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. L FOREWORD
.. . ! L i

This report examines the impact of faculty unionization on facdlty com- ..
pensation, research tontract revenues,, student tuition and fees, and other finan-
cial considerations. It is one in a series of Center studies and/or reports about the
. ¢ impact’ of faculty unionization on:postsecondary educatlon the first of ‘which
! Was published in 1972. This study uses multiple regression models to analyze the
net impact of collective bargalnlpg ona sample-of over 100 unlon and nonunion,

Lo four- year, institutions. . C ’
. ‘ A

The study is lmportant,for its own sake, since it sheds light on an |mpor-‘

s » - tant question in the debate overwhether faculty compensation is effected by . .
) - unionization. The model developed here is alteady being extended and further
- developed. .oy S
' ' - N ’ 4
LN * 4 - . ;B * .
) . The studgﬁlz so impartant because it is a joint project conducted by Dr.
’ . -Le}l ie, aformer member of the Center staff and Dr.Hy, a professdr of economics. .

. - The Center is in the process.of developing cidoperatlve studies with our colleagues
* in the d|sc1pl|nes in an effort to apply thelr‘concepts ‘methods ang skills to prob-
lems in postsecondary -educatien. We are pleased to welcome Dr#Hu as a Center’

. . Assocnate The Center staff welcomes the opportunity fo work cooperatjvely -
\ wnth our dlsmplme-based colleagues, .
. hine: ) L
AN T N . N @\
‘ . 2, Kenneth P. Mortimer
o . R Professor and Director N\
) RS - Center for the Study of.Higher Educatioh ‘¢
o ’ » N . - . . R
P { 7, Yo ”
§ . | 4
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: " INTRODUCTION . *
» g ’ ! 3

’

The recency of collectlve bargaining |n-'Amer|can higher education Has jeft
numerous major questl.ons unanswered,. and’ several areas of inquiry largely

_ unexplored. The first’ bargaining agreement in higher education was not reached

until 1963, and the Eargammg movergent was not a serious force in higher educa-
Ltion until the City University of New York, Central Mlchlgan University, and
Southeastern Massactiusetts University>were organized in the~1968 academic
year. From thirteen uniontzed faculties in 1968, the movement has grown to 326
bargaining units on 550 campuses, involving over 100,000 faculty by early 1977
(Kelley 1977). Aithough.a number of limited studies have now beén completed..
in such areas as the legal and financial aspects of bargainring and the impact of
bargaining on institutional governance, the neéd exists. to expand preons
samples consider ngw qyestlons, and extend analyses into new areas of {nquiry.

i
.

).

A b

The focus of thestudy’ reported'ﬁ‘rem ls”o“ﬁ“s"Iected“f‘nanCIal implica- ;

tions of coHectLve bargaining. Specmcally, what are the direct effects of bar-
gaining upon facuity salaries and fringe benefits and on’ mstltutlonal financial
ledgers ‘overall? In regard o _the former, this paper compares_facuity compensa-.
tion in"union and nonunion institutions overall and within several institutional
ca‘tegorles, e.g., public, ‘private; “two- -year, four-year. “Included are considerations
o’f the long-term effects of bargaining on compensayon composed of salaries
versus fringe benefits. In regard to the impact-on igstitutional financial ledgers,
this paper considers the relationships of collectlvgg%argamlng to changes in the
amounts of institutional income from varying sources and to.changes in the distri-
bution of lnsQutuonal expendltures .. e -

k4
¥
v -
» i
.
% - ¢
& . . !
» — ]
- . - _‘7
.
- - -
.
)\ - . 1) —~ P
6‘. e -
" - .
.
' ~ - i -
- » -
- -
. .
¢ o L )
- TR - . ~
.
. A ,
. -
. “ PN
.
- . N~ * Lo
’ - M . -, ¢
0 . N ! -
" e / R M
7~ »
. 7, . . 1 r
. B R
. . -
' . o, ~
: . - -, . *
e - -

°

*s




. . . , ' . A . . II' i -l‘. . ;‘ ) . ‘
ta . * ' N .o A . ' ’ :
" BACKGROUND STUDIES . . A

. .

. B . . « - i . .«
. s >

« . . . ) ) L, ¢ t -

AIthough the evidence < from;;_(_stmg research is occasionally lnconslstent . T
oo several major coqclusions appear. supportable as one progresses from studies of . ™~
o %adustrial unionisn\to more pertment.bargammg by public employees specifically » \
by college faculty ‘members. In tHe former case, results of three separate analyses of -~
data from prior to the end of quid War |1 differ only in degree in concluding " ..
that indystrial unionism resulted in higher mdustrlal wages (Ross 1948; Garbarlno. e N
1950; and Lewis 1963, p. 146). A fourth (Lester 1948) reported no reIatlonsh)p, e
S ' but its analysis excluded, two years in which major wage galns 'were noted in . ’
I unfonized industries. A second conclusion from .data for. industrial unions is that
. A initial gains appear not to ‘be expanded by continuing unlon‘rsm (Ross and
Goldner 1850). . ( i
~. : ¢ i&f A * . < )
' ) In ‘the ,public or, studies of public” school teachers’ saJarles when :
examined closely, abp/e::ctz support the gonclusion.of initially higher wages ynder
collective bargaining agreements. Among the more extensive and carefully con-
- trolled, studies was Thornton's (1971) investigation of eighty-three large C|ty
P school drstrlcts Utilizing nongmon districts as a cbntrol and adjusting for saIary
’ .- diffetences prior to the advent of bargammg, Thornton concluded that unionism
. was associated \gith fr 1 to 4 percent higher salaries at the lower salary levels -
. and twenty-thwgg’e percent at the maximum levels. Thornton’s general pattern of |
o findings was supported b\( Rhemus and Wilmer (1968) and Baird and l.andon -
. (1972), while the findings: @f Kasper (1970) and Brown'(197,5) disagree. Upon
reviewing just one of these confllctmg studies, however, it is seen that Kasper's
methothwas insensitive to salary variations caused by bargaining in local dlstrlng .
because his regression models utilized statewide teachers’ sa'lary data, A fi :
conclusion 'to be reached from studies of teachers’ salaries is that particularygion
affiliations, e.g., . National Edu‘catlon AssOC|at|on American Federation of
Teachers (NEA-AFT) do not seem 0 be related' to salary levels, (Thornton’ 1971)
.t To date, three major studles of faculty. compensatlon in ynionized institu-
tions of h|gher education. ha\/e\been campleted, and the dynthesized conelusions
. generally are consistent with the above. The earliest of these studies was by
e Robert Birnbaum (1974) who matched: elghty ‘eight union and eighty-eight non-
union institutions and reported an avimge hlgher safary of $777 in the unionized . °
institutions, with the largest differen bemg noted in four- year publle colleges. © ¢
~ Three years fater, Birnbaum reported/that the union® advantage had declined
" in 1975 .76 and that much of the union salary advantage had actuaIIy occurred .-
i in antlclpatlon of bargaining (Blrnbaum 1977) . ¢ -
) ) g - 2 B
- A somewhat more ambitious effort was\undertaken by Brow?and Stene °.
r < (1976), who added several dimensions'to their’ anaIySIs ingluding data dlsaggre< >4
) gations by rank and by union affiliation ang comparisons of promotron and -
« tenure rates UnI|ke Blrnbaum Brown and: StOn‘e did not conslc}er two- year )

. \ R} . . ! '
- i v [ L P
. : .
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colleges and they compared their data to nat|onaI and regional averages rather
* than to data for matéhed institutions. Browd and Stope concluded that there
¢ . were "'no SIgnlflcant impacts on salary, compensatlon and promotions associated ;
wuth the adoptjon of collective bargalnlng " However, Brown and- Stone’s
.. ) data generaIIy%o show larger (tbough statustlcally not S|gn¢f|cant) saIary ains in
. . .unionized institutions overall and, in fact, significantly Iarger gains amongg‘aculty
: . at the higher.ranks.! Likewise, they report promotions to higher faculty ranks ats
* . an average rate “’slightly, but not significantly” greater. in' the unionized colleges.
. Brown and Stone alSo appear to showwhat the largest (though.smaly) gains were in
» ~ NEA followed by American ‘Association of University Professors (AAUP)
. affiliated mst‘ltutlons . . l -

A !

’ ¢ of the best elements-of the Birnbaum and.Brown and Stone mvestlgatlons and

. -added regression analyses_to control for the effects of “other variables. Morgan
v and Kearney matched forty-six pairs of four-year institutions; they divided their .

) <" rsample mt/three institutional categories although they dit not consider §alar|es

. Y by rank as had Brown and Stone..Mérgan and Kearney concluded’ t,hat “the

: " union/nonunion ,variable is the most important single effect in- the analysigepf

At compegsation change " accounting for some $1,200 in salacy differentials overall,

. Further, “ gains were Iargest for “less comprehensive’ ,and prg,vate institutions; .
e inde unionized faeulty in large publfic institutions lost grou,nd in comparison’ )

/ to thee%\nonunlonlzed counterparts, accordiny to Morgan and Kearney

i . The explanation for the- deviation of the Brown and Stone conclusions

' from those of Birnbaum ang Morgan and Kearney would appear to lie prlmarlly

in variations in the degreé to which the analyses and research *designs were con-

~—_ . troIIed Birnbaum’s and Morgan and Kearngy's matching,-plus the latter’s partlal

Ty regressmn analyses, more carefully controlled for possuble confounding variables.

Second Brown and Stones comparisons to natlonal and regional compepsation

averageé and their use’ of: compensation ”rat|os ** as opposed tb dollar-values;
. led to problems in reachlng tonclusions and causes problems- of&comparablllty .

, -with other studies.2&in sum,. there agpears to be reason to ‘believe that (1)
- . . unno‘msm resd’lts,_n somewhat hlgher salaries in, the shoft Jtefm but that (2) these”
' gains may stabilize or even diminish §l|ghtly on a more long term basis. There js-
also considerable evidence that (3) Iarger compensatlon -gains aé’ experlen ed
the higher employee levels, and therg is modest evidence that (4) promotton
be slightly- more .rapid in: unlonlzed institutions. However (5) the evidente is
- . mixed as to’ what categories of unionized institutiops demons:ltate the Iarger
' '. , compensation” gains, and wlfch union affiliations are the most beneficial to
faculty. “Thls study sought- to further test several of these proposutlons |n the

) environment of American hlgzher education. ° .
- * . ! . N . t Py ¢ ‘r : }ﬁ M . " . B ‘\‘ ) 1 '. -
\= v & . ) o - .
® . &
//lln deallng wutl@ total populatlons; majm attehtion. should besdrawn to the magmtude ‘ot
T " differences, . { - % v - -
p 2ln a subse&uent paper, Brown, and Stone ermclze the 'Morgan and Kearney study, on several ¢
0 [§
’ “- grounds (Brown and'Stone 1977) The ma)or and most _valid ermclsm is the focus*of Analysis - 4
. v §. « . I¥in the; flndmgs of this paper. . - L e ) T
. ’,' . . 3 L T
’u? ' . ) . - \ . » ? -‘" " 1 0 - \ , ,
- . . Y‘ \ - ’ '.D ) "k. .

The study of David Morgan and Rlchard Keafftey (1976) comblned many -
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K . MODEL SPECIFICATION AND DATA SOURCES .

\ - ] .
. . N . ~ »

L

Collective bargamlng is an economlcally rational behavior en&ged in by
two competing mterests employers and labor unions. Sgttlement between the

wo parties is reached at an- :equitibrium pomt at which both empR)yer and =

employee perceive that they will be better off if they can agree than if they do

- In the case: of college faculty ‘bargaining, the .union’s major goals are .

|mproved fihancial~-compensation, 1ob security, and reduced work Joads. Institu-
tionss ‘of higher education, however, sek to conserve - their scarce resources in
" order to maximize productivity, partlcularly in regard tqQ institutional quality.

Representlng as they do, competlng interests, bargaining agreements
between facuity un|ons and educational institutions result in several |mportant
impacts. The impacts on faculty include changes in faculty salarles frmge bene-
fits, promotion .and tenuré opportunities, teachlng Ioads and researoh sup-
port. The impacts on .institutions |ncIude changgs in the aIIocatlon of resources,
prices charged to students and ather clients and thus on _demand for mstltutlonal
services, h|r|ng patterns, and the ability to generate revenues from public as well
as private sources. e .

-

- e

-

~  The analytical model in this ‘study was.based ‘Iérg'ely on the model Speci-,

fied by Morgan ahd Kearney (1976) but with some modific tion-including con-
sideration of the relativé effectiveness of various bargamu@ agents (e.g., NEA
versus AAUPYJ. Un|on|sn’17nonunusn|sm was consideted as a ‘binary dummy vari-
able, and several pther variables were used Iargely as controls.-| nstitutional sectoY,
(pubI|c7pr|vate) was con5|dered as a dummy varjable. Faculty professionalism
(foup-year coIIeges onIy) was represented by tke percéntage of* faculty holding
the doctorate or equivalent (Furniss 1973), the reagdning being that, independent
~of bargaining; institutions employing more highly educateq, ia,culty member-s

- might, be expected to- pay higher salarles The degree of staté unionism' was
- repregented- by the percentage of honagrlcultural membershlp composed of union

members; here the reasoning was that state postures yis-a-vis unionism, in gereral,

might_well spill «over to higher college- faculty sedaries. State per tapita income .
“was included also '$or reasons of passible sp|IIover to faculty salaries, while the

dependent varlable—faculty ‘compensation—was ad]usted “to. reflect- variations in

'
[ S e . " - -~
. M “

For, the four-year |nst|tut|ons interval level scores of institutional quality
were teken from The Gourman Report- (Gourman 1967). This institutional

quality variable.is deseWnng of special comment. In their:1977 paper, Brown and-
Stone raise a seridus questlon as to whether changes in |nst|tut|onal quallty m|ght‘

( .. .. .
- L4 Al ° i . -
. .
« -

Ve T "

g x

30ne of Brown and Stone’s points in their view (1@77) was that regronal variations mrght )
account for observed compensation differences, Therefore, lnstrtutlona{vsalarles were adjusted -
- for the cost of living.in the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Anea {SMSA) in which the
irfstitutions were located, or, in the‘case Qtnon metropolrfan |nst|tutrons for the regnonal cost- -
“ . of hvmg :

11 . C
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no® accoynt for the observed changes in compensation, and they suggest that °
*changes in the number of institutional accréditations mlght be asupgrior measure
« of quality. Based upon responses’to inquiries to researchers who have conducted
- institutional quallty studies,, it is concluded, that- mstrtutlonal ,quality tends to
change very little in relat|ve terms over time. Further based upon the authors’
. own knowledge and research on accredltatlon it is Bellevqj that the Gourman
\ y o ratings are a superior measure of Guality. F|rst “the grantlng of accreditation i is
A baged almost universally merely upon the meetlng of minimum standards; second‘
the prol|ferat|on of accreditation By scores.of’ professional organlzatlons and the ,
. . concomltant h|gh costs of the accrediting process have caused many ﬁ!stltutlons—
T L partlcularly “’'secure”’ |nst|tut[ons of high prestige—=to abstaif from ‘!nonessentia
ot accredmng activities. (Only general. [reglonal] accredltmg by the more prestigibus
professional associations [e.g., the American- Medical Assoclatlor\, the Amerlcan
- Bar Association, the American Chemlcal Society] often are conmdered ‘essen- \.
tia),” especially by high prestige institutions.) In sum, ajthough it is acknowledged
that'the Go”urman ratings What dated,.no better alternatjve is ava|lable N
) The dependent measures were in twQ categorles faculty compensatlon
«and’ institutional financial ‘data, which were obtained: from AAUP ‘and Higher
- Educatlon General Information Survey (HEG/S) Ailes. 4n the former category,
P Morgan and Kearney used 1968-1970 as their base‘year and made gomparisons °
' . .. with 1974-1975 compensatlon “data; this stugly used the most recent (1975-1976)
L " " average compensation data .and_compared the change in compensation during the
- " [last two-year pertod. Furthermore, faculty comipensation by rank was analyzed
. . separately. Also, the Tatios of frmge benefits 'to total compensation. were com-
.* pared over time in-an attempt to ascertaln whether tradeoffs. between s’alaues
. and,_ fringes tended to*be made as bargalnmg on campus “matured.’” In ‘the cate-
gory. of |nst|tut|onal financial data, both -income and _expenditure data Were
1 considertd in an aftempt to examine possible relaitonshlps of barga|n|ng to
o - , Changes i in the overall financial status of the institutions. . . o
. . c ¥ o ‘\{ . A . . ',F X
o, ot T The samplmgv methods of Blrnbaum (1974) were fplloyved to ob/tam
) matches for 150 pairs of four- and two-year institiitions.? The matehes of most:
~of the senior institutions were boffowed from Morgan ‘and’ Kearney (7976) and
the matches of two -year colleges were made by the’ author55 The -criteria for
“matching were SIX The first was the AAUP category—a graduated classtflcatlon
'7 -+ system reflecting ‘breadth~bf degree’ pffermgs( T'helecond was® the AAUP com-
oot pensatlon scale—a on‘e-to f|ve sCale. rgpresentlng ‘the inStitution’s compensation
. “levels in omparison “to average insfitutional compensatlons. Fhe thlrd crlterlon
. _ f-was ‘control—public or pritate. The fo“urth was 'geegraphlcal proximity or cultural
.+ _similarity. Hére, fatches generallv Were wnthm the sarpe states; but where this
-t s Wwas not\possﬂale in,most ‘cases “conitrol” mstltutlonsv/vere selected from states'
* : s LI .n"” e ".:';,. s
2

-
AY ,

.

S
CEEe ] b
- ’ ’

- 4The actual_number.of instrtutions in the analyses vamed with the avallablllty of data “In the
cdse of the two-year colleges, in partlcular data were Iackmg ) .

a -

.
. v : ‘ .

5We are 'mdebted t,dbs V. ﬁartora(@ for, his review and helpful suggegtlons in matchlng the
. . I two-year colleges .
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classified as culturaHy similar-by Luttbeg (1971) 6 The flfth and corohezy cri-
terion was levgl of urbanization—within and between states, the attempt was
to match large city, suburban, mid-sized city, ‘and rural |nst|tut|ons The sixth

: cr\terlon was institutignal size—~the nurhber_ of, students enrolled Finally, as -

~ suggested by Morgan and Kearney, the Nebraska New Jersey, Connecticut, and
Vermont State Colleges which bargaln as a unit, were matched with a single,

* e approprlate institution. Jgp the special case of cornmumty ,colleges, additional

attention was~given to-similarities in institutional funding patterns—-whether the
funding base was local, local-state, or state. ‘
/
‘ - A number ofsunionized institutions were not mcfuded in the study elther
because no suitable matches could be found or because the necessary data were
not available.» The City University of New York was not included because of*its
unique natute, and several Mlchlgan community colleges were ellmlnaued because
of an insufficient number “of, nonuhlomzed two- year institutions -in industflal

A ] ’
- states. : . '\ .

The procedure resulted in fourteen pairs of Category | institutions, which -
awarded in- the most recent three years an annual average of fifteen or Fﬁore
doctorates across at least- three disciblines thirty-four paffs of Category 1A

itutions, whlch award degrees abeve the baccalaureate but which are not
‘Category | |nst|tut|ohs eight pairs of Category 1) institutions, which award only
the baccalaureate or ?guwalent‘ and” n|nety -three pairs of those Category |Nand

~——c_ IV institutions that aré’two-year coHeges Thirty-eigtit pairs of four-year institu-

trons were public and elghteen werg private, while all of the communlty colleges

were public. . ) .
R

. . . : " . . B \
> . \\_‘ N . ~ "‘:’"’g

»

-

‘.
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. .

.. .
» - ~ PR (
. e . “ ' 0 -
. . ag

6Thla authorso knowledge of community gofleges and the .educational “environmett in the

stafe of Washmgton suggested that . matches should be made from \nstitutions in Oregon,
. AMontana, fdaho Colorado, and Anzona rather than from other states elassified, Irke Washing:
° _ton, as"industrial states,” 4" . e

- . R -‘jmi
ZSee‘TablyeE) forthe exceptnqn in the case of HEGIS data.” & -
\ 8Mlssmg data caused adjustments in the two~year sample (dlscussed Iater) Also, HEGIS classifi-
o .cations vary somewhat see footnote, T'\Ble3 C . :
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It has become\the conventlonal approach in assessing the impact of collec-
tive bargalnmg on‘faculty compensation to compare, for a given time period, com-
pensation changes in presently umonlzed institutions to compensation changes in
presently nonunionjzed institutions. This approach which: is the focus of Analysis
I, has both shortcomings and strengths. Because the *’presently unionized institu-
tions” may have been unionized for all or only part of the time périod under
study, the approach actually measures compensatlon changes in &hlbmzed as
-« well as ''to-be- unionized” institutions. Thus, one carinot be sure how tuch of the

ohsérved compensatlon changes occurred before or after unionization and;
strictly speaking, one cannot ascribg any compensatlon differences directly to
unijonization per se. 9 On the .other hand, this approach has the strength of in-
cluding the effects on compensation of “‘unionization avoidance behaviors” on
. ° the parts, of governance board members and institutional administration, who
undoubtedly often provide atypically high raises as bargaml.ng elections-approach.
This behavior is clearly at least an /ndirect effect of bargaining and should prob-
abiyf be considered in' investigations Such as this. The solut1op to_this dilemma,
as applied herein, was to add a second approach (Analysls 1), in whi¢h.pre-bar-
gaining effeets g
only-the direct effects of barga|n|ng were assessed
Analysis | » . v
[

-

As a preliminary step, simple comparisons of average compensation data
were compiled. Morgan and Kearmey’s base year f1969-1970) data showed that
faculty compensation in the ¢ontrol (nonunion) four-year jnstitutions was $201
higher than in the four-year institutions that would later becorie unionized (see
Tabie 1). Further, Morgan and-Kearney reported larger subsequent compensation
gains in the unlomzed schools, resulting in a $625° compensation advantage over

2\

“z7the nonunion schools, for g net gain of $826 in their final year of analy5|s 74

. 1975. This compares clasely-to a difference of $621 from HEGIS data, which

were utilized hereln in extending the Morgan-Kearney analyses. Perhaps the most

. s|gn|f|cant finding of thrs paper, however, is that the, 1975-1976 HEGIS data show

that the union advantage had shrunk to only 48 for a net ga|n since 1970- 1971

-~ , . -of $249 : . ‘ N ) .

AN -

c * When mpensation dat?are ogﬂsrdered by faculty rank, the HEGIS tata

, for 1974-1975 and "1975-1976 show that the ° major benefits; of unionism are
‘ was reduced for all ranks over the, one-year time span (see Table 2). In 1974-
« 1975, the average unlon/nonunlon salary differentidl for proféssors was $1,303,
compared. to $1,039 for assoclate prafessors, and $168 for the.“asslstant pro-
‘fessors and others” category; n 1975- 19,16\ the: ‘average advantage of unionism

- . . N * . .

~

post -bargaining compensat|0n changes were excluded and thus

experienced at the higher faculty ranks and that the margin ofnthese benéflts ~

gBro:;vn and Stone (1977) make a good dea) of thrs point a!though they do acknowledge the -

. possrble "strength’’ of the conventlonal approach L ‘
O 'L. ’ * . . . B 9 -~ . .
RIC - o L
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AVERAGE COMPENSA'I;ION FOR UNION AND NONUNION FOUR- YEAR .‘INSTITUTIONS

TABLE 1 v

.

1969.70, 1974-75, and 1975-76 N

\ . > Averagg Compensation -~ - : .
e < T Difference
‘ " : o~ 1969-70 to .
Status, 197576 N 1969-70" 1974.75" * . Difference - N .- 1974752 . 1975-762 . 1975762
* " ' * “ ‘.‘ v * J/\xi
Y vi —
Unich, 46 $12,941 $18,503 $5,562 56 $31,448%  $22,7572
Nonunign 46 . 13,142 17,878 4,736 56 _ 208272 227002
. y . - - ® -7 . ' -
Difference T $ 201, $ - 625 $ 826 © O $ 21, % .48 $ 249
8 . e - -
» " ~ h h N
,' - h; . ’ :« ! . v
[l ’ ; - ) ' ‘-'e ) # g e " ’ ' (K
1SOUF{CE AAUP (Morgan Kearney study) . ‘ . ' ’ =

2SOUF{CE HEGIS. The HEGIS adjustments to a common base (eg 9 mos, to 12 mos) vary from those of the AAUP; “thereforg, the absolute éom

. .

pensauon values are not comparable.
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TABLE2 | , ; A
S ey _ . - - : Q ‘.
A‘\fERAGE COMPENSATION FOR UNION AND NONUNION FOUR YEAR INSTITUTIONS
- - 1974-75 AND 1975-76 B¥ FACULTY RANKS . o ' .
= < —
Average Compensation _WN.
. 197475 © -, 197576 -
Faculty Ranks ) N1 Union Nonunion ° Difference N1 Union Nonunién J?i’ffereﬁcé
. _ . . ’ N . . . .\(‘. v .
_ Professor .« 114 $28,940° | $27,637 $1,303¢ " 112 $30,416 $29,784 - $632 \,,
" Associate T : , SN : o
Professor | 114 22,656 .° 21616 1,039 112 23,793 - 23,268 535
Assistant Professor ’ i ‘ . ‘ N : Lot . o C B
. * and Others 114 . 17,634 17,466 168 12 - 18,549 - , 118,660 11
. . ’ Iy ‘wm < . ° P - P
e . 4 - . * ) i | - M
1Number of institutions. . B v ) . - S o .~
b e, - T AN ‘ v Q
. 2 - N ¢ e E - .
: ” : [ : . oY v
- . e . - - ‘. O+ \M\\'
; 4 ¥ ~." . 1 6 = : ‘ .
i . L ‘:,V . ! «' . t ‘{ ” v “




. 8 L . v < / ‘ . .
4. over _nonunlonlsm was/ reduced to $632for professors and $535 for assoc|ate
: . professors ,{or ‘assistant professors and others,” the earlier $168 “advantage“ .

1

‘has becomea$1 1 c‘ompensatnon dlsadvantage .o , .

. © /v* : Ter T L' - . i
- ', Anofher useful data disaggregation |s by institutional category Morgan
and: Kearney found” that compensatlon mcr,eases had-been greatest in the less
comprehenslve unionized:-sinstitutions between 1970-1971 and 1974-1975 (see
o ~ Table 3). Although larger union than nonynion gains had been noted in both
- AAUP |nst|tuttonal -groupings, the net g4in was almost $1, -000 in. smaller schools
) ( (Category "y compared to $328 in larger schools,{Category ). The HEGI data
however, do.not support this Morgan-Kearney finding. The apparent reason Is that
. -, thecomparable HEGIS Category i includes a// doctoral-granting universities rather
”than .only the largest. As a result, the HEGIS data show that the more gomprehen-.
sive unionized institutions exhibited the larger compensation advantages in 1974-
1975 ($1,067 versus $527), and that this advantage was extended in 1976- 1976
$1 235 versus -$31). Apparently, the second-level unionized mstntutnons—those o
« awardmg only a fey doctorates—accounted for a major port|on of the un|on/non-

union compensation dlfference - . ..
' [y . .
T X

%

.
~

By |nst|tut|onal control Morgan and Kearney. reported that. unlomzed
private institutions showed a net gain of $1,320 over thelr nonumonlzed private
school colnterparts, compared to a $547 net gain for unionized institutions in the
pullic sector (see Table 4). The 1975-1976 data reveal a narrowing of thl§ differ-
ence, with the net private school gain since 1969-1970 declining to $648-and 4he*

“  net public school ga|n narrowing to $116. In other words, the’ Morgan Kearney -
reparted public versus private net gain difference of $773 between 1970-1971 and
1974-1975 was reduced to $532 in 1975—192Q T -

i

-k..

Other data dlsaggregatlons conducted beyond those pf Morgan and l_
Kearney were by |nst|tut|onaI level and union agent or afflllaglon AIthough the . &
AAUP data sources- are severely Iacklng in the case of two-year. coIIeges the’ , _:
) _HEGlS files provide adequate |nformat|on for .some basic umon/,nonunlon com- ;"'
A 7 perisation comparisons by |nst|tut|onal level {see Table 5).19 Based upon sample ™
of 133 and 145 two-year coIIeges in 1974-1975 and-1975-1976, Tespectively, it :
) o appears that the pattérn observed for four-year institutions is followed closely in .

- _ the case of. _two-year colleges. \Eu:st'the 1974-1975 ‘four-year, un[on[nonunlon' o
’ ) compensatlon gab of $625 compares clasely with a $681 gap for two-yearr %,
. . colleges Further, just as, this gap for four-year, institutions. was, almost closed-in
1975-1976, the same occurred in two-year colleges; 1975- 1976 only a $1.gross

* salary gap separated the two-year. union f?om the nonunion schools, compared to
. a $48 gap for the four-year schools. Whatever was affectlng the balance between

- union and nonunjon salaries appeared to be operatlng at. both |nst|tut|onal Ievels

; I U S, \ .

v

. ¢ .
. . . Lo & -

4 .y ’

N‘\, B 10Although the orlglnal sample "of 186 two- -year colleges cansmed.of ninety-three sets of

niatched palrs cansrderable mlssmg data resulted mn an unknown loss of control, It can only . ,‘ v

be said that the Jwo-year college findings pertam fo thosg colleges from the nlnqgtly -three

matched pairs, for which data were available® ile., ‘the "effective* sample was really a sample
e athand v o '}" . , w,,,é . R s
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TABLE 3 .-

AVERAOE COMPENSATION FOR UNION AND NONUNION F‘OUR-»YEAR INSTITUTIONS .
1969-70, 1974-75, AND 1975-76 BY INSTITUTIONAL CATEGORY ’

-

1Y

) Y . Avérage Compensation ’ - ot !
< "v. . 1 ° P 'l . g N + » "“
" i “‘ . . 8 7 . : .5 é 'SA
. Tt ! . e e * N cC o'
- :I. 1 1 . o 2 2 3 x>2 g
. ’ 1969-70 . 1974-75 §1974-75 1 . 1975-764"- PO
* : " %_ . e —— *

’6 . / . - ’ . L N g
R . 8 : g 8 ! | g 5
- el RN . € c = R - c £ 8 .

29 ) % o o . o . 2 Ao
.82 Non- £ Non- = £ o & Non- £ . Non- g o1
*ES N Union ~union * B Union wunion A ZA|N Union union & .Unjon union A zZzOK:

. . - o . y § e : N\

3 22 $14 853 $14,9%% §.71 $20773- . §20, 516 ° $257 $328 36 $23,031 $22864 $1,067 $25,938 $24,703 $1,235 sﬁ,sos

. N S . \ v
N L] N . . . . 6.,“- ;T

A, 3)3 70 12306° 12582 w242 17789 17,049. 740 98276 21,015 20488 527 - J 22210 22241 31 211

4 . . .7 J h * ‘I

" RPN - {1

3 1SOURCél'i'\AUP{Kearney Morgan Study).

2SOUI':‘CE HEGIS. The HEGIS adqutments to a common base (e.g., 9 mos to 42 mos) vary from those of AAUP therefore the absolute compensa—

tion values are not comparable.’

'3For the left half of the table Cat,egory l mcludes mstrtutrons conferring an average of fifteen ok more doctorates in the most recent three ygars ina,
For the ng’ht ﬂalf of the table, Category I |ncludes all douoral—degreegrantlng institutions.
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’ ) TABLE 4 - » .
- ’ A Al ( ¢ “l . - - -
. AVERAGE COMPENSATION FOR UNION AND NIONUNION‘FOUR-YEAR INSTITUTIONS . . .. R
. T 1969-70,1974-75, AND 1975-76, BY CONTROL (PUBLIC OR PRIVATE) . ’ ’
) ) ‘ . : ) Y * - '
Average Compehsation ’ . * " - N
- ) ) —
: . - , . §
P s 2 ot - g
1969-70 1974-75" E 5 1974-752 1975-762 ) g
. v - , - S t * ° [l =}
) . c 0 ' )
Lo 53 . 22
- ! ’
¢ - - ' e =) .
3 - - 8 3 8 . R ©
: 5 S+ § : ] SESR
™ N e ) Ty -
Non- ] . Non- 8 ] . Non- $ . . ' Nonn SOLR
Control N Union union 5 Union n'ion = BE N Union unipn E Union union Es § P
A ni a union. 8§ Za union —w 02§88
. . e I < ' ) » R Lo . '
Public, 54 $13,363 $13,47§_ -$113 + $18,768 '$18,334 '$ 434 $ 547|776 $22360 $21,869 " $491 $23,859 $23,856$ 3 $116
- .
Private 38 12,467 1256546 -~ 79 °- 18,266 . "'17,026 1,241, 1(320 36 20,931 20,080 \ 851 22,135 21,566 569 648 -
‘ - T : ey : \
———————————————————— -————-—-———-—--———3'—-————_—--—-J———-—.——..——--—-——.———-——-,-4'&-——————-————-———----4—
Difference : : - $ 737 A i . /3532
. 3 . e - N ) , . . . .
. : . '1 y
. . 5. v " N ‘ 1
1SOURCE: AAUP {Kearney-Morgan Study) ' Y . a . .- « oy <o
. 2SOURCE. HEGIS. The HEGIS adjustments to a com‘moh base (g’.g., 9 mos. to 12 mos, ), vary (ronj those of AAUP; therefore, the absolute compgnsation values are no
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) One of the most dlfflcult faculty decnsnons related to bargalnmg is the
selection of a bargalnmg agent. In makmg this declswn,.among ather things,
facultV must Judge which agent is likely t0 yleld the largest. salary- galns Table 6 -

contains comparatlve data for the seéveral barga|n|ng adents disaggregated byr
institutional level. Disregarding the agents that ;epresent “onfy one institution, it

.appears that the joint NEA-AFT gffiliates (nog NEA or AFT agents) are associated

with the more favorable faculty tompensation data. Indeed, in.the most regent
year, 1975-1976, the only other' agent to, "perform'”better than ‘'no agent
(nonunron) was the AFT, and this'was trye only in the case of two-year colleges
Further only the NEA-AFT affiliatés werg assoc‘lated with improved salarles
vis-a-vis ''no agent " for the two-year tlrnew period (two-year colleges or@t)

. -
- - w v v

In spite of these rather clear comgensatign advantages for the NEA-AFT .
aff|l|a¥es conclusions should be drawn with caution because, of course, agents are
not assigned “randomly.” It may be that’ the NEA-AFT affiliated institutions are
simply those where higher salaries are pald trad|t|onally, such as the cases in the
state of New York. Put another way, if compensation data»for the NEA-AFT
affiliated institutions were compared to that for their matched pairs instead*of to
the data for all institutions, the results might be quite different. :

) ~ . Lf . L, \-
Regression Results A . .
‘- ’. . V .

-

In the previous sectnon,,the dlﬁferences in_the average ompensatlon of
union and nonunion facul(ty\were pr,esented’for 1974-1975 and 1975-1976. These
are, however, only gross différences. That is, these differences could be due n‘ot

only to unionization or its absence, .but also to the nature of the Instltutlon ’

" (public" versus private, quallty of edUcatlon etc.). Thus, td estimate the net.
impact on unionization, multiple regression analysis was used to control for other’
factors which mlght also affectvthe:drfferences m«these dependent variables.
. Since the quality of data for two-year colleghs.is questlonable only four-year
mstltutlons were analyzed in the regresswn model-
Table'*7 presepts the (eg;.essmn results of comparlsons of 109 Umon and
nonunion four -year |nst|tut|ons based on the 1974—1975 and 1975:.1976 average

faculty compensations (Regressnon All of the-explanatory variabjes are stat|st|-

_ cally s|gn|f|cant at the 5 percent |levEntwo- tallgd test) in the 1974-1975 equation.

é

The average faculty members in unionized mst’rtutlons duting 1974-1975 earped
about $1,291 more than nonunionized faculty after other institutional charac-
teristics are controlled. However, during 1975- -1976, the differences -in faculty .
, compensation between union and nonunion lnstltutrons decreased to about $800.

Furthermore, {(gs indicated by the “"beta’’ coefﬁctents) the relatlve weights of-the -

" union variable are much reduced in explaining the variation of"faculty compensa-

tion differences. Based ¢n Morgan and Kearngy's.results, there were no differ-
ences in faculty compensation between union and nonunk nstrtutrons in 1969-
1970, but by 1974-1975 union fzeulty, €arned $1 240 thare. The results fog,
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- TABLE 6 Y
AVERAGE COMPENSATION.IN TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR IN§TITUTIONS,
- ) 1974-75 AND 1975-76, BY BARGAINING AGENT -». - -
) oo Averaée Compensation } { -
- . s - . ) ‘ '¢' © Ghange',frdm’ '
. , . Deyiation from Deviation fror |, Nonunion Average,
. Level and Agent | (N}. . 1974-75 - Nonunion Average | (N)  1975-76 - Ngnunion Average | 1974-75 to 1975-76'
! , N : : SO i . ‘
A '
. T~ % ) :
Four-Year _ o ) “ R ; B
- No'Union ‘56 $20,827 : Coy '| 56 $22,709 , R 4 e , e
AAUP 20 21,149 " $ 322 19 . 22619 w890 S8 412
- NEA 10 19571 - 1,256 10 20,685 il - 2,024 - 768
"AAUP-NEA | ' 1 ' .7 22390:% 30 1,563 17 26,774 ) "&\‘ . 4,065 | 2,502
AFT 7. " 20,736- ) 1 7 21,056 Y -.1,653 f - 1562
NEA-AFT  ~N.17 23,283 Yy 2,456 17 24,699 . “1,990 - 466
Indépendent 1 19,048 - 1,779 . 1 20,978 - 1,731 - 48 .
Two-Year i ! , : .
No Union 69 $18,066 , 71 $19,893 K ; '
NEA 27 17,891 -$ 175" 32 18,610 - -$1,283 f -$1,108
AFT 1 14 19,133 1,067 19 - 20,431 ot 538 y - 7529
. NEAAFT |- 9 , -21,80i 3,735 9" 24014 3,121 - 386
. Independent 14 18,047 - 19/ 14 .. 19454 - 439 v 420
. ~ . ':.a . J ,
SOURCE:" HEGIS v < - !
. R ; § ) P ;\ . e - ; {
- 4 * . N .' 3 a ¢ / ) [ ;ﬁx .




TABLE 7

¥
.

REGRESSION RESULTS FOR AVERAGE FACULSTY COMPENSATION

- Note?” The values in the parentheses are the t value The coefﬁclents are statlstccany mgnifncant
at the, 05 level (two4atled tést) when the t value is at 1.96 or. higher with sample size
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- UNION/NONUNION 197475 AND 197576 -
- » . Regression | - Regression 1~
Variable 197475 197576 . - 1974-75 . 1975.76
Union/Nonunion 1,281 792 -
~ (332 ¢ - ‘(210 B
Public/Private 2,240 " 2,547 2,105 2,494
~ “(5.10) (6.10) (4.62), (5.57)
Per Capita Income - 3.8 j St 38 338 35"
| (7.6) (7.07), ° (759 (7.02)
Quality Rating S Vi s ™m0 a3 -15
c ) " (2.1) (2.67)% (225) : - (2.68)
Percent'P\h.D.' o 68 Y 63 - 7‘!'.b .. 65
LT (5.0) (48) (5.4) (48)
Percent Union . 62 116 64 116
*Members ~ - (198 ° * (373 (199) ©  (3.73)
.. ) ) U .
AAUP . ‘ o ‘ .. 968 665
. . (1.90) {1:34)
) ) c ) S \).’ ! & '
- NEA-AFT, - 1,539 891
, o (334)  , (1,98)-
Constant 2,760 ° - 953 ‘2764 =~ 954 °
. & , - L ’ :
RZ " 83 66 645 . 66
1 s s ' . 7. s -
- F-ratio | . 295 332 , 265 ' 282
W :\ . . ‘ + 1 "-. B .
_ Sample Size 109 109 -~ 109 109,
- ~ - "3 ) . . * . '\
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Table 7 (Regresslon 1) also provrdes a breakd0wn by bargamlng Qgent A

The AAUP (mcludmg one AAUP-NEA agent) and NEA-AFT were.classified as
. two separate groups. In the 1974-1975 faculty compensation equdtion, institu-

tions with AAUP agents paid $968 more than nonunion institutions; institutions
_ with NEA-AFT agents paid $L539 more than the_nonunion institutions, These
s variables are all’ statistically slgn|f|cant ~For-the.1975-1976 gquation, however,

the AAUP compensation advantage was reT:ﬁ:ed to $665 ascompared to, $891 for .

1
:l' NEA-AFT institutions. The difference is not statistically srgmfrcant for thq AAUP |
L variable, but the NEA-AFT varlable remams s|gn|frcant< A T 1 '
- ;
To examme the dlfferentlal financial impact of unlomzatlon by faculty
rank, separate analyses were performed based on 1972- 1973.and 1975- 1976 data. '
The regressrons resulfs are presented in Table 8. It is apparent that the higher the
rank of faculty "among the unionized institutions, ‘the higher the financial gain as
. compared td’galns for their counterparts in nonunion institutions. For instance, in,

$2,085 for un|on|zed full ‘professors and $1,120 for umomted associate pro-
fessors. There is’no significant differencg”for assistant professors a,nd lecturers
in union/nonunion institutions. For .the 1975-1976 data, the relative gains are
lower but the pattern is similar: $1,781 for full professors and $863 for, associate
professors in unionized institytions, , as“compared to their counterparts in non-
unionized lpstltutlons No slgmflcant dlfferences are found among Iowelftks of
faculty e . .

- M . .
v

It is often argued that unions ot only bargaln for salaries, but also for
fringe benefits. Alternatively, there may be some tradeoffs between the demand
for salaries and fringe benefits. The ratios of fringe bénefits to fotal compensa-,
tion were used as dependent variables for three ranks of faculty, based on 1972-

. 1973 and 1975-1976 data. During the 1972-1973 period; unionizéd full pre-.
fessors gamed two percentage points over nonunlonlzed full professors. Si ignifi-
cant, differences did not emerge, between ©other ranks of 'union/nontnicn faculty
in 1973-1974 or betweeg any faculty rankings in 1975-1976. Thus, collective
bargamigg" does not appear to have led to changes in the frlnge benéfits to total
compensation ratlos for faculty in higher education. - ,

L] R
. . < .

\

Analysisll . ' ) : '
As noted earlier, results of conventional analyses such as Analysls I,

|nclude an unknown.quantlty of preunionization, “union avoidance’’ compensa-
tion effects. Strrctly speaking, it is not known how much of ‘the union COmpensa-
tion gains observed in Analysis | results directly from more favorable un’lon con-
, tracts, as opposed to indirect gains resulting from management attempts to ‘‘beat

.the union.”’-The purpose of Analysis I, therefore, is to attempt to isolate the - -

direct effects of bargannmg so that methodologlcal "norse" can be eliminated.
This is attempted by measurlng union/nontnion compensatlon dlfferences only
after acontract rs reached. Table 9 presents the key fmdlngs in this regard. 1 -

.
. z -
.

"The 1915-1976 (HEGlS) data were not mcluded— in Analysié |1 __prderto maintain strict
, data comparabrhty in the regression analyses {(Morgan-Kearney data were from-the AAUP.)

iy 19 - A ¥

.
. *
v ’ ’ 25 ’ '
o » D
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=972 1973, in comparisor” to thejr nonunion counterparts, the net gains were ‘

0

»
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TABLE 8/ P

. - , < . R
REGRESSION RESULTS FOR AVE—RAGE FACULTY COMPENSAT!ON
Vs - BY RANK, UNION/NONUNION 1972-73 AND 1975-76 . '

~—

-

~ N « -

- . 197273 . .. 1975.76
L.© \ ! - \ P ° , s Lt ‘e i * : - .

. Variable> . - "Full Associate Other ‘Full " Associate. Other

L - - o x ' *' :

3 t 1. '
Union/Nonuhian Z085.© 1121 - 194" 1,781. 864 :, 80 .
(419) .- (302). (22), (3. 14; » (2.39) (35) .

)

-
.

P iy - . . . « © e . .
Public/Privdte 2,492 1,380 781 - 3,675 2,268 '1,389
T (4.59) . (3.40) 12.77)- .(5.96]°  (5.76) 15.05)

N -

.
3 - . . -
- - . .

’\Pengpita‘Income ¢ 5 4 2 6 - 47 2
’ o (7.7 (7.24) (6.03) (7.56) - (7.54) (5.84) »

- . ’ . ¢
< . .

Qualffy Rating - =20 . y 8 3 9 . T 2
L {4.55) 1239) (1.43) . (379)  (2115) (.76
. e : o ' v -~ T
- i .
Percent Ph.D. 36 0. Y6 57 21 14

(1.96)- ~ (69) " (.59) (2.69) - ‘(1._56‘) (1.54) -

} ‘ ‘ ) d .‘ - . . . . ,
- Percent Union . -66 - 34 2 79 - 461"
Member . (168) _(118) (97 (K75 % 21a) baa)
) o e LS

Constant’ - “.1%106  -1651 4397 10554 . 209 7,17/ -
d YooaL LT ey

46 - 172 - .66 56

R2 Y 7 60,

- ’

- ' . - 4 .
Ferao  ~ . 2991 58 -949, .3 )ﬁ/ 2327 1499 °
AN '. * ¥ :

REEP T , 4
.Sample Size , -~ 78 78 -

-

.

., * . Y - T .

.. - N

/-
Note: The»values in"the pafentheses are the t-value, The ceefflclentsare statlstlcally sngmflcant
- at the 05 level (two-talled test) when the tvalue is at 1.96 or hxgher with sample size 78."
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REGRESSION RESULTS FOR ADJUSTED1 FACULTY COMPENSATION
-AVERAGE AND BY RANK, CONTROLLED FOR

. - " YEAROF FIRSTCONTRACT ™ ./ A .
. ‘ umg&;&mﬁomumow 197475 .
. ¢ Associate - 1 Assistant.Professors Y
" R . Average Professars Professors. . “and-Others ,
. Variable | Lo 2 3 ' 4 . :

-

: - - : -
Yearof First Gontract? 3,157 3655  °2,081 : 910 “. . ., - .
' 1969011970 (292) (269)  (243) *(1.45)

) : . . : x‘
™F—""_ 1940 2377 . 847 -395
(284) (2.76)° (1.86) . (1.00) i
L1972 1692 2060 1223 461 : :
, (260) - (251) _ (237) 1,22)

. 1973 © 982 619 647 59
e, . (102 (52 (.86) (11)

A

Public/Private  * . 3160 3491 2387 . 1560 )
Ae (681)~ (593) - (6.44) {6.79) .

PerCapitaincome .~ 355 . 420 301 * 251 ' o

' (6.42) (6.04)  (6.85) (782 . - oo
Quality Rating © - 53 62 1.8 -5 :

' . (328) (3.07) " (143) - (.64) ~ _ PR
Percent Ph.D., A ‘44 61 19 ., 9 :

y .7 (296) (326) ~ (1.60) (1.08), s o

Percent Union Membér 29 4\3 ‘ -4 > 7 L Y

' " o84)  (.99) (.15) ~(.33) '

+ ‘Cogstant T, 2050 610 5694 ‘4,681 Pl ‘-

R 65 62 59 58 .. e

-

. Faatio 242 212 - 187 - - 177 S

A4 N . * ¥ ' . K A N * vy * N * -
Saniple Size s 1M 110 . 1e . 10 el
. . : . ‘.
1Ad]usted for vanatlons in Ioca| or reglonal variations in the cost of living. See Methods
settion, ” . N .
2Compensat|on effects Wl|| be observed in the year followmg the year of the contract, / ' :
Note: The values in the parentheses are the t-value. The, coefflclents are statlsticaNy Significant - ° . Y,
at the .05 level (txvo -tajled test) when the t -value is at 1 96or h|gher with sample size SR S

100, R "’"m ;
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Although some of the findings from Anilysrs I} are surprising, most are
consistent W|th those of Analysis |. Focusing on ayerage compensation (Column .
1), it can be ‘seen that bargalnlng is ‘associated with higher compeqsatson for all
unionized mstttunons; regardless of the initial year of the contract, g]though for
lnstltutlons_ln'thelr first contract year (row 4—1973) the dlfferen?ge is not signifi-
cant. For those institutions, that obtained their first union contract in 1969 or

--1970, the average adjusted (for variations in the cost of living} union/nonunion
cotnpensation differences in 1974-1975 was $3,157 comparedto $1,940 for those

. whose initial contract year was 19¥1, $1,692 for those whose injtial contract
* year was 1972, and $962 for those whose |n|t|al contract year was 1973. The fact
that unlonlzed faculty are compensated more than nonunion faculty is consistent .
with the results of Analysis |, "while the apparent yearly increases in these advan-
tages yields a new perspectlve It appears that initial contract galns are increased;
results from Analysis I lndlcates that this was not the case.

"To explore this perspective further, a similar {to Table 9) regression
analysis was performed using 1971-1972 compensation data as the dependent
variable, and as would be predicted from Analysis |}, the union compensation
advantage for thqse institutions that reached‘a contract in 1969 or 1970 was
only $127 and was not significant. In other words, it does appear that the initial
contract advantages over nonunion institutions were increased from-.1 9711972 to
1974 1975. However, from Analysns I, it would appear that this “pattern was re-
versed in 1975-1976; i.e., the nonunion institutions began to catch up. This is
precisely what Birnbaum found in his 1977 ahalysis (Birnbaum 1977). )

Also consistent with Analyg?s I, regardless of the year of the initial con-
tract, it appears that union compensati!?n advantages vary, directly with rafik
(columns 2, 3, and 4). For example, for!those institutions whose first contract
was reached in*1969 or 1970 professors showed a $3, 655 advantage ing1974-
1975 compared to $2,081 and $910 for associate professors and ‘‘assistant pro-
fessors and others "-respectlvely Once agamwthose at the lowest ranks appear to

" . benefif little- from bargaining.or not at all. In all cases, the compensation advan- .
tage of "‘assistant professors and pthers was not significantly higher statistically
in unionized institutions, and in one case (initial contract year 1971) the sign was
negative—i.e., a compensation disadvantage.of $395 was noted. )

A final noteworthy observation from Table 9 is again in response to

Brown' and Stone (1977), who puzzled over the negative sign for the Institutional’

Quality variable as reported by Morgan and Kearney. (Analysis | of this paper also

resulted in a negativ55|gn for this variable). Apparently, the regression model for

Analysis II in adjusting foﬁocal and regional variations in the cost of livin ,and

in controllmg for the initial year .of bargainlng, made the necessary corr tlon,
since the sign i$ now positive and the- t-value of 3.28 is consistent with the high
value obtained by Morgan and Kearney for an earlier year.
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higher tducation may have an irfpact on tuition and fees for students, the institu-
jon’s ability to seek outside stpport, and the-instjtution’s educational expendi-
tures. Five dependent variables were used for _the analysis: total govermment

" appropriations, total * government, contract revenue, educatlonal and general

expenditures, grand total current eXpendltures and average tuition and fees for
students. The most recent data available for the analysis were from 1973-1974 .
HEGIS files. Regression results are presented in Table 10, The union yariable
shows a significant difference (at,the 10 percent level) in government appropria-
tions (+$4.3 million), but differences on the other three financial dependent
variables were not significant. in fact; the dominant factors that explain the varia-
tions .in total government appropriations and total |nst|tut|ona| educational
expenditures are the quality of the institutions (Gourman ratlngs) and the'public -
school versus the private school classification. |n terms of total government con-
tract .revenues, only the quality of the institution importantly jnfluences ‘the .
institution’s abilit{/_ﬁ) seek contracz revenue. The results imply that unionization
may not change the incentives of faculty to,seek contract research money from
the government. - A

-

-

On the other hand, the union variable has a significant |mpact on student
tuitions and fees. Holding the quality of the school and the public‘versus private
factors constant, the students in unjon institutions paid about $250 more than
those in nonunion institutions in 1973-1974. The results suggest that institutions
of higher education raised tuition and fees in accordance with the hlgher facuity
compensatlon : - ¢
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TABLE 10

'UNION/NONUNION, 1973-74

REGRESSION RESULTS FOR INSTITUTIONAL FINANCIAL STATUS

. Dependent
Inde- ariable

pendent Variable |

v Total

‘Governriient
Appropriation

‘Total Government Educational

Contract
Revenue

and General
Expendityres

Grand Total

- sCurrent

Expenditures

Avérage- o
Tuition and
Fees -

Union/Nonunion

Public/Private °

- _r !
Per Capita Ingome

/ ,
(!{ality Rating

Percent Ph.D. .
’ \
Perce'nt Union Me_m(ber

Constant
'RZ
F-Ratio

Sample Size

14,324,676

- {1.70)

117,577,795
(6.40)

190

. (.06)
112,666
(557)

‘o
137,084

(1.43) -

178,441
- (89)

57,276,976

“60

U"’

94

135,139.
: ’ (-11) .

1,220,334

L, " rens

A v

" %.03)

3 ‘- ‘ \
1. 56,647

(5.78)

22,426
., (.48)

-99,039
(1.02)

19 373 489A

38 -

8.97

A
v

' 54

6,215,221.
(1.22)

. N
18,073,865
2.t 327

21,178

% 19) .

¢ 17333193,
-{8.20)

o

85,026 - .

- {.44)

'26‘7,3‘27 |
¢ ~~ (- 6)‘

-19,297,488

59’

. SRR
:‘94

4,091,165
o 69)

22,581,589
(2.82)

-56,912
"(.65) -

462,679 ..
- (7.87)

64,754
“(.23)

470,291
(.80)

58,321,083 -

56

18.61

94 &

 12.50)

250
'(2.66) '

1,863
(18.24)

‘-.06.
(.55)

.009
0.0)

(2.67). ‘

v
18

1;563

Note: The values in the p‘arentheses are the t-v
+-1.96 or hlgher with sample size94.

\‘l

Y

t. Thecgefficients are statistically significant at, the .
%e -

¢

O\SPSel (two-tailed test) when the t-value is,g;};
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DR OTHER'FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS .

. ® * B
In addltlon o the direct salary and fr|nge beneflts cost of collective bar- .
gaining, there exist what Bucklew calls.the ’proce$s” costs (1976, p. 1), that s, .

g the costs of preparing for the eventuality of bargalnlng, the costs related to the -
' ‘organizational campaign, and the costs: related to the bargaining process itself .
(pp. 3-16).. Bucklew's estimates are that process’ costs range' from $5, “000 to7
. $7,500 for the first of these three phases from $36,000 to $63,000 for the

second phase, and from $100,000 to $185 000 far the third phase, for a totaI of <
,, . from $141, 000 to $255 500 . ‘ .- . P Ay

. IS

In examining these costs, it is helpful to consider five'categories of institu- . &
. tional gxpenses: direct personnel costs, indirect personnel costs, logistical costs,
.. ¥ faculty support costs, and the iffdirect costs of shared authority. Direct personnel
. ¢ * costs include the salaries of the full-time administrators who are responsible for:
Do collective bargaining and part of the salaries of other administtators and staff who g
Lo are assigned specific collective bargaining tasks in gddition to their regular duties:: /
> The number of these persons may be quite large;for example in CUNY, six full-
time and, several part-time proféssional staff plus clerical assistants are occupied
. with collective bargaining {Newton 1973, p. 134). In-smaller institutions. the -
numbers and Tesources represented will be less, but even!in the smalle,st college,
adm|n|strat|ve time " will be confumed by activities durlng the organlzmg cam-
paign; by preparatlon for negotlatlons by the negotlatlons themselves, by con-
tract adrrunlstratlon and sooner or later by med|at|on fact flndlng, and arbitra-
tion. Normally, in addition to specialized full-time personnel, the college hudget
‘- . .officer, business manager, comptroller, and college attogney will be involved. If
there is.no coIIege attorney, special counsel will have to:be retained. In some
cases, it will also be desirable to employ speclal contract negdtlators and outslﬂe
. . e consuItants prior to negotrattons T . .~ - :

. N Indirect personnel costs are those that are incidental to bargamlng Spe-
LY cifitally, there will bé a necessity to train the administrators who will be assigned
the bargaining responslblllty, as well as the-computer staff and the institution’s
. . * negotiators. Further, considerable Teleased time must be provlded for faculty -
' negotiators, as much as twelve to fifteen full-time equivalents in the cage of )
S CUNY (Newton 1973; p. 134). Finally, the contract may -mandate costly acti- :
. vities such as facuity evaluation and conference fol[ow ups; which can consume
o enormous amounts of admiristrative t|me Lot -

» .,
?
'

oy . The logistical costs entaaled in faculty bargalnmg can easlly be overlooked

. but they are real expenditures resulting from the bargalnlng process. One of the

! first requirements of bargaining will be the generatlon of data bases. These- |nclude
- the upgrading and automation of personnel files and the collection of comparatlve . .

data from other mstxtutrons A data system must be QUllt that will allow ready p)

B =~ ‘cost anaIysrs of anion and management proposals. Inall of this, data anaIy5|s will

: ) .+ be expenslve There are, in addrtuOn aIWays the consnderable costs of pr|nt|ng and

i Q ! * A, T o S 2 " -
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. ment. {In conducting.a cost analysls the analyst must identify only thosg costs
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supplies;® and flnally, there are such miscellaneous costs’ as the rental of nego-
tiating space as the unuon W||| almost certainly |ns|st on a neutral slte. PR T

5»' ‘ v ' ! ’

Costs in ‘the’ latter two categories are m a sense, optional".costs‘ that

are ‘real costs that must be taken into account, These costs are not fringe benefits,
ut are additienal costs accruing to the institution from the terms of the agrees

* result,only when they ar& specified in the bargalnln?greement nevertheless, they . ’

that dld not exist priof to bargaining and whlch would not have been incurred .
wnthOut bargaining.) * . . .
’ . .

° . ‘

. ~

Many bargalnlng contracts specify faculty pérquisites or support. Some
of the more common of .these are offlr,:e space, Glerical support, professronal
hbrarles- teaching materials and equipment, and time off to conduct r rch. In ,
a-fetv agreements, research equnpment and facilities and even ““modern teachlng |
facnlltles" are stipulated_ in the contract,’ v N

. % \

The ?rfth _category is labeled as the indirect costs of shared authority. !
Instltqtlons somet|mes agree to faculty partncnpatlon in certain personnel deci- ]
srons The more common of these concern tenure'and other seniority+rights: ’
Occaslonally, agreements -are réached that protect ‘faculty agaist-the use of
fechnology, and it"is not unusual to find provisions for faculty partlglpation in
hiring. Althog'gh the long-term costs of such contract provnsnons may be sizable, .
it bears repeatlng that mar!y such agreements aIready exlst informally.
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MARY éND CONCLUDING REMAR.KS

This paper has exam_ined the impact of collective bargaining at higher-
education institutions not only on faculty compensation, but also on other
financial aspects of the institutions, such as contract revenues and student tuitiops:
and fees. Multiple regression modgls .were used to analyze the net impact of
collective bargaining, and, based primarily on a sample of over 100 union and -
nonunion four-year institutions, a number QI important and useful fmdlngs have

' '~,emerged ‘

It has been found that, holding other factors constant, a'verage facuity
cempensation in-unionized institutions during 197%1975 was about $1,291 more
than in nonunionized instifutions. Further, it wasj ound that this compensation
- advantage increased steadjly to 1974-1975 at which’time a reversal was noted; and
in 1975-1976 the $1,291. advantage shrunk to $800 . L

.

"

Dlsaggregatlon of results revealed additiona findings. 1t was shown that
affiliation, wuth the NEA-AFT was associated with higher faculty compensation
than affiliation W|th the AAUP. The regression results-suggested that the higher
the’ ranks ‘ofcfaculty, the larger their financial gains as compared to ndnunion
institutions. There was little evidence to suggest tradeoffs in sajary for fringe - )
benefit increases. . .o . ) : ~ v

.Beyond the .financial implications 'for facutty, unionization does notJ.
‘appear to have changed the incentives of faculty to seek contract research money
from the government. On the other hand, ‘unionization appears to have a signifi-

,cant inflationary impact on student tuutlon and fees } ; o

It is possmle to Speak with some confldence regardmg these conclusions.

" The Findings reported hefeirf largely are consistent with collective bargaining re-

search in industry in the public schools, Further, .the. flndmgs are consistent -

or reconcilable th comparable research in higher educatlon.
2,

.~ There is also some confldence on the part of the authors<that a regressnon

_model has been_ built that apprommates quite closely the{actual lnterplay of

) 'varibles upon faculty compensation. This statement is made with spegific cogni-
zance of the most recent (1.977) reviéws and- reservatlons of Birnbaum and Bfown .

", and Stone. ~

L] 9 ¢

. . '
On the other hand, the answers to several other questions.remain incom-
plete. The “’process” costs of .collective bargaining in higher £ducation are not
) ,/fealfy known. The implications of bargaining for institutional resource allocation
are barely touchéd. And the total" effects of bargaining-upon facuity compensa-

-tion Ievels can only be apprommated

.t

It is still, not, known how high compensatlon levels would be |f the threat
" of bargaining did not £exist. From our own consuitmg experlences, we know that*

33
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"+ salaries are raised.in atte‘mpts to avoid a pro-union vote by faculty. We can only .

.

- . { .

guess at the dollar value. of these additional benefits. Perhaps even rhore important
are the “industry-wide. splllovel:" effects evem/vhen umdnlzatlon is no real threat P
as institutional managers seek to remain combetitive with othér mstltutlons.for L 5s
good faculty talent and simply to_treat ‘their faculty employeesin a generally fair *
and equitable manner. We suppose that any union ad\(ocate would pointupat - '
least thesewfaéﬁ, while_any anti-union spokesman would emphasize the 1975

*1976 declirie in the union compensation advantage and argue thqt‘ nearly the same

compensatlon Jihcreases may. be Jained wlt{uout the (percewed) negative side- .
effects of unionism, d .

..
- . .
- . .
~ . - - “ . .
[ , .
. . .
. .
. <
1 t .
. ) .
s ! . . . )
. i . )
b
. .
-
( . o P
I
¢ ' L -
3 - - @ .
- ; - ‘. ¢
9 . A ]
‘ ~
~ « . . o Lt " . «
) ' # B
’ v - ~ {e,r,;
. hd N :'% e .
’ ! i ’
] - . - B [
- x - . .
n N - -
[ “ ~
M -
~ © Y . N . .
t . , -
~ A . < - N
. . ‘ o
) 3
. ' .
- 4
B
4
) " VA s
v o ' T oo
- —en g e v . S5
) N . \ « 1
’ . o 3 v
- .
Ay
'd -
- .
~
.
13 -
R Lo .
i . s,
‘ ) \ ~ - W\
g b : : . .
N : 4 ¢ . . S i N ’
o . i
- y — s LRI
T e . ’ N < . V, v 7
. LI - ) -, 1
=y . \,‘aﬁ‘#‘ LIRS . \\s
N - } sy
i R
F /7 . g £§ . v
! " RN (’ . ‘.
L . .. ¢
- Q . o .
L . -
. , . 28 ;¥ . . N
L 2 ’ L] <
. 3 ., ’ )
A .
. L4 -
34 - ‘
. £ N
’ * .
/ o ¢ ¢ . |
' “ ]
. d B
~F




-~

) - REFERENCES P :
. . . L}" ~ . . ‘- . + ‘e

Bajrd Robert and Landon, John. ""The Et‘fects of Colllective 'Bargalnln:c; on Public’
School Teachers’ Salaries and Comment.” /ndustr/a/ and Labor Relations
/éewew April 1972 pp. 410-417. . o

- ’ f -

-

Birnbaum, Robert. :*"Unionization and Facuity Compensatlon ! Educational
Record Winter 1974, pp. 29- 33 = : ,

- . . . ®
-

*"@’a i ‘ ""Compensation and Academic Bargdining: New Findings and

* New Directions.” Paper presented at the Annual Meetmg of the Natlonal
Center for the Study'of Collective Bargalnlng in Higher Education, New
York, April 1977. R S
. w/ " . e
Brown Thomas /'Have Coﬂectlve Negotiations Increased Teachers’ Salarles?”
Journal of Colfective Negotiations in the Public Sector, No. 1, 1975,

pp. 53 65. , N

- 1 =
»

Brown, William W. and Stone, Courtenay C. "CollegevFaculty Unions and Col-
lective Barga|n|n : An Empirical Analysis of the Economic Gains.” *
Econom/c /nqu;r forthcomlng % . > -

v . ' * $ .
~— Factity” Compensatlon Under Unionization: An Analy5|s of
, Current Research Methods and Findings.” Working Paper No. 77501
- Department of Economlcs Cahforma State Unwersnty, Northrldge, March

1 1977.

Buckleyv, NeitS/‘Managing the Costs of Academic CoHectlve Bargaining.” Book
chapter to be published by Jossey-Bass Co Mlmeographed v

D.C.:iAmerican Councn on Educatlon 1973.

..

" Furniss, W. ]’odd ed. American Co//eges and Universities. 14} ,& ed ggngton

G-arbaruno oseph. A Theory of Inter-lndustry Wage Structure Varlatlon "
‘ Ouaﬁter/y Journa/ of Econom/cs May 1950, pp. 282 305.

I3

/A Theory of lnter—lndustry Wage Structure \ariation.'”
Ouarter/y Journa/ of Econom/cs‘ May 1950, pp- 282-305.

a8

Gou fack .*The Gourman Report Phoenix: The Contmulng Education In-
stltute*lnt} 1967. oo . .

o

Kasper, Hirschel, ”The Effects of Collective Bargarnfng'on Public School
, Teachers” Salaries., " Industrial and Labor Relations Rewew October

,‘M% 1970, pp. 57-717 . g .

* Kelley,- Edward P., Jr.i Special Report No 12, sthnngton D.C.: Academm/’
’ Collective Bargalnfng information Service, 1977

v - 29,

5 ’ . T .

<




ey

ga|n|ng " Journa/ of Educat/on Finance, VVolume 3. Number 1, Summer
1977pp»3253 - N R o :

. . &- S
«¥ " Lester, Rlchard A “The Influence ‘of Unionism Upon Earnlngef Comment&

¥

‘ Quarterly Journal of Economies, November 1948 pp, 783-87".* K

LeWIS H Gregag. Un/on/sm and Re/at/ve Wage Rates‘in the United States Chi-
" cago: University ofChnca? Press, 1963. . . .

Luttbeg, Norman. “Classifying the "American States; An Emplrlcal Atfe,mpt to
- ldentify Internal Variations.!’ M/dwesr Journal-of Pol/t/ca/ SCIence 1973

pp. 703- 21' ' g , . s
Morgan Davrd R. and: Kearney, Richard C. “CoHectlve Barga|n|ng and Faculty
.ot Compensation: A Comparative Analysns “’Socmlogy ‘of Educat/on forth-
. coming. o L. )

Q. A | LS

Newton, David, '‘Management Structure and the Financinig of Bargains in Public

. the Study of .Collective, Bargammg In H/gher Educat/on New York:
¢ * CUNY, 1973. ] . . .

-

Rhemus Charles M. and Wllner Evan The Econom/c Results of Teacher Bar-
gaining: Michigan’s First Two Years. Ann Arbor: University of Mlchlgan—

S : Wayne State Un|vers|ty, Instltuté‘of Labor and Inddstrlal Reiatlons, 1968.

w ”
Ross, Arthur M “The Inﬂuence of Unlomsm Upon Earnlngs " Quarterly Journal
s of Economics, February 19‘48 pg 263 86 .
- - ___ and- Goldner,'-Wllham "Forces Affect'hg 4the Inter lndustry
° Wage Structure * Quarterly ./ournal of Economlcs Mav—1950 ﬁp 254- g1.

L4

aries.’’..Quarterly Rewew of Economics and Busmess, Winter~1971, PP.
AN ) 37 46 " i%" ~‘ ’ w i . -

1
g -
+*

pa

T
N ..
8

Unnversntles "' Procegdings,*First Annual Conference,, National, Center for

Thornton, Robert J. ""The Effects of Colfectlve Negotlatlons on Teachers Sal .




g o . ! ,,‘ . { ,
o ‘ . . ' ABOUT THEAUTFHORS - - - s

LI >
v . y 4 . . * . -
/ . 3 > ' . N

. Larry L, Leslie is a professor of education at the University’ of Arizona anda~ . - /w o
i former staff member of the Center for the Study of Higher Education . at The ' o
Pennsylvania State University. Dr. Leslie earned an Ed.D. from the.University ’
of California at Berkeley\He has"served as'a consultant to the Office of Econo- ' g

mic Opportunity, the Titlé HI Office of the State of Wyoming,' the Utah State , ‘
Board of Education, the Commitfee for Ecogomic Developm)ént, the National .
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and quversities, and the A}: L-CiO. . ;- .
) .. .
.Teh-Wei Hu is a pfofessor of’economiés, senior-research assoCiate at the Institute .
- for Research on Human. Resources, and center associate at the Center for the "
" Study of Higher Education at The Pennsylvania State Upiversity. Recently he . . P
- = - served as visiting research professor at the National Institutgs of Heaith,  « s -

7

]

etrics in the field of { .
education; health, and social policy. He has published over fifty articles and ‘
severd] books and monographs. He has served as a conslitant to the Institute of

Medicine, National Academy of Sciences, Urban’Instftutes, Natipnal Institutes _

Dr. '—;«Tajor interests are in theqapplication of eco

3
of Health, U.S. Dgpartment of Health, Edugation, antd Welfare, and many other
. private research organizations. . .
—_— - . * i‘-l.ﬁw
. Iy » s
- . ° i 3
s H - [ - B .
- R e M ¢ -
] / - N ¢
A -. ‘ N
- * ' » .
. “
¢ ~ 2 ¢
- v -, & . ~
. o~ .: 1 A . - s
[ g N . . -~ . .
~ . ,ﬂ'{’r H ﬂo ! : .
4 . )
4 R . ! 2 .
N / ‘ \ - ~
. .
‘ , - . - > -
8 . . N
o J + . . he v'f"ifv,:..
¥ - ) - '
Lo Y L J } kl
AN , -
Y J‘ ! ' i
‘~ “ * - A
:f - ‘ . : - . . ~ = 4 > 5:‘
) ' - T : . s
. ’ 35!;;' ) * v,
M ‘vi\” - ‘ e LY / K
. AR, - ‘ -~ 3 y T g U




S

NN

=y

E et
et

’ -
- ® 4
Yo ‘ " 2 ¥ - & * <
. ) ) ‘ : . é;wf,!,
b - -~ ~ N ] v ?; v i » L N
' : - v o - « .&
' . am . . t
. A3 “..  Center f%r,,;he Study of Higher Education  * .= i .
. The Pennsylvania State University SIS o= o~
-y . & & - _ 3 . v , "
. - % i
o, ! o -y -

’ o N . . - - .

_ The Center for- the Study of Higher Education.was estaﬁfshed in Janyary
1969 to study higher education as an area of seholarly inquiry a‘nd research. Dr. 5
Kenneth P. Mortimer, its director, is"aided by a staff of twenty, including five,

full-time researchers and a cadre of advanced graduate%tudents and st{gpomng - -,
staff . . & L. cotR
I . . - ) . . " »,
y; "The Center’s studies are designed to be relevant not only to the University o
and” the ‘Commonwealth of Pennsylvania but also to colleges and universities Q.
throughout the nation. The immediate focus of the Center’s research. fall§"into L o
the broad areas of governance graduate and professmnal educatlon and occupae : ES
5 .
tional ograms in two- -year colleges. EE . @ N
- - % i
‘ e Y 2 %
. Ty . e -~ =
- ' -4 £y !'\‘;:V . {% 'f
“ ‘ . < 7‘:‘_?
. \ - R
»
\ (EQ . X
,-'/ K
R} N . . ’ ) .
: ) v
al ’ \, P
Q : 3
. - 2 3
. . & . 7
- 7
: .. ) ..
‘ 2 ! s
~ . “
~ . )
s . ﬁ N ‘T )
3 ' ﬁ .
~ \ “ -
A | ) ’ ' v
Research reports, monographs; and posltlon papers prepared by staff
members of the Center can be obtained on a limited basis. Inquifies should be . .
. addressed to the Centér for the Stgdy of Higher Education, 325 Pond Laboratory, v
The Penpsylvama State Unlvemty, University Park, Pennsylvania, 16802 ) ) -
A .
R > " . wt R et "
: R 33 : ' .-
s - . * . & - . -~
N © 38 - I
i T ) ’ " SR N T

- R B = ) .




'S B - N N

. » X '
. . - . . - P . .
- - 1 » LY
»3p ) . .
2 T *
’ SELECTED PUBLICATIONS AVAILABLE FROM THE » , -
. CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCATION el .
" - ¥ . . - .«
LA . Monographs R e, ‘ )". t . t
Faculty Bargaining and the Politics of Retrenchment in the Peunsylvania State College.\' 1971-197, Mark
D. Johnson and Kenneth P, Mortlmer September 1977 . e
Governance n Institutions with Faculty Un nions. Six Ca.\'e Studies, Kenneth P, Mortmér and Rnchard c. -
e . Richardson, Jr., May 1977. N . , ;
‘é‘ b e b Reﬂeenon.\' l)n Un iver.mv Values and the American Scholar, G. Lester Anderson and Assqciates, June 197§Q
&
_ An Assessment of Community College S}Qf[ Dévelopment Needs in the Northea.\'tern United States, JamesO
. . Hammons and Terry H, Smith Wallace, May 1976 a.
. = Faculty Collective Bargaining Activity mi Pennsylvama The First Five Years (1970-1975) Walter J. Gershew e T
T feld and Kenneth P. Mortimer, with the assistance of Mark D, Johnson, Aprif 1976 {jointly with Center for r
: Labor and Manpower Studues Temple Unwversity) . o . fa! N
& 4 .
. & - Faculty ,_Jotmg Behavlor in the Temple University Collective Bargammg Elections, Kenneth P, Mommer . ‘ .
- and Naoml V Ross, with the assistance of Michael E .Shorr and Chery! Toronyi, Aprnl 1975 L
CUPIR Cooperative’ Unllzatlon‘of Private ln.\'tltutlonal Resources. A Mulrl[aeeted Thrust for the Private ":
'& Junior Colleges, S V Martorana, Eileen P Kuhns, Richard M Witter, and Alan J. Sturtz, October 1974
. {jointly with the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges). ,
) . : z Innovative Programs in Education for the Professions, Larry L Leslie, June 1974 - . . L.
Insights mto Higher Education Selected Writings of CSHE, 1969-73, lol ‘I, Curriculum, Graduate a N -y
Professional Education, Fmanee Winter 1974, LN # -
Insights into Higher Edueanon Selected Wntings of CSHE, 1969- 73, Po? /A Commumty College and Posts
- S secondary Occupational Education, Winter 1974, )
% ’(\In.\'lgﬁt.\' into Higher Education. Selected Writings of CSHE, 1969.73, Vol 1. Gavernance, Winter 1974,
& . ¢« Anatom) of a Collective Bargalming Elec@n n Pennsybania’s State~0wned Colleges, /G Gregory Lozier an. .
Kenneth P, Mortmer, February 1974. = 4 aant
1] . .
larlabrln) n iaculty Perception, of the Legitimacy of Decision Making at Nine Pennsylvania In.\'munon&
« & @ DavidW. Leslié, November 1973, . AN P
’ ” . . A N N . .
“ Numbered Reports . N s v
. The Continuing Suga 5[Instltutes and Centers, Renee C Friedman, May 1877, Report No. 28. - ] '
Stave Legislation Relating to Community and Jumor Colleges. 1976, S V. Martorana and Lawrence A,
Nespoli, Febryary 1977, Report No. 27, \
) Regionalism and Statewide Coordination of Po.\'t.\'ee ndary Educati }n. S. V. Martorana and W, Gary McGurre,
, September 1976 Report No. 26 G\ l .
Dystributions of Authority and Pattem.\' of (;ovemam.‘e Manuei G.Bunne and Kenne\h P Mortimer, Decem- '
. AN ber 1975, ReportNo 25° \ -~ 3
v The Higher Education Faculty of Pennsylvania Seleeted Charaetensﬁ?s’Larry L Leshe ana James Creasy, * . .
. July 1974, Report No. 24. R -
" 8 The Comm Bacc Study Posthaccalaureate Actiities of Degree Reelplent.\' from Pennsylvania Institutions
- 1971-72, " Witham Toombs, August 1973, ReportNd 23, . -
. . ~ . . o, kS
. . Studénts and Unions, New S, Bucklew, July 1973, Report No 22, (Odt gf/print)
\ Compensatory Education in Two-Year Colleges, James L. Morrison and Reynolds Ferrante, Apnil 1973, "
Report No. 21, {Available in Insights, Vol. t1) . ) s \% .
' Penn.\'ylvama.\' “State-Owned” Instituygons Some Dlmen.\'lons of Degree Outpu(, Witham Toomb$"and ‘
* StephenD Miliman, February 1973, Report No 20. ~ 3 : |
! The Trend T7ward Government Fmam.‘mg of Higher Education Through Srudent.\' Can the M?zrket Model
Be Applied? Larry L. Leshe, January 1973, Report Nq. 19. {Avaitable in Insrght.\'. Vol. 1) . .
' The Rationale far Various Plans for Funding American Higher Education, Larry L. ¥eshe, June 1972, Report .
< No 18 (Available in dnsights, Vo'FHl) .. P N
Collective Bargaining. Implu'anon.\' for Governance, Kenneth P Mortumer and G Gregory Lozier, July 1972,
Report No 17. (Avadable in Insights, Vol 1.} s . . .
E.xeeptzonal G/aduate Admissions ‘at” e Pennsylvania State Unipersity, Manual G, Gunne and.Larry L. \ >
. - Leshe March 1972, Report No. 15. (Availdble in Insights, Vol; Wiy - . \ .,
Reports "1-14, out of print . \ v N . Y )
- v R N ! \\‘ — 3 -
-— . r
s - - R

R - 39 L

-
-




N * . N . = *" ‘ -3 v v
Conference Reports . L. . L ~ (3 «Lf'-: _ > . X *

State-Local Agency and Commupty College Cooperanon 1. Com‘mumiy lmpmv?rﬁ’:n A Conference of

“« . ’ State and Local Officuls in the Middle Atlant;c States V. Martorana ard James O, Hammons (ﬁds)
- \Oecember 1974, . 2 i : |
. ' ) _ The Seventh Annual Penm‘ylvama Conference on Pom hdary Obcupatioh”al Educau‘on, Angelo C.Gilhe . |
2 1 - . {ed.], June 1976 . . . B s -7
T . The Eighth Annual Conference on Postsecondary Occupational *Education. "Accommodating Change in .
NI ‘ Postsecondary Otcupatiopal Education, S. V. Martorana, Thomas Long, Seymour Brantner, Jure 1977, .
Y . . .
T - Bibliographies - ) ) )
/ ’ X < - ' ’ P - .
Selected Btbhqgmphy mn Htgher Education, Septembar 1969, revised Apral 1972, revised August'1974, s
- . The Umversxty and the Arts. A Preltmmgry Annotated Btbltogmphy, "Ann Kieffer Bragg, May 1974, - -
. - The History 'of Bladc Higher Educanqn in the United States.+A Bibliography, Andrew E* Dinniman, October' ‘ %
~ 1976. . ° *
Occasional Papers . - Yoy . . '
. < ” v "
v A Case for Low Tuition, Larry L. Leshe, November 1974, oL . . K
. Jotirnals of Education for the Professions. A Preltmmhry Study, Ann Kieffer Bragg and G Lester Anderson, §
‘ +May 1974 N . .
4 . o Collec tive Bargaining in Penm'ylvanm A Summary of Collective Bﬁgammg Agreemejits, Ralph L Boyers in - A
- collaboration with Robert E Swertzer August 1973. : -~
[ .
- Commumnity College Teacher Prepamuon Programs in the US A Bibliography with Introductory Notes,
Naomi V Ross, Augyst 1972, - . L e
. . i . . . . . ) . . . ~ * -
.. T . .
- A ‘4 . ! .
- . 1. a ) * L4 a
- ¥ * . e \ —‘
. ’ . i . . . ’ . R
* AY - - - P M -
" . - . * s ¢ .t

N
¥

. . - T e . -
P _ - s v M .. -
.. . D « ST SR

: . )
"a . . A .
. Lt ol . N ., .
- R X 'i‘ A -~ N . ot . P
.
. %\" @ Iy ¢ p7 o R
N . — .\‘ ’ . .
‘ a = ' ’ +
. ..
! - Ij’ . ' . I
—— . ! . R ?
+ - N r . A
¢ - - Y -
T— . - . ‘Q
. 4 - 28 . .
' &2 " . ‘
- Y kg J
{ - -
. L - ! . ¢
Y .. ..
v @
- . Y - ) .
. , N . . o
- : : % -
‘ ) "o ) ’ o
]
~ A . - ’
» -
. AR - .
. ;v A . ..
- % & [ - -
. . R N . AR . N Rl
- , g [ - . 13 !\ b
Y N . R
L » “ ) h . .
. & . N
- - -
- 1 T,
. - [ .
- N 0 . ®
y . . . .
—
L] - ?0 . ‘:\
1 0 . - »
. . R . ..
/ ‘ ° /[ ’ h
L) -
v— . 40 * s h
‘ -~ = - .l - A4
. . - . . o < v
4 L4 .
(S, N - -
) ' - . B . .
ERIC ' Ao < .
N : . - . " . - , = .
I e povide e - . . . . . 5 - :

- M . - / v




