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Abstract of

PREFERENCE FOR BARGAINING REPRESENTATIVE: SOME EMPIRICAL "FINDINGS.

Recent coumittal of various highér education faculty organizations to
the ‘strategy of collective bargaining raises questions concerning: the pro-
cess of competitive election for institutional bargaining representative.
‘Some tentative guidelines are provided by reférencé to sélected: empirical
findings from a survey focusing -on the October 16, 1971 election of bargain-
ing agent for the faculties of the 14 institutions comprising Pennsylvania's

state-owned college and university :syste,m'.
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PREFERENCE FOR BARGAINING REPRESENTATIVE: SOME EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

On October 30, 1971, the AAUP -Council adopted the position that "the
Association will pursue C6llectiVefb;rgaining'as a ﬁajor additional way of
realizing the Association's goals in higher education, and will allocate such
resources and staff as are necessary for... this*act’i,vity..,.,"1 This position
was adopted by a vote of 373 to 54, or a ratio of 7 to I in favor of thé recom-
‘mendation, at the Fifty-Eighth Annual Meeting of the Association in New Orleans
on May 6 of this year.2

The AAUP decision,appéars to be a most timély oné for a number -of reasons.
For example, of the approximate 2,537 higher educaticn institutions in the United
States, 3 only the faculties of 254 thus'far,havé'cémmittéd;themseives to ‘repre=
sentation by a specific collective bargaining agent:? Despite the increasing
number of élections fqr,bargaining,répreSeﬁtétivéé taking piécé—thrdughout the
country, there are an- estimated 836,000 faéufty menbers still not represented
by an Aggnt.s It is- toward: these faculty, who céﬁpfiéé*94~pe§'cent of the total,
that prospective bargaining representatives must turn. their attention.

Organizations, -such as AAUP, whic¢h commi t themselves to collective  bargain-
ingffiést must be elected or selected by ‘the groups they propose to represent.
More éftenithén not, this is a highly compevitiveé undertaking. In light of |

—AAUP‘S’deéisibnAQOmmitting:itsélf to collective bargaining action, this seems

1"Counc:.l ‘Position on -Collective Bargaining," AAUP Bulletln, LVII (Winter,
1971), 46-61.

2Robert L. Jacobson, "AAUP Votes Overwhelmingly to Pursue Balqalnlng," The
Chronlcle of ngher Educatlon, VI (May 15, 1972), 1-2.

3A Fact Book on Higher Education (Washington, D. C.: American Council on
Educatlon, 1970)., issue 1, p. 9117.

4"Colleges and Universities Where Faculties Have Chosen Collective Bargain-
ing Agents," The Chronlcle of g;gher Educatlon VI (May 15, 1972), 2.

'sEgltorlgl, Illinois Professoxr, IV (Spring, 1972), 2
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an opportune time for a c¥itical evaluatiof of various strategems whereby the
Association might improve its box séore in future arenas of compétition.

While the ideal approach -to sich evaluation would be to look to the general
body éf,litérature oniSelectioh,of‘bargaihing,agents;fbg;péssiblé guidance; the
sad fact. immediately apparént is that our émpirical homework -has been neglected

‘on this matter. Atheoretical,

-and -abounding in rhétoric and untested a prioxi
assumptions, the gﬁiStiﬁg limited liféraipré purporting. to déscribenthe;eiectibn
or-selection process cffers féw Sound- guidelines. As Proféssor Wollett has ob-
serVéd?in7hi§ypépér—pfé§éﬁtéd=tq thé*Ng;ignél:CQﬁférehcé;onvCQIieétivé»Negotia-
tions- in May of 1970, "One of the most surprising facts of colléctive hegotia-
giqns7£ﬁ~ﬁ;gﬁer:eaucaﬁian,is the paucity of reliable ihfog;aiipﬁ;"é

7 The rémainder of this paper, théréfore, will be :devoted to a report ahdfdis-r
cussion Qf—cé;taipifinéiﬁ§§ffrom‘an empirical éfudy fQéu§in§ on- the election pro=-

céss. ‘receéntly éompleted by the présént aitthors.

A Report -and: Discussion
The followirg information is derived from.a sample survey of faculty members
from;the 14 ihstitutions comprising Pennsylvania's staté-owned college and univer-

‘Sity system. The occasion was the October- 6, 1971, election of colleétive bargain-

ing representative for thiS'§y§teﬁ,‘man§até§,und§rrtbe,1970apa$sage of Pennsylvania's

‘Act 195. This legistation enables the state's public employees. to -organize for col-
lective bargaining, provides for election of .a-bargaining representative, and grants
a- limiced right to strike.

On-April 16, 1971, the authors undertook a survey of attitudes relateéd to the

;passage of Act 195 and polled faculty as to their pos8ible choice of bargaining

répresentative in the forthcoming Octobei 6 election. The survey was mailed to- 2,866

®ponald H. Wollett, "The Status and Trends -of .Collective ‘Negotiations for
Faculty in Highe:7E§ugatiéhy"~Wi$coh$in'taw—Reviéwi,l) 1=29,

her st i ookt e mobe o 1A 111
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| faculty représenting 2 stratified random sample of thé 4,594 full-time faculty

i . at’thé:14wstate=owned~ccllegé and:uhiversity institutions.

‘ The total number of fully completed, usable instruments returnéd in résponse

} to the first mailing of the 73-item questionnaire survey was 813 or slightly less

} than- 30.per cént of the samplé, a typical résponse rate to a first mailing. Bé~

: cause -of the sensitivity of the -bargaining &lection iSSué,ithe timing of the elec-
tion, and thé cost involved; the resc;.arqhefs chose not to pursue the usual follow-
up -procedures in éh‘attéﬁpt to éiicit completed questionnaires from those who did
not respond to the-first mailing. . |

Considerable confidence in the validity and representativesness of theseé -data

e e

‘was established when ‘the data collected by the April 16-survey were found to pre-

e e a

jaictrthé~qﬁt¢bmé of the Qétdbe;“G'éléctién,jThg‘data accurately predicted not only
t;'hg,:wi'x:meg ©Of the -élection, but the direction of thé vote (the- proportion of thel
vote recéived by each .of the vying ,ajgexits‘): as well. The three .organizations compet=
;. ihgafét,eléctibhuaéAthé'1e§aliyfaéknowleagédﬂébllggﬁiVerbafgainiﬁg;répréSentative
for ‘the facultiés of the 14 institutions ;w'ere‘the American: Association of University
Professors (ARUP), the American Féderation of Teachers (AFT), and thé Association
of Pennsylvania State Collegé and University Fa¢uities/§enn$yivahia“ASéQciatién for /
‘Higher Education (APSCUF/PAHE), a'nationai Education Association affiliate herein-
after referred to .as NEA.’

" Before proceeding to examine so‘mer-é'f thé correlates of preference for bargain-
ing agent, a prior question must be examined .=-— the value of ‘having a bargaining

representative at all. In.other words, must prospectivé représentatives sell the

TThe questionnaire survey instrument, as did the official October 6 election
‘ballot, provided for a vote for any .One of these -three prospéctive bargaining
agents, in addition to a possible vote -for "né agent." The gquestionnaire item tap=
Ping this response :read as follows: "Thé passage of the Publi'c Employee Relaticns
-§ét\pé;mit$:Statefééilege,fégu;tiQS'in Pennsylvania to select a bargaining agent:
If the: election to decide which agéncy shouid represent us were to-be héld today,
which: agency would-you vote. for?- (Please chéck one of thé following) -

AFT AAUP APSCUF/PAHE. No. Agerit
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idea:bf'collecﬁiVé~bargaining, Or can they proceed to Show why they are the
representative best sﬁited"gé represSent a particular faculty? Did Pennsylvahia
state college and university faculty See: Act 195 as. a bénefit? Yes. Roughly
60 percent of the faculty members looked with favor upon the passage of Act 195, ‘ : T
lsipeffcent—were—not convinced of its benefits, and the remainder were undecided.
Incidentally, supporters of the AFT were the most enthusiastic about ‘the passage
©of this legislation, a f£inding similar to that of Moors:®

Once the decision to select a bargaining represéntative is made, the ques~

tion ‘then ‘becomes which agent can offer more to the f?cultyirgr indeed, is there - % 4
a-difféfencévamongitheLcémpeting~répreééntativés? “he most salient quéstion in if*ﬁ
thé~§ﬁﬁdS~éf‘yany of ‘the faculty members in évaluating the various agents was -
hq@\féf:WiIitthé:dtganizgfionfgb ihxprééehting—thé~d¢maﬁds of its clientele?

‘Wéﬁldiitvqéll,a,stgéké? _ §

Regardless of public statéments made by agent organizers, an argusent can

be made that perceptions of facilty members, whether aceurate, or distorted and :
iliéiﬁf&tﬁea}wpiéy-a—iargé—part in their selection 6f a répresentative. AéA@ight §
bg—éxpggged? the AET‘suppdrtégs were the .most militant. Ninety-one per cént of ?
‘the faculty who expreéséd'afpféféféhce,for the AFT on the questionnaire .agreed. l

with theé statement "TPéachers should go- on-strike to :secure higher,saiaries,ana : z {

‘other benefits." 1In fact 77 per .cént “of the AFT supportérs not -6nly agreed with
‘the statement, but agreed strongly with it. At the other extreme, -only 28 per
‘cent of those faculty who preferred fnot to have a bargaining representative -at
all agreed-with this statément. RéSpondents who exXpresséd a prefereénce for NEA
ana:thése:févbfiﬁg AAﬁPAtook—azmiddiéfpésitidn! Wighjézrpef'géﬁf and 66 per cent
respectively favoring this item.

850hn W. Moore, Pennsylvania Community Collége Faculty Attitudes toward--Col-
lective Négbtiatiohé'(UnivérSity'Paxk,'Pa;E‘Ceﬁfét"for:thé*studyvofiHigher’Edu- ) . L
cation, 1971), p. 36 , n




‘represéntatives to enter the political arena? The survey of Pénnsylvania respon-

‘Forty-eight per cént of the total number of respondents mentioned .salary as the

‘the 1list with only 6.3 per cent of the faculty mentioning it as the issue with

per cent éach.

the leading issue of the campaign. Although salary increase was the goal of each

-5=
It may be easier to illustrate the feelings of thé Pennsylvania state college:
and -‘university faculties with rnspéct to thé role of teachers' organizations: by
means of a tabular presentation. What did.the faculties. feel téachers' organiza=-

+

tions .should do for them?’ “

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE .

Table 1 shows a high level of agreement that bargaining répresentatives

Should use their influence to get legislation favorable to college faculty passed.

10 b i e Be ade Loane 14

Thefé'is less agreement on the other three items, but the AAUP is ‘consistently i'
the -organization whose partisans are most reluctant to enter the pélitiégliarena.
The differénce between thosé faculty who favored any %inglg—énefof the- competing-
batgéininé iepfeéehtativeS:andéthdse;thfPrefegred no agent is-even more striking.

‘Toward what ends do the supportérs -of the various bgganizations want -their
dents contained one overriding priority on the negotiation agenda —— salary.

single. most ‘important issue in-the election. Thé issue méntioned next most often;,

greater -control of policy by academic faculty, was considerabiy further -down on-

highest priority. Tied for third position #§ most important issues facing the
faculties of the Pennsylvania state colleges were é—reductibn,iﬁ‘tééching load

and increase in fringe heénefits (médical insurance, leave time, etc.) with 6.1

There was variation. among the partisans of the agents in the perception of

of the répresentatives, and favored-even by those who préferred not to be répre-
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sented by -an agent, the importance .of this issue was differentially perceived.
Sixty-one per cent of AFT; 55 per cent of NEA, 34 per cent of AAUP, and 32 per
cent of those favoring no agent specified salary as the key issue in the cam-
paign.. A larger percentage of AAUP supporters was concerned about policy deci-
-sion-making and academic freedom than were ‘supporters -of other -agents.

At first, the researchers felt that the relative unconcern of MUP supporters
with :salary might be due to the: fact that rt‘ho,sé, reporting their intention to vote
for 'AAUP were more established in the state college :system; but this was: unsup-
ported by the survey data, at least with regard to- length of service. AAUP sup-
porters were found to be the most ‘'recent newcomers:- to the sta,te-col],ége— system,
having affiliated most frequently during tl.e 1965-1966 school year.

Faculty preferring: to be feptesented':by ‘the AFT 'jbined’-‘thg -system xoughly

o

‘seven. or eight years ago, during the 1963-1964 academic year. The median year for
ent'e;fi’@athe state college system by faculty. ‘Preferring not to be represented by
a: baggqining,,_a‘gent —gnd:,fpf those faculty who ‘supported the -NEA-was ,1596'2., Interest-
ingiy ~§nqugh, those vﬁo h‘gd?ibeehr-dn -campus t};é longest; the average year of their
arrival being 1957, tended to be thé respondeénts who: were undecided: as ‘to which
representative they preferred..

‘In-this connection, anothes fact shiould be brought out. The perception of
salary as the most important issue to be negotiated did not change -much with the
number of yeéars a professor had taught in the state college system. Forty per
-cent..of the faculty members who had entéred the system -since 1968 listed salary «
as:-the issue of first priority in negotiations. These faculty could not be ex-
pected: to ‘have a’tt;.,aiﬁe,ql tenure at the time the survey was taken. Yet 41 péer cent
-of ‘those who began teaching in the state -college system bet:,ween 1965- and 1967
-aisov—qqnsidered ‘the salary issué to be- dominant, and 35 pér cent of those. joining
‘the- faculty during the timé -between 1936 and 1964 named salary as the issue of

) : ¥
-most -concern. ! b
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‘The juestion now avises, is there any easily identifiable faction on-campus
that could —b‘efgxpected to affiliate with one or another of the specific bargain-
ing represeitatives? Upon which groups should AAUP concentrate in future cam=
paigns? Which faculty could be expected to support the AAUP and which could be
expected to oppose it?

While extensive empirical work on political attitudes and behaviors of pro-
fessors has yet to be done. Harmon Zeigler's research on the political perceptions.
‘of high school teachers suggests that sex difference is an important vqri’qblq.g‘
Likewise, research on community-college faculty attitudes toward collective ne-

10

gotiations by Moore indicates sex as a predictor variable. Does this hcld true

at th'e, college level with fespect to preference for rbarqairr:,ing, arant? It does _n_og

,apéur—t_o hold. Although the largest proportion of women (18.7 per cent) comprised
those: reporting their intention to vote for AAUP -as bargaining representative, and
those reporting ‘their intention to vote for NEA had the largest absolute number of
females, the differences in proportion among the competing agents were not signi-

ficant.

But in contrast to the lack of relationship found betwean sex and preference
for bargaining agent, -the difference in support of a particular representative and
um’éd—dcg:;e, was significant. Although the NEA affiliate drew its support from
nearly equal numbers of faculty with liberal-arts degrees: and with education de-
‘grees, the AAUP drew an overvhelming proportion of support from faculty with
liberal-arts type degrees, that is, 82 per cent of those faculty expressing a
preference for the AAUP as their choice of bargaining representative held either

a B.A., M.A. or Ph.D. AAUP advocates did amass the largest proportion of-earned

Qﬂa:monr'Zéiqlér,' The Political Life of Mmerican Teachers (Prentice-Hall:
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1967). NS
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doctoral degrees. Forty=-nine per cent of the-professors who preferred the AAUP

possessed either a Ph.D. or an Ed.D. compared to 42 per cent of the AFT partisans,

41 per cent of the NEA supporters and 33 per cent of the faculty who did not favor
any baxgaj,nintj, representative.

‘Another pattern that might provide a means to distinguish faculty supporters
of cii‘f’fei:enf; agents is departmental affiliation. Because NEA won the election,
it is reasonable to assume that théy .also carried the majority of departments..

‘With the exception of the social science departments, this is true. But the more

dmportant quéstion for bargaining répresentatives- is from what academic quarter

-did:their Support comé? As expected, the NEA-affiliate drew the most votes from

- éducation departménts which comprise a large proportion of faculty in. all the

Egégngylvahia state colleges because of their development from teacher's colleges.
Faculty who Q"f:’_.sﬁed’rté-lh‘ave no representative selected were. mgsrt Iikﬁély to be em=
ployed in the "hard" sciences, while -professors who supported:AAUP and AFT were 7
‘most: ‘i'ikéiy to he founii‘ in humanities depa,rﬁtmén;s; —Reségndenté 7w’ho 'wer'é librayrians
véj,i_ii'aealalmc}ét equally between- AAUP and NEA, ‘but administrators ‘strongly favored
~the seléction-of the NEA affiliate.

] If the Pennsylvania state cpllegé‘ and university system is any indication of
‘the: type of individual who Supports AAUP :in collective bargaining situations, the
;;jéfja*.gene;ategi by the authors' questionnaire. survey suggests ‘that this person is

a-han-with a Ph.D. in the humanities or the social sciences who has recently joined:

_the faculty. This may portend well for the future growth of AAUP. This composite

‘person is concerned. about salary, but also about academic f;éédom:én& having a

voice in the policy-making process. About 21 per cent of the AAUP partisans appear

*

" ‘torbe very active in. theéir particular academic or professional associations, but

another 12 per cent has not attended a-meeting -of their particular professional
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' association for the last five years. wWith reference to AAUP, ‘perhaps the -recent
decision by the -Association to-pursue collective bargdining will induce more
' AAUP-supporters to beccue active in this organization.
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Faculty Response to Four Items Concérning
What ‘Teachers' Organizations Should Do

TABLE 1

Ttems.

— racﬂlty Responsé fPércgﬁtégé

NEA__

No Agent Undecided-

Average-All

‘Respondents

1. Influence legislation

2. ‘Take sides: on .public

_issues
3. Endorse candidates -in
school -elections -
4. Endorse: political .can-
didates

93.3

63.7

(3,11

53.7

7.5

7.8
30.8

27.0-

89:2
59.4
43.2

43.2

-~ 90.2

59.7
53.5

46.5
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