recognition

of @ther 1nterests on campus adverse to those of

the faculty.

In the ensuing struggle among faculty, administration,
and external bodies for power and money, tollegiality, always
a marginal force in most institutions of higher education,
may suffer. Some writers, in fact, are beginning to wonder

if true collegiality ever did exist in any but a very few

institutions. - In.a review of the literatare on governance

127 pqward J. Bloustein, "Collective Bargaining and Uni-
versity Governance", a speech presented at.the annual meeting
of the Association of American Colleges, San TFrancisco,
January 15, 1973, ED 074 928, pp. 10-1l.
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Ezﬂm 1965 to 1976 for examplc, Harold L. Hodgkinson con-
cluded: "At many, perhiaps even mast institutions of higher
education, the faculty never did function as a community of
sghalars".lﬁ What amounts to almost a myth Df universal
collegiality was generated and sustained, according to
Hodgkinson, by writings on the sabject which never looked

beyond the most pregtigicus institutions and, thus, encéuragéd

.?rraneeus generaiizations.

Joseph Garbarlnar in a recent canierance paper on the
subject, canflrmed Hadghlnsmn s flndlﬂgs‘

In 1970, the AAUP conducted a comprehensive
survey of governance practices in over one thou-
sand 1nst1tutlans that gzvés ug a picture Qf ex—

grawth perlad of faculty unionism. Thlrty one
separate areas of governance were included and
the levels of {faculty} participation were char-
acterized as either determination, joint action,
consultation, discussion, or none. For all 31
areas considered tgﬂether the median level of
participation was found to be just short of con-
sultation. |

Garbarino defined "gansultatign" as a "fcrmai procedure' or
"other method" for faculty input in the décisicn—making pro-
cess. To be ﬁjust short'" of that category puts the facultyf‘u
position into the éétegéry of “disgussian“,‘whiéh méans

"that informal expressions of opinion of faculty were ac-
cepted or that formal opinions were solicited only from ad-

ministratively selected committees.'" This is not the concept

28 Harold L. Hodkinson, ''Campus Governance -- The Amazing
Thing Is That It Works At All" (Washington, D. C. ERIC

Clearinghouse on Higher Education, 1971), ED 651 439 p. 8.

EgJ@éeph W. Garbarino, "Collegiality, CDHSSHSHS AL

p. 2,
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of shaged authority usuaily‘implied in most di%cﬁssians of
\raditional collegiality; the spirit of such a system of
campus decision-making would seem té be best labelled as
"joint actiﬁnﬁ; defined by Garbarihc as méaningv"ﬁhat farmai

agreement of the two parties involved was required,"®

'

The realities of the situation in most iﬁstituti@gs_alﬁ
ways have favored the administration, Technically, of
course, they have all af}the authority. The true spirit
of traditional collegiality dictates that they.vcluntarily

share some of it with the faculty whi;e_retaining ultimaté'

But, in practice, this sharing éften is-maréighadéw
than substance. Garbarino labelled the tzaditi&nal version

of collegiality as practiced in most institutions as ''con-

sultative" collegiality and explained its essential weak-
ness as follows:

When the recommendations for action that are .
forthcoming are reasonably consistent with what
the administration would have liked to do anyway,
the appearance of effective delegation can be
produced at relatively little cost.: Because they
have the final decision, administrators can arrange
for, or at least cheerfully accept, 'participation’
from groups they know in advance will present
diametrically opposed recommendations. They can
often .even influence the content of the advice
they receive by selecting OT influencing the se-
lection of some of the members of the advisory
committees. This can provide the appearance of
widespread consultation while leaving the ‘admin-
istration free to choose in making the ultimate
decision. ¥

The growing ténsi@ng of the past few years on campus

¥ 1pid., pp. 2-3.

™ 1bid., p. 7.
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huve‘widened the gap between faculty and administrators in
many areas, and as collegial consensus has become more and
more difficult to achieve, faculty have grown aware of the
weakness of their position in such a system. Mutual respect
and trust between faculty and administration, essential
conditions for gffective}cénsultative collegiality, have :
been Seriausly weakened, ezpé:ially in those institutions
where collegiality always had been abused; and the col-
1églal faith in one's calleagues is be;ng replaced by an
adversarlal faith in rules. Edward Bloustein put it this
way:

In 1ega1 terms we have seen a change frgm a

‘argse out Qf status tg ‘one in which rl?hts and
obligations arise out of consensual agreement.

In the history of law, this is the origin -
of the theory of contract. Prior to the exist-
ence of contract as a recognizable form of le-
gal relationship, most rights and obligations
in law arose out of stdtus relationships. VWhat
we now find is that for a variety of reasons
that status-based relationship within the uni-
versity has broken down and in its place we have
to begin making agréeménts,l

Hére enters- ccliectl é-bargalnlng, and the iﬁitiatian
of the!proééss often h%igﬁtens adversarialism. Edwin C.
Peﬁdlet@n, commenting on the Hawaii experience, reported
that both sideé, "new to the bargain;ngxﬁracessj feel im-
pelled to test their positions: the uniun'té démaﬁd;a
whole new world; the emp;ayér to maintain the pre- ﬁ,an

status quo and to use every known argument, legal ambiguity

132 paward J. Bloustein, "Collective Bargaining and ...",

p. 12.
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Cor right, gueh as legally stated management rights, to re-
sist encroachment on his traditional power. This means an
ingvitable amguﬁt of pulling and haﬁling, of 'réfusals to
pbargain', of demands for legal opinions, and even threats

nl8  phe literature generated by both

and caunterthreats.
sideé confirms this view. The publicatiaﬁs of all 3 na-
tional faculty organizations are combative in discussing
the neg@fiatians process. And management guidelines are
similar. For example, Gerald D. Welch, in a recent article
offiering advice to the management negétiati@n team, said it
njg like a team on the field during a football game." The
back -up team, he went Qn "13 similar to the spotters in
the press box. They are 1@@k1ng for weaknesses in both: the
offense and defense of- their opponents in order to supply
the players on the field with ammunltlaﬂ tQ score on their
Qppgnants and to prevent thé opponents fram scoring on thém'13g
Such an attitude does n@t encourage calleglality at the
bargaining table. And if the 1972 génelusiaﬂs of Harold I.
Goodwin and John O. Andés chcéfning contract content con-
tinue to hold true, the adversarial bargaining process will
spread to more and more campus issues. Comparing 1972 con-

tracts to those negotiated in 1971, these two researchers

B pawin C. Pendleton, "Educators Unionize: The Hawaii
Scene" (Honolulu: Industrial Relations Center, C@llége of
Business Administration, Uaners;ty of Hawaii, 1972), p. 20.

ﬁiﬁgfgld D. Welch, "Collectlve Bargaining and the Manage-
ment Negotiating Team", The Journal of the College and Uni-
versity PefSEnnel Assaclatlcn 25, 1 (January, 19674), p. 953.
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round the earlier ones largely restricted to "the legiti-
mation of collective bargaining aﬂd the obtaining of Easic
rwants'. We saw a focus on salary provisions, exclusive
representation, bérgaining unit campcsitian, leave provi-
sions and similar factors." In the 1972 contracts, "gover-
nance items nearly doubled," "academic contract items more.
than doubled," and "there was a strong surge" in several
cher areas as well.13®
are determined largely "by the pars@nalities involved and
how each contestant views his opposite,'" as Pendleton
pointed out, echoing the emphésis on contextualism made
earlier in this review.'® The mix of c@ntractualvccmgrea
hensiveness and traditional céllegiality acceptable to one
institution may not be acce?table to another one. It all
depends éﬁ the degree of mutual trust and respect which each
side confers upon the other. On the one hand, as c@ﬁtiactﬁall
comprehensiveness and detaii increase, the risks of the un-
known and unforeseen to the best interests of both sides
decrease. But on the other hand, those same increments in
contractual campreheﬁsiveness and detail can cost something:
flexibility and freedom of action on both sides in meeting

the unknown and unforeseen, The desirability of -this trade-

135 garold I. Goodwin and John 0. Andes, Collective Bar-
gaining in Higher Education: Contract Content - 1972 (Mor-
gantown: Wegt Virginia University, 1972), pp. 5-6.

1% Rdwin C. Pendletan,»ﬂEdugatcrs Unionize ...", p.
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off of risk for rigidity will vary from institution téK

jnstitution.

6. The Ideal Mix

Goodwin and Andes, in th31r 1972 aﬂaly51s of 101 col-

lective bargalnlng gcntracts in hlgher educatian prav1deﬂ

an extensive outline of areas ccvered thus far in a varletyfffl;

of contracts.' Using their work as a base, a réarranged{
and céncentrated version would cans;st of five categarles
(beneflts, academlc matters, gnvernance general matters,v
and contract magagement) containing 42 aréaé:'

A. BENEFITS: |

1. Special Financial Ccn31deratlang

- Guidelines and mechanisms concerning.....__. .../

subsystem and/or institutional assis-
tance in financing such faculty ex-
penses as dues for professional or-
ganizations, subscriptions to profes-
 sional publications, and professional
" development (attendance at canferences
and the 11ke)

" 2.. Insurance Qaverage - : ;
Criteria and mechanisms for 1ﬁsurance
protection of 'various kinds -= life,
‘accident, health llablllty, and the like.

3. Leaves
Definitions gf and guldéllnes for per-
sonal leaves, professional development
leaves, research leaves, and the like.

4, Retirement

The" detaillng of pal and pré&ram

.5, Salarles '

' The detailing of salnry schedule -pay-
roll deductions, annual increases, cost-
of living adgustments, extra-duty. com-
pensation, merit pay, and the 11keg

BTHarald 1. @dein and Jabn D ADdES,_CGllEGLlVL
! 1n Y el e .
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Travel Reimbursements

Critoria and mechanisms for financial
reimbursements to .faculty for travel
expenses incurred on institutional .
business.

Tuition Bgimburseméntg

Criteria and mechanisms for financial
reimbursements to faculty for courses
taken in professional development.

Working Conditions :

Guidelines and protections concerning
clerical assistance, pdrking facilities,
health and safety standards, office
space, faculty lounges, and the like.

B. ACADEMIC MATTERS:

9.

10.

12.

13.

15,

iGuidelines
equipment, supplies, custodial services,
and the like. L -

§Qmmitteg§,far Academic Affairs

The powers and procedures of faculty
committees dealing with professional
standards, curriculum, and the like.

Academic Freedom
The definition of both the rights and
responsibilities inherent in the term.

FacultylParsanglrngiciggrRelaigd‘ig
Acadenmic Affairs

The detailing of criteria and procedures
(including the roles and responsibili-
ties of faculty, the Board of Trustees,
institutional administrators, and pos-
sibly students) concerning faculty ap-
pointment, reappointment, non-reappoint-

ment (of non-tenured faculty) sand dis-

missal (of tenured faculty) .

Academic Rank
The detailing of standards, rank equi-
valencies, and the like.

Assistance in Instruction
Guidelines and procedures concerning

the assignment of graduate assistants,
work-study students, and the like.

Classroom. Environment - 7
and protections concerning

Faculty Code of Ethics

. Guidelines concerning ethical conduct .

DY Y 2 TR
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16.

17.

18.

19.

ggi

and a commitment to quality by faculty.

‘Fagulty Rights and Resﬁan31bllltles Re-

lated to Academic Affairs

Faculty commitments in academic advising,
institutional ceremonial act1v1t1e5 and
the like. , :

Guidellges and prDtéthDBS pertalulng ,
to these activities in teachlng and prD-
gram canstruﬂtlcn : -

Substitute and Pirt time Teaﬁhéra
Criteria and procedures for thElr selec-
tion and use. :

Tenure
The definition of and crlterla and pro-
cedures for conferral of tenure.

Faculty Workload '
Guidelines and p:gtectians pertalnlng
to teaching load, course scheduling,
non-teaching resp@nsibilztles office
hours, class size, evening and/or Sat-
urday classes, Summeﬁ School, and the
like. e

C. GOVERNANCE:

21!

Eggﬁ,

23.

Grievance Processes

The definition of- grievances and the

pr@cedures far deal;ﬁg with them (in—

tlDﬂ in the précess)

Malntgggnce of Management Rights

The detailing and aif;rmat;an of the
retention (by the Board of Trustees
or its designated agents) of rights,
powers, and authority established by
law or past practice and not modified

by ather pOftlDﬂS Di the centract

Faculty Pérggnnel PDllGlES :

The detailing of the roles of ficulty;
the Board of Trustees,flnstltutlenal
administrators, and possibly students
in dealing w;th ‘the following matters
related to faculty: “‘evaluations, em-

‘ployee files, promotions, ,transfers;

staff reductlans,bantiédiscfiminatianJ‘
and senlarity IR U S
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24, TFaculty Governance (

The detailing of the role of ‘aculty in
general matters of institutional gover-
nance: the role of the faculty senate,
faculty committee responsibilities and
memberships, the disciplining of faculty
members, responsibilities for the crea-
tion and enforcement of faculty bylaws,
and the like. :

25. Maintenance of Faculty Rights and Benefits
- The detailing and affirmation of the B
_ retention (by faculty) of rights and
benefits established by law or past
practice and not modified by other por-
tions of the contract.

26. Administratiyg,?ersannel Policies
The detailing of the roles of faculty,
the Board of Trustees, institutional
administrators, and possibly students
in administrator recruitment, selection,
duties, salary and change.

27. ;nstgtgtianal Planning and Development
The detailing of the roles and respon- -
sibilities of faculty, the Board of

‘Trustees, institutional administrators,
and possibly students in this activity.

28. Organizational Charts
The detailing of lines of authority
within the institution and/or subsystem.

29. Special Funds
The detailing of the roles and responsi-
bilities of faculty, the Board of
Trustees, institutional administrators,
and possibly students concerning funds
set aside for institutionally-sponsored
research, special programs, and the like.

30. Publication and Development Bights
Faculty and institutional protections
and privileges.

'D. GENERAL MATTERS:

31. -The Institutional Calendar
The commencements and terminations of
semesters, final examination periods, )
various deadlines, holiday observances,
and the like. -
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32.

']
£y

34,

35.

Celleetlve Bar?elning Agent Rlehte

- Union use of: 1net1tut1enel iae;L;tlee

released tlme for union efflclale

‘union access to institutional 1nferme—
_tion, and procedures for union commun-

ieetien-with the Board of Trustees, .

=>Jeb Peetlnge

‘The. criteria. and preeeduree “For the

pestlng and publicizing of job openings
of interest to faculty w;thin and w1theut

the 1ﬂSt1tutan end eubeyetem.ega~

Dutelde Empleyment end Ceneuitent Werk

"Guidelines and: procedures concerning .

Ieculty engagement in these actlvltlee

Strlkee end Leekeute

_Provisions dealing :with the pﬂ331b111= o

ties of (1) feeulty strikes, work-
stoppages; work 1nterrupt;ene, and the
like, and (2) -Board.of Trustees/insti-
tutional administrative lockouts or
similar eet1v1t;ee threugheut the con—-

. tract perled

E. CGNTRACT MANAGEMENT

36.

37.

38.

393

4Di

Stetement ef lntent

ef the eeetreet

Reeeenltlen ef Bergelnﬂng Agent

A declaration of the legitimacy of union
representation of faculty concerns, and

a detailing of these faculty. eeneerne to-
be handled exclusively through union rep—
resentation..

Terms and: Definitions .

. The exact meaning of such terme as.

"feculty member" and "administrator"

_in the”centreet_*

Negotiation Processes

The procedures for lnltlﬂl negotiations,
reopening negotiations during the con-
tract period to solve unanticipated
problems, and renewing negotiations
near the end of the contract period to
prepare a new contract. '

Consultation and Communication
The procedures for these activitices
between the union and institutional

-6




admlnlstraticn thraugh@ut the c@ntract

perlcd

41. Contragt Duratlan .
The period of time th:@ugh@ut which
}the cantract w;ll be An: f@rce L

42. !Cantract Implementatlan , ' '
- The ass;gnment of- respan51b111tles and.i
"ereation . of mechanlsms for. the printing
‘ and dlstrlbutlén of” cantracts, 1eglsla— 
- tive - labbylng for- enabl;ng 1egislatlan
necessary to any: contract. prcv1s;gns,
- and the -separability of any. partlans of
the contract found to be ccntrary to. -
. law in order to keep the remainlng par—;_~
- tions 'in force. SRR 0

As. GGde1n and Andes mentlan in reference tD th31rngnf**

@utllne, 'no ccntract ccntalns all cf the ltems 1;sted;;and=”7

:I singn

'mgst contaln one or more 1tems nct 1ncluded ": Thé same:isg;

of caurse, true here Eut even more" 1mpartantly,‘amang conx~

tracts deal;ng with the same areas there is much d*VEI%ltV

'1eav1ng 11ttle or no. room for trad;tlcnal cglleglal_flegls

bility; some are at the other end of” the spectrum treating
& given érea Gn%y in the most general céntragtﬁalmieimsuaﬁdqmm
lecaving cgllegiél fléxiﬁility véry"dcminantj énd sfill others
arEESQmewhefe in between thése two extremes. As was eatab;_
lished earlier in this réview; the fempér’éf'any'@ne cantfaat
seems to bhe determined largely by loecal tens;ans

Several wrlters, observing this variety of g@ntragts
and the results they are beginning to generate, have séegué
lated on what the EEEE mix of contractual detail and col-
legiality may Ee! EBach writer has his own ideal plan, but

at least three general groupings can be_madei‘

One large group. thinks the best contract is no contract
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”;i:wrlters agree w;th himifW '
S LDD ‘apparently d@ admln;stratgrs and faculty members_f 

S EEC K31th Graty,?"Better Academic Perscnnel Admlnistra—
.ﬁfjtian Need Not Wait for.. Collective Bargaining,' The ‘Journal of
-the: CcllegF and_Un1v5r51tv Persannel Assaciatian‘”BSQ 2

. 'fgr exampie the fgllﬂw1ng wchS‘f Jahn J Ccrscn
. MFrom: Autharity -to - Leadership""a paper: presented at a con-'
-fifereuce of the National- Association of: State Un;vers;tle% and:
-+~ Land. ‘Grant Calleges Washingfcn, D. C.,. Ngvember 11, 1968
-vf(Washingtgn D. C.1 © National Association of State Unive151—'
" tles and Land Grant C@lleges, 1958), ED 024 336; Jdohn  J. Corson,

- "Goyernance: Interacting Roles’ of Faeﬂlty,.Students, and Ads_w"
ministratars"' an address presented at the 26th National Con-

.“ference" on Higher Education, Chicago, Illinois, March 16, 1971
“Vja,(WaShingtan D..C.: EAmer;can ‘Association fcr H;gher Lducatlan
~+1971), ED 050.673; and Dexter L. Hanley, "Issues -and Models
ifﬁT‘CQllthiVé Bargaining in- H;gher Educat;@n”, Liberal Ed-

ation,. 57 l (March 1@71) pp. 5-14. ‘ R o
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B Considered across the whole range of . 1nst1a

" tutions of higher educationj faculty. unionism has
increased the effectlveness of senates ‘as’ vehlclgs
for faculty participation in' governance: dramatlcally
The key to this possibly . surprlslng statement-is R
that only about one-eighth of all the’ lﬂStltuthnS‘j7 }71
of hlgher ‘education have been Drganlzed ‘and-‘there
is no quest;nn that in the ungrganlzéd seven élghts,s
scores of new senates hdve ‘been created and’ SCOres..
of existing senates have been’ re;vagarated as’ a.

- result of the spread Df un;@nlsm M L

ﬂ,

.nAngther 1arge group wants tc IEStTth the bafgaininﬁj-,_,,
prDGéSS and its adversarlallsm ta matters far whlch there. 7”"
seem to be no real alternatives (11ke ecancmlc~and due pra%
cess issues). Academic and gavernauce matters wculd be
‘IEft largely for disposal through m@re cclleglal vehlcles

o S

like the faculty senate and its c@mmlttees,

This group cDuld accept a negatlated System ‘of campu%

1“Jc:)SEI::}i W. Garbarino, “Céllegia;igy; Consensus ...", p. 1.

See fgr example, the following works:: Wllllam and .

: "Cgllectlve Bargaining ..."; Daniel R. Coleman, "The Evolution -
of ...", Part II; Joseph N. Hankin, "Alternatives to Col-
lective Bargalning" Collective Bargainlﬁﬁ in Junior CDllEEEb
~ & paper presented at a conference sponsored by the Junior

College Council of the Middle Atlantic States on Collective
Bargaining in the Community Colleges, 1972, ED 070 437; Carl
M. Stevens, "The Professors and ce ' Danald E. Walters,
"Collective Bargaining in Higher Education" (Washington, D. C.
Association of Governing Boards of Universities and Colleges,
1973), ED 092 059; and Arnold R. Weber, '"Academic Negotiations
== Alternatives tD Collective Bargalnlng" a report presented
&t the Plenary Session at the 22nd Nat;@nal Conference on
igher Education, sponsored by the Association for lligher
!ducaticn Chicago, Illinois, March 6, 1967, ED 014 122.
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'sgspecte of both eelleetlve bergeinlng and true. eellee111;ty
In erder to ereete such a . Eye.,em eeeerding te Dev1d L.

Gliham qnd Deneld E. Weltere ehapter on the bergelnlnw pro-

cess in Feeultz Unlene eﬂd Celleetlve Bafﬁalﬂlﬁﬁ, the erglnal
prlnelplee on - whleh 1nduetrlel bergeln;ng Ieete ‘must be
dmended in 4 iundemeﬁtel ways: (1) feeulty are more then‘g*-

cmployeee, as prefeeelenele, they are lergely eelf 1n1t;etlng

L

.nf“

and eelf euetelnlng in their work end geele, (2) eelleg;ete

,f

employer end employee: 1ﬂtereete are truly mutuel 1n*meny

f)
weye, (3) the eeeentlel usefulness of eelleglality in higher

education preeludee too great an empﬁee;e on. edvereerieliem
in negetiet;ene, and (4) dletlnetlene "between meneeement as
‘owners ef the teele ef preduetlen on the one hand and the
worker cn the ether" blur in hlgher edgeetien 143

Theee emended principles should inform the. negetletlene
7g§feeeee;”ee§m3rehem1and‘We1tere, and lead to an agreement
which eenetruee‘feeﬁlty participation in governance as ''a
condition of employment." The meeeinery for gevefﬁeeee
eheuld'eeﬁively include every member of eeeﬁ bergeiﬁing unit
regardleee of his duee=peying status. '“vathe parties briﬁg
theee 1deee to the bargelning te51e and thereby think in
terme of 1netltut;enel beneflte rather than management or
11ber beneilte, then a negetleted system of eempue gevernenee

can become a eempelllng force for stabilizing the eampue,

w3 David L. Graham and Donald E. Walters, '"Bargaining
Process'", Chapter 2 in: I. D. Duryea, Robert 8. Fisk, and
Associates, Faculty Unions and ..., P. 62.
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jmﬂmbérs as préfess;anals "

'»'that "it is a hlghly tender balance w1th very 11ttle chdn;

of lastlng permanenge The faculty may agree to ma;ntaln’

jn thls case, said Wllllams, "what is nat wan at thé bar"

-8

preserv1ng 2clleg1a11ty, ensurlnﬁj ;nstltutlonal,autc:namyg

,xf

_nnd afiirming the rlghts and respan31b11;tles Qf faculty -

o

AT

1tk

This m@del Df co- ex;stence has 1ts gritlcsiﬁ Tar exsfﬂfg

1mple,,Bernard Jay- Wlll;ams malnta;ned 1n a. recent art;cl

the balancé one day and not the next "“5 He env151aned

two scenarios. The i;rst has thh the faculty SEﬂate and

faculty union ccmprLsed @f ESSéntlally the same membershlp- ;l

gaining table w111 Surely shaw up an the flgariaf the sengte;>
thWLthstanding any pricr gentleman,s'understandlng~between |
manégemént‘and;thé ﬁnicﬁ—gé;éte'iéﬁcergingﬁéégaréfév$pﬁé?é§ :
of juriSdiétiQn’Qver the subjectvmattéfi?u.;’}Mahagéﬁent

here becomes the little white bail in afcqntiﬁuéus ﬁniéﬁsj{u;
senate game of pi'1*1g-=-1:n:rr1g!"ﬂiE In the second SGEﬁariq,,the A
union has a marginal mandate and, thué, several enemies in
the senate. This g2ﬁeratés‘a competition betWéén'the fwé_
forces as each tries to outdo t53~cthér."This situatién,
Sald Williams, not Dnly'hurtsimgﬁagéﬁént,“bﬁt'aléé weakeﬁs
the sénaté;‘ﬁthe senate will quickly be relegated t@ié

sécondary position in search of an issue not yet covered by

™ Ibid., p. 63.
“$ Bernard Jay Williams, "Faculty Barvgaining ...", p. 54.
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the cgntrgct that. 1t can dlscuss at least untll thélnext

e 1Y I
vbargain;ng sesslgn comes along." o

The thlrd grgup ef wr;ters agrée with Williams in his ' .

—_— L oa

analys;s of union respanse tD a challénge by the senate

Y.

H"The unlgn will qulckly assert 1ts 1egal right cf exclu51ve
repreaentatign over all statutcry subjects far mandatary
barga;nlng It is bﬁt ‘a shart 1eap from mandatgry t@ per—iz
mlsslve Subgect matters of bargalning, frcm ‘the canvent;analjf
statutcry 1anguage Qf 'terms and ccndltlcns Df emplayment‘
tq academlc pollcyi ", In tlme, of caurse the unlan wole
supplant the senaté The iny dlfference between thls thlfd* 
graup and Williams is that they view the prcspect more
favorably.
| The inclusion of mmét major faculty concerns within the
scope af negctlatlans is advgcated by the magarltv Gf union
spokesmen and partisans, Df ccurse, as well as many Edmlnls=
trators. Joseph Garbarino explained their w1lllngﬁess to
virtually abandon traditional c@llegi&lity in a recent con-
ference paper. Cnneernlng the unicn V1awPalnt he wrcte
Althaugh this may saund like the end of cél—

legiality, it really amounts to a redefinition of

collegiality by the union.. Unions argue that they

are making collegiality effective for the first

time because. they define collegiality as a pro-.

cess of decision-making in which the partles con-

sidering an issue reach an agreement that is binding

on the administration or, if it is rejected, the -

rejection .is then subsect to‘review by a third
party. .

M I1bid., p. 55.
) \
148 ;plg_ . PP!} 54=55,
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As a result of this process, the wide range

of issues that have historically been the sub-

ject of collegial discussion ... will be di-

vided into mandatory, permissive, and prohibited

subjects for bargaining. The division of 'the

topics among the categories w1111be,the,result
of ‘legal prescription and court or ‘labor board

decisions, but private sector experience points
up the fact that the question. of what is nego-
. tiable is itself largely neggtiablégya-'

The replacement of traditional consultative céllégiality
by bargaining collegiality also hés-s@me éttracfigns for
administrators. Garbarino gpecifi:aliy’ngteggtwn of them,
‘éaeh relating to administrativgﬁefficiencif;”FiISt,i?barf‘),z,
gaining at ?éricdia_intefvals with’an foiéiai shd'éxcluéi%ezjfi
représeutativa encourages the similtaneous écﬁsidératiag:of"
the whole range of issues between thévpartiés,ﬁ»ag'cppaSedv
fgythévpieéeméal and_préléngéd'appréééh”diatated by the
c@liegiai system. And second, the goal of simple!maj@rify
rule unde:lying bargaining processes is easier to achieve:
than the ccﬂseﬁsus among major interest groups necessary
under effective collegiality.’®

Here, then, are‘tﬁe 3 major viéwpaintszcancerﬂing the
‘mix of collegiality and contractual ggmprehensivenass best
suited for American institutions qf higher edﬁgatiéni They
range from virtually complete collegial dominance £§ v;rtually
complete contractual déminancei Each camp has decided how
much it is willing to replace, in Garbarino's words, 'custom

vith contract, collégial consensus with majority rule, con-

W yoseph W. Garbarino, nCollegiality, Consensus ...", p. 11
s

150 Ibid-; pp. 12-14.
=== 76



- 34 R

Asultatlve ccmmlttees w1th bargalning teams and ccntlnucus

dis EHSSlDﬂ of d;screte 1ssues with Perlﬂdlc @pen ended

fc@nstltutlanal conventions' ™

-i Intc whlch camp will each of Cnnnectlcut s fcur zub—
”_Systems D; hlgher educatien £all? As has been establlshed;i“lw

 in this rev1ew, the answer tc thls question w111 be determlned

lafgely by c@nteitual factors -- 1Dcal fears, ﬁopes,’and"'

tensions. And it is to this question<now that thlS Study '

&

turns.

% Ipid., p. 16. o o
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