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ABSTRACT

In the midst of the agitation and turmoil engulfing the Ameri-
can campus in recent years, a number of college and university
faculties have turned to a restructuring of power relations in
institutions of higher education by adopting the techniques of
collective bargaining. ' While there is a measure of agreement in
the literature over the causes of faculty bargaining, there are
major disagreements over the probable conseguences for the system
of higher education of the move towards faculty bargaining. The
purpose of this research is to set out a conceptual framework- for
explaining variations in the impact of faculty bargalnlng on
institutions of hlgher education.

‘ The conceptual framevork is presented in three parts. First,

a model of the bargaining exchange process is sketched out. ‘Second,
an input model describing the structures, - processes -and behavioral
relationships (independent variables) affecting the operation of

the bargaining exchange process is developed. Third, an. output
-model identifying the expected consequeénces of faculty bargaining
(devendent variables) is presented. A number of the concepts used
to generate the framework were deduced from available partlal
theories, while others were grcunded in emplirical ‘research currently
‘belng conducted in New Jersey':aatltutlons of hlgher education.

While faculty organlzatlons are llkely to have 1mportant effects :
on institutions of higher education, the framework developed illus- ‘
trates that generallzatlons concerfying the extent of the impact of
faculty bargainlng are extremely hazardous witnout determining the
way in which forces: internal and exterral to a particular system
operate through the bargaining system parameters to produce dlffer-.
ential collectlve bargaining: effects. :
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I. INTRODUCTION T

~ In the midst of the agitation and turmoil engulfing the Ameri-
can campus jin recent years, and perhaps in part as a consequence of
this unrest, a number of college and university faculties have turned
to a restructuring of power relations in institutions of higher ‘
education by adopting the techniques of collective bargaining. The
faculty bargaining movement in two-year colleges is well underway.
Tt is estimated that the faculty in one-fifth of all two-year insti-
tutions in the United States are now represented by bargaining agents
(2egin, 1973b). While the bargaining movement has spread to four-
year colleges and universities, the movement is not. exactly burgeon-
ing, particularly in private institutions where "no union" votes

_have won in one-third of the elections (Garbariro, 1972a). Since the

first four-year institution was organized by the American Federation
of Teachers in 1967 (U. S. Merchant Marine Academy), six percent of -
all four=-year institutions have been included in faculty bargaining
units (Begin, 1973b). When this information is coupled with low
membership figures in many four-year institutions where there are
bargaining units, it is not clear that faculty in four-year institu-
tions are completely convinced (Garbarino, 1972a). Nevertheless, a
trend towards bargainirg is evident. :

Many commentators on the origins of faculty bargaining agree
that the precipitating forces leading to the organization of ‘college
and university faculties are the product of generalizad pressures
affecting our colleges‘and‘universitiés -~ the campus unrest of the
1960fs, the shrinking academic job market, increasing external con-
trols, the current financial squeeze and the coverage of faculties
in both private and public institutions by labor legislation faci=
litating the organizational process (for example, see Gearbarino,

1971, pp. 1-20).+ Contin ing disaffection with universities by legis-

latures, students: and the public and increasing competition for:the
tax dollar are certain’ to reinforce the movement toward the repre- .

‘sentation of faculties by external bargaining agents.

while'there may be a measure_of agréement ovef the‘Céusesuof
faculty bargaining, theré’arefmajpr‘disag;eements over the probable

consequences for the system of. higher education of the move towards

faculty bargaining. ' One advocate of faculty unionism "pelieves in

- [tne] collective bargaining process because, being professionals. in

an émployee status, this can reinforce: our professionalism (Kugler,

1969, ‘p. 6);"10thers‘are‘predicting,that,faculty bargaining will

have a largely unfavgrable impact‘on college‘andfuniversity systems.'

Lne authof grgtéfullyfécknbﬁledges phe.cohtributions which a number
of individuals have made to this document, but particularly my
associstes on the study of faculty bargaining in New Jersey,

' Ppaula Alexander, Steve Browne, Josn Wiskowski, and Jack Chernick,

‘Chairman‘ofithe'ReseérchgSection,_InStituté‘ofLMBnagement‘and
Labor Relations; Rutgers University. . ol >



"...In dividing the university into worker-professors and manager-
administrators and pgoverning boards, it imperils the ->remise of
shared authority, encourages the polarization in inverests, and
exaggerates the adversary concern over interests held in common
(Kadish, 1972, p. 122)."

Although it is a reasonable hypothesis that faculty bargaining
will bring about changes in traditional modes of academic governance
and in faculty-administration relationships, -the probable degree and
direction of change is not entirely clear. The purpose of this paper
i to set out 2 conceptual framework for explaining variations in
the impact of faculty collective bargaining on ingtitutions of higher
education. Identification of the nature and the deterizinants of the
probable consequences of faculty bargaining, though necessarily .
imperfect at the current stage of development of collective bargain-
ing theory, is indispensible to systematic, in-depth studies of institu-
tions in which faculty bargaining is taking piace if these studies
are to contribute to the development and further organizatiun of know-
ledge. : ' :

The discussion in the following chapters will first sketch out
a model of the bargaining extange process. Second, an input model
describing the structures, processes and behavioral relationships
(independent variables) affecting the operation of the bargaining
exchange process will be developed. Third, an output model iderntify-
ing the expected consequences of faculty bargaining (dependent vari-
ables) will be presented. A number of the concepts used to generate
the framework discussed in the following pages were deduced from
available partial theories, while others were grounded in empirical
research currentlg being conducted in New Jersey Institutions of
Higher Education.© The later approach served to relate available
partial theories to the unigue aspects of faculty collective bargain-
ing. Also useful in this respect were conversations over the past
year with administrators and/or faculty organization officials from
many - of “the four-year institutions now involved in faculty bargaining,3

2an integral part of the research in New Jersey has been the obser-
vation of negotiating activities at Rutgers. University since their
beginning in 1969, and more recently at other institutions in the
state. . Interviews with the principle’parties and a questionnaire
survey of the faculty are also part of the research design. This
research was funded initially under an Office of Education grant,
for which this document is the final report, and subsequently by
the Carnegie Corporation of New Yoik. - The researct will be completed

in 197k, ‘ ' ’ ’ : o

3‘Central Michigah'University, Oakland University, City University of
New York, State University of New York, Massachusetts State College
System, Southeastern Massachusetts University, St. John's University, -
‘Long Island University, Saginaw Valley State College, Pennsylvania =
‘State College System, Temple University, Wayne State University.



II. DEVELOPMENT OF BARGAINING MODEL

Introduction

In reviewing the existing literature in respect to industrial
relations theory for assistance-in formulating a bargsining model,
it becomes clear that industrial relations does not possess a body
of accepted theory ready at hand for application to a particular
instance of collective bargaining. Students of industrial relatiocn

" have supported this conclusion a number of times over the years
(for example, see Somers, 1969).

Nevertheless, the review did point towards the probable relevance
of a behavioral theory of the collective bargaining process formulated
by Walton and McKersie (1965). The bargaining exchange model devel-
Oped by Walton and McKersie serves as an extremely useful means for
relating the input and output variables, that is, the way in which
forces internal and external to a particular system of higher educa-
tion operate through the bargaining system parameters to produce
differential collective bargaining effects. As a result, Walton
and McKersie's work will be used, along with other sources, as the
basis for identifying relevant variables and explanatory relation-
ships in respect to the impact of faculty bargaining. A general
description of Walton and McKersie (1965, pp. 4-6) follows:

The Analytical Framework

. Labor negotiations, as an instance of social nego~
t1atlons, is comprised of four: systems of activity, each
. with its own function for the interacting parties, its
own internal logics, and its own 1dent1f1able set of
1nstrumental acts or tactics.

We shall refer to each of the dlstingulshable
systems of act1v1t1es as a subprOcees. The first sub-
process. is distributive bargaining; 'its function is to P
resolve pureconflicts of interest. .The second, i integra-
“tive bargaining,: functions to find common or complementa-
ry  interests and. solve problems confrontlng both: parties.
The third . ‘ubprocess- is attitudinal structuring, and its
functions are to influence the attitudes.of the partici-
pants’ toward each other and to affect the basic bopis
‘ ‘which relate the two parties they represent. A fourth
- : subprocess, intraorganizational bargaining,’ has the
function of ach1ev1ng consensus. w1th1n each of the
1nteract1ng groups.v R

| Dlstrlbutlve ‘Bargaining. Diétributlve bargaining
is a hypothetical construct referring to the complex
system of act1v1t1es 1nstrumenta1 to. the attainment of
one party s’ goals when they are in baslc conflict with
those of the other party. It is the type of act1v1ty
most familar to students of negotiations, in fact, it
'%argainlng" in the strlctest ‘sense of the word. In_




social negoiiations, the goal conflict can relate to
several values; it can involve allocation of any re-
sources, e.g., economic, power, or status symbols.

‘What game theorists refer to as fixed-sum games are the
situations we have in mind: one person's gain is a loss
to the other. 'he specific points at which the negotia«~
ting objectives of the two parties come in contact define
the issues. Formally, an issue will refer to an area of
common coreern in which the objectives of the two parties
are assuméd to be in conflict. As such, it is the sub-
ject of distributive bargaining.

Integrative Bargaining. Integrative bargaining
refers to'the system of activities which is instrumental
to the attainment of objectives which are not in funda-
mental conflict with those. of the other party and which
therefore can be integrated to some degree. Such objac-
tives are said to define an area of common concern, a
problem. Integrative bargaining and distributive bar-
gaining are both joint decision-making processes. How-
ever, these processes are quite dissimilar and yet . .are
rational responses: to different situations. Integrative
potential exists when the nature of a problem permits
solutions which benefit both parties, or at least when
the gains of one party do not represent equal sacrifices
by the other. This is closely related to what game
theorists call the varying-sum game.

_Attitudinal Structuring. Distributive and integra-
tive bargaining pertain to economic issues and the rights
and obligations of the parties, which are the generally
recognized content of. labor negotiations. However, we
postulate that an additional major function of negotia-
tions is influencing the relationships between parties,
in particular such attitudes es friendliness-hostility,
trust, respect, and the motivational orientation of -
cowpetitiveness-cooperativeness. Although the existing.
relationship pattern 1s acknowledged to be-influenced by

.many enduring forces (such as the technical and economic
context, the basic personality dispositions of key
participants, and the social belief systems which pervade
‘the two parties), the negotiators.can and do take advan-
tage of the interaction system of negotiations to pro-

duce attitudinal change. .
Attitudinal structuring is our term for the system
of activities instrumental to the attainment of desired
‘relationship patterns between the parties. Desired
relationship patterns usually give content to this pro-
cess in a way.comparable to that of issues and problems
in distributive and integrative processes. " The distinc-
tion emong the processes is that vhereas the first two
are joint depisionemaking‘prOCésses;‘attitudinal‘strqu
turing is a sodioémotionaigihterpérsonal process designed
to change attitudes and relationships. L

-

N



Intraorganizational Bargaining. The three processes
discussed thus far relate to the reconciliation process
that takes place between the union and the company. Dur-"
ing the course of negotiations another system of activities,
designed to achieve consensus within the union and within
the company, takes place.. Intraorgeanizational pargaining
refers to the system of activities which brings the expec-
tations of principals into alignment with those of the
chief negotiator. «

The chief negotiators often play important but
limited roles in formulating bargaining objectives. On
the union side, the local membership exerts considerable
influence in determining the nature and strength of
aspirations, and the interrational union may dictate
the inclusion of certain goals in the bargaining agenda.
On the company side, top management and various staff

- groups exert their 1nfluence on bargaining objectives.
In a sense the chief negotiator is the recipient of two
sets of demands -- one from across the table and one
from his own organization. His dilemma stems from con-
flict at two levels: dlffering aspirations: about issues
and dlffering expectations about behavior.

Intraorganizational bargaining‘within’the union is
particularly interesting. While ‘it is true that for
both parties to labor negotlatlons many individuals not
present in negotiations are vitally concerned about what
transpires at the bargaining table, the union negotiator
is probably subject to more organizational constraints
than his company counterpart. - The union is a political
organlzation whose representatives are elected to office

"and in which contract terms must be rat1f1ed by an
electorate. ‘ :

'Figure 1 1llubtrates how the four subprocesses relate the union
and management bargaining ‘teams which are ‘in conflict. The distri-
butive bargaining, the 1ntegrat1ve bargaining and . the’ attltudinal
structuring processes directly relate" the union and management bar-

" gaining teams and the intraorganizational bargalning process re-

1ates the bargaining teams to the1r respective contltuencles.

The Relatlonshlp of the Suhprocesses

‘The, tactics pecullar to ‘each. subprocess are basic to the inter-
action of the four subprocesses. As will be seen, some of the tac- -
tics of the 1nd1vidua1 processes . facilitate the’ interaction of the:
subprocesses, while others create dilemmas for the bargaining teams.

Integratlve and Dlstributlve Subprocesses. In the dlstrlbutlve

bargaining process: in which fixed. resources are being allocated, the

basic tact1c is to m1n1mize the opponent's information about one's
bargaining position while maximizing one's information .about' the .
opponent's bargaining w1trout maklng commitments. On the other hand,
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e the. integrative process is a problem—solvirg situation requiring
p.relatively open communications as the parties seek out- solutions
‘to.and then resolve problems.‘ To ‘develop’ infoxmation for solving
'problems, ubcommittees are often appointed enhancing integiative -
: jbargaining.u Hovever, if the negotiations have:a largely distribu-
“tive flavor, ~the" parties may not want.tov indicate the flexibility .
ffwhich the agreement to develop subcommittees conveys’ (Walton and’
‘ McKerrie, 1965). AdditionalJy, a high degree of trust is necessary
for a problom-solving, integrative ‘bargaining: approach whereas
“in distributive bargaining trust exists "in more limited and subtle-
‘ways' (p. 182)." 'Since any bargaining ‘situation ‘involves both’
issues and: problems, the name: of the game is to integrate the tac-
tics in such a way as: to attain agreement. i _

Attitudinal Structuringpand Distributive Subprocesses. ‘The
‘attitudinal- structuring process: involves the use of tactics aimed
at maintaining or changing: the’ nature of the bargaining relation-

i Bhip.; The. attitudinal structuring process "and the distributive
bargaining process are often mutually interfering processes

~_‘A tactic deslgned to promote a. better relationship fre-"
’,quently entails ‘a sacrifice of the substance of distri- ‘
‘butive" bargaining, and conversely a tactic deSigned to
' achieve. a’ distributive gain often adversely affects the
,,relationship (p. 270) o ‘ .

lGenerally, attempts aimed at maintaining or improving a relationship
‘interfere with.the’ tactics of :the. distributive process.f There are
“ situations: when the tactics of the two sprrocesses are mutually :

ing minimum levels of trust and acceptance to prevent destructive
_outcomes. ‘ : ,

‘ _ Integrativegpg,Attitudinal Structuring Subprocesses., The '
tactics of the integrative and attitudinal structuring prOcesses
have - few, if any, conflicts.j:,z~‘ ‘ :

‘Before integrative bargaining can take place, the two
organizations need to develop a good ' measure of trust
and friendliness. The activities of talking frankly
~about one's: needs, sharing information, Jointly formu-,
lating. solutions, etc. cannot be undertaken unless
trust is present.f The problem-solving activity serves
to. improve the’ relationship even further (p. 279)

'Intraorganizational Bargaining and Distributive Subprocesses.
In intraorganizational bargaining the: negotiating teams are respon-
sible for. bringing ‘the " expectations of their respective: constitu-‘
encies into:line with the realities of. bargaining.f\ Keeping
constituents: from being committed or trying to reduce their com-~
mitment to certain’ preferred bargaining outcomes is 'a difficult
‘ : task since the intraorganizational process is: so closely linked
Ti]ERJﬂjfl ‘ wi+h the other processes.:,‘- :

facilitating, ‘but' they tend to be extreme situations, e.g.; develop- -



~Aluost by definition the two processes of intra=
organizational: bargaining and distributive bargeining
: ir - aflict. In distributive bargaining the nego-~
. tempts’to modify the opponent's position to-
an .- expectations of his principals.  In internal
' iining the‘negotiatOr”endeaﬁqrs?{ﬁhbringfthe:expéc-”,
vavions of his. principals into alignment with tlose of @
the opponent. In this sense, the purposes of these two
‘activities are diametrically opposed. " .The two processes
also frequently interfere with each other at the tacti-
cal level. S ' o !

Distributive bargaining involves tactical attempts
“to crystallize internal feeling and increase the will-
ingness to fight. These and other steps are helpful in
conveying strong commitment and increasing the power
-position of .the party. All these activities conflict
~with intreorganizational bargaining, in which the nego-
tiator reduces feeling, divests .the membership of ambit-

- ious objectives, éndngenérally‘striVes'to'prevent‘the':‘

membership’ from developing too great an attachment to
any. particular proposal. Lo RAE

- A particularly important limitation is placed on
effective distributive bargaining in which the negotia=
tor is unsure of his ability to revise his own organiza-
‘tion's position. He is foreclosed; for example, from
‘making a timely concession -- one which might lead to.

. 'the best overall distributive results -- when his own.
e organization is not yet. convinced of the need for a

- concession. (pp. 34h-5). ‘ '

' However, the tactics used: in the intraorganizational and dis-

tridutive processes do not always conflict.

" For examplé;‘by'méidtaining‘a.firm‘position,(distributive
- tactic), Opponent can help Party revise the position of }

his own organization.  Similarly, by giving up on an
issue very grudgingly and making a big issue over a
small point :(distributive tactic), Party can help Opponent
distort the level of achievement as perceived by Party's
~organization. In both cases, the distributive tactics
of one assisted the other in.achieving internal consensus

(p. 3&6).‘ |

Intraorganizational Bargaining and Attitudinal Structuring

Subbrooecsee.: The3relationshipnbetﬁegnfintraorganizational be o~
‘gaining andrattitudinalkstructuring-processeS‘is~baSic.;

The relationship between ‘the two negotiators is some-

times a constraint on the behavior one negotiator might
‘use to comply with the expectations of ‘members of his .
~own organization. At other times, the relationship bond
actually enables the negotiator to be more effective in

achieving internal consensus (p. 349).
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In distributive bargaining particularly, attitudinal structur-
ing plays an important part in accomodating intraorganizational
needs to bargaining realities:. "...many of the attitudinal struc-
. turing tactics involved helping Opponent, sometimes in ways that

‘strengther.:d his"pOSitiOnlinternally.(p. 3k9) " ‘

" Intraorganizational Bérg&iningAénd‘IdtégrétivejsubprbCesses.
The intraorgadiz@tibnal;bargaining‘andxintegrativevbargaining pro-
cesses;can”have'positiVe;or'negative interactions.. " .

Very often integrati#é‘bafgainihgfisaimpedéd by intra-
organizational_pressures‘which,requirejtheinegotiato:
‘to act in’'a specified way. .His constituents may not

tolerate‘off-the-record“discussion;~sub¢dmmittees)_and
the other tactics necessary for integrative bargaining.
Nor may the constituents be satisfied with an agreement
that had been reached via problem solving (p.350). -

On the other hand, -

:“Intraorganizafiohalfbdrgéiﬁing*aimskat;déVelpping '
flexibility in one's position. ~To the extent that the

organizatiohltakqsLafmbre”flg;iblefPoSitiOn, the purposes
of integrative bargaining can also be served.: . .-

‘Consider the tactic of bringing the constituents
face to face with the realities of the situation.  Such
' 'a move can serve the' purposes of intraorganizational - B
~ bargaining by forcing the constituents to revise their
aspirationsand the purposes of integrative bargaining
by making*availableﬁmore‘viewpoints7ahdiproblem,501vers
(assumingbthat?thQir:energiés,are’harneBSed*thrOugh
subcommittees, etc.). G R
‘ ;Even‘thefalternate‘tacticxxf'isolating'the'member-
ship serves the same double purpose. Such a move is .

functional for intraorganizational bargaining in that it
prevents them from perceiving the actual level of achieve-
;ment\until”;t;is;tooflate;ﬁand_it*is‘funétionalffor inte-
grative‘bargaining’infthat,it“rembves constraining in-
fluences from thevﬁargéiningfroom5‘therebyjaIIOﬁiug the
key participants to increase joint achievement through

problem solving (p. 351). =~ .

- Although this brief summary of Walton and McKersie's theory
of social negotiations certainly does not do Justice -to the complex
development- given. in their book, it serves as a useful base for
exploring the model's application to the development and implica-
tions of the faculty bargaining process. o '



- III. INPUT MODEL -- FACTORS AFFECTING
OPERATION OF BARGAINING PRCCESS

_ The task at this p01nt is to relate the structure, processes_
and behavioral relationships of hlgher education (the inputs) . to.
the collective bargaining process . (the exchange mechanism) in ‘such
- a.way as. to explain variations in the. operatlon of the bargaining
process.. Walton-and McKersie's: analytical framework of-the collec-
tive ‘barga ining process,dlscussed in- the previous section,serveS'

- as.a useful vehicle for. developing this. relationship.

The. emergent collective bargaining system is a- product of the
internal and ‘external e¢..-ironment in which it evolved, that is,
the internal structural and tehavioral dimensions of a particular
“academic 1nstitution or system of h1gher education and the econo-
‘mic and’ political forces - external to a particular institution or
system of higher: education. It is necessary to place systems of
" higher education in an_ external env1ronment because, as one author :
‘notes R : : : ‘

An organization is’ somewhat analogous to a living organ-
ism, since.it ‘is. s haped by the environment: in whlch it
~is ‘born and nurtured.. - Just as organizatlons change,
'environments ‘change and to ignore the latter is to mis-?
understand the former (F1118y,‘7969, p. 8l) oo

‘ The primary 1nputs to Walton and McKersie & behavioral theory
of collective bargaining, of course, ‘are the attitudes and ‘behavior
towards: . the. bargaining process of the participants -—~the ‘members’
of the: bargainlng unit, the: members ‘of the management hierarchy
and the respectlve negotiators for these' groups. - Producing these
. par*icipant att1tudes and: behavior towards the bargaining process
are forces internal and external to . the particular system of
higher. education where bargaining has originated. ' The' explanatory
relationships among the input factors ‘and’ between. the input factors
and the barga’1ing process are. quite complex, particularly when .
- a time dimension is considered., ‘For 'exasmple, while initial faculty
militancy is & function of ‘a certain set of- forces" internal and -
‘external to a. particular organizational context, subsequent atti—
tudes and: behavior towards the bargaining process derive. from ‘
experiences with both the “operation-and- output of. the bargaining
process itself.. Feedback from the. operation of. the bargaining
process to” 1nitial attitudes and: behavior begins immediately The
“output model’ to be. developed at a 1ater point will. deal with the
‘consequences of the bargainlng process for higher education and .
the way in ‘which these- consequences feed back to affect ongoing
uand subsequent negotiations. = o

The discussion below will first considEr the initial internal
and external determinants of. faculty attitudes and behavior towards
bargaining and- the impact which thesge . would ‘have on the bargaining
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process.l Included in this discussion will be an exploration

~.of the determinants and - impact of the attitudes and- behav1or of
the faculty organlzatlon leadershlp,

Second a’ imllar examlnation w1ll be wmade of the 1nit1al
‘determinants ‘of admlnistrator att1tudes and behavior towards the
bargainlng process and the 1mpacc ‘which: ‘these would have on: the
'operatlon of the bargainlng process. A third .area of d1scuss1on '
will be the impact on part1c1pant attitudes and behav1or, and
consequently, the operation of the bargainlng process, brought
about by - structural and proces sual aspects of. the bargaining pro-
cess which require the part1es tc relcie to each other in certa1n‘
ways. The internal and. .external: determinants of these structural
factors will also be detalled F1nally, bergalnlng power, al-
though - a dimension of the bargalning process ‘which is 1mpllcit
throughout the above areas of discussiocn, w will rece1ve coverage
in a separate discuss1on due to 1ts importance to the operatlon

- of the process. :

Faculty_Attltudes and Behavior

"The purpose of this section is-to develop a model specifylng
‘the various factors. affecting faculty attitude and behav1or towards
“collective bargaining.a ‘The task is. somewhat complex due to the
fact that. several levels of” analysls are 1nvolved-‘ the 1nd1v1dual
the small group (e.g., 8 department), the. organization (e ‘g., dn
1nst1tutlon or. system of higher- educationL and’ the external’ env1ron-
“ment. However,‘all ‘of these levels: are 1mportant in explainlng how ‘
,facultv attitudes and behavior affect the bargalning process and :
will be-. 1ncorporated into the dlscu8810n below._;i

, It 1s posited that a faculty member 5. attitudes and behav1or
towards - collective bargaining are a function ofa. faculty member ' 'S
' job’ satisfaction which, in.turn, is derived from: (1) the inter=
actions dictated by membership withln a- certa1n group. and the
organization of ‘which the group is a component “and . (2) the social
‘beliefs' of the faculty. ~To some extent, a:faculty's social beliefs
_are also a product of organlzation and group varlables.

lThe bargalning unit may 1nclude more than teaching faculty.-_
: However, since the. focus of ‘the research is. faculty bargaining,
i o f -the discuSsion will: concentrate on faculty attitudes and behavior.
" The 1mp11catlons for bargaining of heterOgeneous bargalnlng units
are. important nevertheless, and will be dlscussed in a later ‘
sectlon.“- : :

This discu8810n excludes the 1mpact on faculty attitudes "and
behavior towards bargalning of ‘structural-and processual factors
peculiar to'the bargaining process. ThlS will be exp]ored in.a
later section.
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It can be expected that faculty attitudes and behavior towards
the collective bargaining process as derived from its.job satis-’
faction and social beliefs can COndition'the'outcome;Qf that pro-
cess in various ways. If faculty attitudes are not fully supportive
of the bargaining process, then membershiyp and participation in =@ |
bargaining activities may not follow. The more difficulty the fa-
culty’ organization has in achieving consensus among its members.
towards its goals, the more difficulty it will have in presenting

& united bargaining front. For example, faculty from institutions .
with a degree of self-governance are less likely to accept an |
employee organization's attempts to intrude on or change this .
-traditional role because ithe faculty enter the bargaining process
‘with a particular set 0f”exp¢ctations‘con¢erning‘its role in aca-
demic governance. 'Internal dissension, vhatever its source, may

undermine a bargaining agent’s stratégies,'increasing thevprob-

ability that the bargaining relationship between the faculty bar-

- gaining agent and the administration will develop into a high
conflict, adversary relationship. ' :

Figure 2 illustrates the posited relationships between faculty

job. satisfaction, faculty social beliefs, faculty attitudes and
' “behavior towards the bargaining‘proceSSrandithe*operation-of;the" A

bargaining process. 'A_behavioralfframéwork developed by Hellriegel,
~ French and Peterson (1970), as "a means of identifying and por- ‘
traying the assumed félationShips'among}the'kéy¢variables_considé
ered ‘to provide ‘the behavioral framework of ‘teachers vis.a vis
collective negotiations (p. 351)" was particulary useful for |
- relating faculty satisfection with its work ‘and- faculty social
beliefs to faculty‘éttitudes,and'behayior\towards~collectivé
bargaining. The discussion below will elaborate on these rela-
tionships. : N : :

Faculty Satisfaction

It is expected that faculty who express greater dissatisfac=-
tion with their vorking enyironment will tend to support the °
normative view that there should .be formal participation in faculty -
collective bargaining, be more satisfied with or express a desire
for a greater extent of participation by their bargaining agent in
setting their conditions of employment and be more likely to parti=-
cipate in bargaining activities. = S B ‘

What are:the dimensions of faculty dissatisfaction which ex-
‘plain differential faculty attitudes and behavior in regard to
‘collective bargaining? =~ Unfortunately, there has been little sys-
tematic‘reSearch‘eXam;ning‘éither‘faculty.JOb'éatisfaction or -
faculty acceptance of the bargaining pfOcess.,‘Fbr'eXam@le,.Gustad;
(1969) recently reported that little is known of the relationship
-betﬁeen%facultylSatisfaCtion and faculty.working conditions. As a
consequence, the most useful starting point is a list of satisfac-
‘tion factors developed by Hellriegel, French and Peterson (1970)
from an extensive review of the:literature dealing with teacher
-bargaining in elementary and .secondary schools. The ten satisfac-

- tion dimensions which they identified were: rapport with principal;
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Figure 2
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satisfactidn‘wifh tgaching;"rappoft'among teachérs; salary; load;
curriculum; issu#s; status;‘community‘supportfof,eduoation;‘school

faéilitiés‘and'serviCes;”and,Vcommunityfpressures. ‘Hellriegel,
French and.Peterson (1570) then measured the level of satisfaction
- of & sample of -public school teachers and found that *he respon-"
dént_teaphers7werelrelatively;satisfied[with;the role of teaching,
while they were somewhat dissatisfied with'the status and econcamic
rewards-available in ‘the role (the literature is generally consis-
tent with this finding). 'The results, in descending ordes of
satisfaction were: satisfaction with ti.c g, cowmunity pressures;
‘rapport among teachers; overall satis¥ac ; teacher lead; teacher
“rapport with principal; community support of education; curriculum
issues; school facilities and services; teacher status; and teacher
salary. ‘ ER! R ' o

A review of the limited literature on'faculty satisfaction
indicates that many of the satisfaction dimensions noted ‘above
B may‘be,rélevant‘forifaculty‘in_ihstitutibnsiof“higher'education
as well (for example,,See?Gustad,Vl969;-Bglyeat; 1968; and:
«Theophilus;i1957);QVAS-élresult,ifaéulty~$uppprt‘ofdthe_bargaining
‘process is expected, in part, to.be a function of the following ,
‘gropPS”Offfaétors{‘jeconomic¢benefits;7ﬁorking“cbnditions; decision-~
making authority in regard to faculty benefits and educational
policy;’rapport‘withfvariéué:lévélS;Of{adminiStrative leadership;
répport”amongqfaculty;[public{support}OffeduCétiOh;fand’faculty o

- ihdependgnée‘and“freedom in.barryingfoutfits;dﬁties.‘ It remains
. for systematic research to expand. &and, weigh these dimensions of
satisfactiong“~86me‘bf’the societal and organizatiohal-brigine;

‘"éf‘faéulty‘SatiSfacfion.aré“diSCussed‘below.

‘ FécultyﬁSociél?BélieféV;f

L VAlthough}Job,SatiSfactiqn”canvdirectly;influence,a.faculty‘
member's. view of collective{bargaining;rit”iSsalso7expectedgthat
an}individual{sf80c1a17beliéfs”caﬁvaCt'as;gnminterveningfvariéble
betwgenathe~two]astwellfas;direct1y~affect1nglfaculty perceptions.
of collective bargaining (see Figure 2). ' Since not all of the |
variance concerning~faculty[attitudésfandvbehaviorj;toward collec-‘

Qtivg)bargainingfcan‘be,explainedﬁin}terms;of‘faculty‘Satisfaction; '
it is postulated that indi#idualfdiffefendesuderiiing]from" R

‘experience in theIlargerQsoCiety qangconditibnYthe*degree*ofaJob‘
satisfaction as well as affect the attitudes and behavior with

regard to collective bargaining. -

For instance, one might hypothesize that perceived low
Ancome on the part of a female teacher may result in
dissatisfaction with respect to salary. But If the,
female-inusociety‘hasubeenicbnditiOnedkto~aésume~a'more
passive and non-agressive role than the male, there may
‘be a lower propensity for. females to .support strikes
(Hellriegel, et al, 1970, p. 383).
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- another exéhple,‘a faculty's‘concept of professionalism --
a particular set of jdeas. concerning the conditions under which

work is to we done ~= could cause it to become dissatisfied if the

workfenvironmentrdid,not~meét,its‘professionalrexpectatidns, e.g.,

lack of sutonomy, but at the same time lead it to reject collective

)

e.g., service and responﬁibil*tyfto”thé'publiq.

" ‘One ‘of the most important conclusions from a study by Corwin
{1970), was that school teachers who seemed to be more: profession=
ally -ariented ‘to:their work were more tension ridden.  Indeed, '
professionalism as measured by both attitudes and behavior seemed

to emsail a certain degree of conflict. In.almost every test that

ZEOrwig“made,‘&SSteaChers"average~professionalism;incréases; the

conflict rates increased -accordingly.. Sex and average age of a

faculty accounted for some of this militancy. But when these were

neld constant, the relationships between professionalism and con-

flict remained_in‘facultiesfhaving]varying‘péfms‘of‘tenure;

Ccrwini(l970).felt“that‘theﬁidealogical‘conflict:induced by
faculties tryingfto'accomgdatessimultanedusly]to‘the‘démandsfof
buxeaucratiZaticn"andyproféSSionaliZationswould continue to grow.
lhough;hiS]fesearch_wasiconductédgéarly in the movement: of school

teachers towards-unions; he would probably attribute this movement
ﬁngpanmftofthewteachers!Edesire;tOjachieVe;professiondlism.‘1In‘
#he higher educmtion: context, the faculties also may be attempting

1o achﬁeVé*(tuoéyeaf_institutibns)'orlpfOtect‘(graduate institutions)

Agmofessionalismgfhrough7c01lectiveVbargaining;;iBut‘will‘the desire"

Al W Ry A R e T R :

of faculty in ‘four-year Institutions to protect -professionalism’

E@adftbjwidespnesd‘aéCEPtanée of the strike due to its
*unprofessional” aspects? ©. e S SRR

.A@iacu}tyjmﬁmbérisagge;"jobsexperience, edu¢atioh,;previous‘
unionnexPOSure!ﬁincluﬁing‘parentS';experienges); and social class

as represented:by his parents' occupations are other .examples-of

‘background characteristics which icould condition acceptance of the

‘bargaimning pLOCESs;MéEor'exampls;'Corwin (1970) ‘found that men are

definitely morezmilitant than women, ‘older faculty members are

morefmﬁlitaptﬂthanYyoungerfones;'andxfécpltygfrom"sqcial‘scienCe
discip¥ines are among the most militant in his- sample.

4CQrwin,(1930)‘alsomfound?thatjthe‘mostqmilitant-ahd thus the
mOSt:mmofessional~teacherswwerefalsosthe'mQSt‘satisfied,;in con-
trasttto;thegexpectationsﬁof;the'model being discussed here that
the ‘more dissatisfied faculty would be more likely to. support -
collective bargaining. But why are ﬁproféssional"‘teachers‘more

militzmt? - Aseven Corwin indicated, one reason is that the pro-
fesSi@nal‘teachérs~nantfmoréfautonomy!jfThusgkit~iswunlikely,that
‘profégsibn813;milit&htﬁfadultyfwbﬁld be satisfied with their
decisione-making authority. Corwin's measure of satisfaction was
extreﬁ§$gygehera1,5indiuding-only,thﬁeeﬁitemsi}thds‘spepified‘areas

of satdsFaction could not be. correlated with levels of militancy.

'Uhtil???“_rovén'by'reséaréh?results,[the‘mOdel-béing'developed.

here willl specify thAt faculty, job dissatisfaction is determinant of
faculty smpport of #ffie bargaining process. o '
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Orgunizationalrand Group Characteristics

While individual-differences account for differences in levels
Of faculty Job satisfaction and of faculty acceptance cf the bar-
gaining process, organizationsl and group characteristics are per-
haps'mbredimportaht.in‘shapingﬂfacultyfattitudes and behavior. ‘
Indeed,  the mix of social beliefs existing within a group or ‘organi-
zation are determined, in ‘part; by group and organizational selec-
~.tion criteris and by the socialization process which takes place

within a group .or organization. L :

The main thrust of Corwin's (1970) analysis of teacher pro-
fesslonalism and militancy was "away from the characteristics of
the people involved in conflict and into a consideration of teachers'
roles, their relationships‘ih~the‘System«and\the.contentyand form
‘Of ‘the’ issues themselves (p. 10)." . Corwin's rationale for this
direction of analysis, which is’ applicable to the model being devel-
oped  here, is:that theldrive-towafdiorganizatiothhsﬁmore to'do
with organizational-characteristics than individual differences.
Theophilus: (1967) in his ‘study of faculty job satisfaction found
[that‘satiSfaction attachedrby,profeséorsito;certaih potential ‘incen-
tives differéd‘significantly]among;the‘Severdl’organizational units
of the university. -In addition, twelve characteristics, such as
rank and age, 'were found to have comparatively little effect on
attitudes, thereby supporting a conclusion that a professor's atti-
tudes of satisfaction ih‘lafgér;measurefdepgnded{upon”the'uhit‘to"
which he'belonged. The infereénce was that the differences among
‘units were: 1) caused bjgpersonality‘types}ﬁhat gravitated toward
‘a certain discipline or field; ‘and/or ‘2) caused by differences in
- the environment .of: the unit itself (administrative policies and
‘ practiCés;iléadership,‘tradition53=peer*gr0up influence, etc.) -

(p. 35).""

' .What are some of the structural and processual characteristics
-of groups and'organizationS‘whiéh“affect¢léyels‘of satisfaction and
support of faculty unionism? The ‘factors thought to be particularly
_relevant to faculty bargaining are: 'size; organizationsl stability;’
the;authority,structure‘and'the distribution of influence within

"~ this structhre;]supérVigiQn; resource availability; methods of

.ssalaryfpayment;Fand,forgénizationalgand group socialization-integration
‘processes (Indik and Berrien, 1968). ... . = . L
_Size. Institutionsl size could be a factor contributing to
- conflict. Studies of collective bargaining in private industry
‘indicate that industrial disputes and work stoppages increase with
. establishment size, partly, as one author noted, because morale
~varies inversely with unit size (Tannenbaum, 1965). Corwin (1970)
in his study of teachers found that the 1arger‘SChools,in his sample
were more militant. BRI o : SRR o

Method of Salary Payment. " In:institutions with structured salary
-schedulesﬂproviding‘fcr_automaticminCrementS'basedton seniority and/or
merit, unified action is more likely to develop due to common salary
_problems. ﬁIn,1nStitutiOns_vithoutfa'structuredfsalary:syStém,‘a._
tendgncy”forunew‘faculty"and‘t0p55cholars-to receive a.large proportion
of the wage increases may also lead to discontent and united action.
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Stabilitx; A characteristic of two-year colleges and emerging ‘
and changing four-year colleges affecting faculty dissatisfaction and.
faculty acceptance. of the bargaining process.is the "lack of .an ‘
academic tradition. Many community colleges were formed virtually

overnight, and the faculties. were gathered rather suddenly from -
many quarters ...the organizatidnal_Structures‘andfthefmutual accomo-
dation;of,diversé*faculty‘members'hqve~not_had the usual mellowing
of " years (JaCobs;fl9T2;'p}‘67)}"¢gThus,‘in,comﬁunitY?colleges and
other‘rélatiVély'new‘institntions;'the;ébsenée‘ofvstabilized relation-

ships and structures can be.a sourcejof‘faculty”disSatiéfaction.'
In teachers!;Cbllégésfundérgoing‘the.transformation‘to a broader
curricula, dissatisfaction will occur for opposite reasons, that

is, because established structures and relationships are being upset.
- Faculty in schools faced with a declining enrollment are likely to

be concerned about job security. ° S L :

Resource Availability. Faculty satisfaction with public support
of education deals‘in;part‘with‘whether it thinks the .public and the
legislature is providing adequate financial support for what it -
‘believes to be an acceptable university prograum. "Additionally, the

resources aveilable for faculty benefits could be expected to affect

the bargaining process if an institution is unable to meet the bar-

gaining patterns elsewhere. Faculty will'experiencefgréater~dissatis—
" faction in institutions that are unable to provide them with the

remunerative benefits that other institutions may be offering.
However, in private industry, it has been found that harmonious

uhd cooperative relationships:-are more likely to occur .in:institu-
‘tions experiencing ‘economic insecurity. A similar pattern could
occur in private schools confronted with economic problems where
" additiondl funds can be acquired in the short run only by. increasing
tuition. However, it is'also more likely that students in private
schools will be more involved in the collective bargaining process,
usually supporting an administration position which attempts to-
hold the line on tuition increases.. B ‘

Supervision. TFaculty dissatisfaction may arise from its rela-
tionships with its administrative hierachy -- the complex of rela-
tionships with its departuent heads, deans, the central academic

 administration, and state governing bodies. It is likely that the
quality of rapport with the sdministration will vary according to
faculty perception of the relative power and fairness of the adminis-
tration'(Hill:and'French;*l967).‘ ' ‘ R ’ :

On-the~Job Socializatioh -~ Integration Processes. Faculty
belief systemngay;vary‘ambng‘inStitutions’and within institutions
(e.g., colleges, departments) depending on the rules and practices
used in the selection of faculty. This is to say, faculty belief

- systems are self-selecting characteristics of particular kinds of
institutions as these organiiatiohs'ggaaboutfseleqtingjandxreﬁard-
ing faculty according to their particular rules. and procedures..
Universities which emphasizé.graduatexstudy,‘employ-a larger per=

centage of faculty with doctorates than. those which do not. This

e , eould mean that it would require a. higher level of dissatisfactlon
- ERIC for them to overcome educationally acquired concepts of professionalism
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which may not include unionism. On the other hand, two-year college
faculty members would be more likely to embrace unionism since they
generally derive from secondary schools where bargaining has been

underway.fqr'a'longer‘period ofvtime_ahd*becausé‘they-have 1owfmobi1-'
ity in that they tend to identify and remain with a single institu-

‘tion as dO“sec§ndaryfteachers-(Jﬁcobs; 1972). -

‘Within en institution,' there may be differences in faculty job
satisfaction and;attitudés~to&afdsjunIOnization due to disciplinary
orientations.: quever}‘theWmilitancy'df aqdisbip1ine may be less
closely associated with its professional orientation per se than

with its level of prestige within'a pgrticularlorgahization;‘theu
inconsistency‘between“a'department's'prestige and its autonomy from
the administration may be highly correlated with militancy (Corwin, .
1970). AT o E : -

Authority Structure.'_Faculty;Satisfactibngwith its decision-
making suthority over faculty personnel matters and educational _
policy 1is 1ike1y;t0‘be;pérticdlarlyﬂdeterminatiVé‘of_its support -
of faculty unionism. In public institutions, additional layers of
authority external to the institution in the form of state-wide

- governing boards-have‘opérateditb redute“faéulty“influence.

| ‘Genérally,jphe,rulea‘and‘pfaditions*egtaﬁl;shihgfihe‘1eve1%or‘
faculty*COntrOISVary with the‘type[ofginstitution_of‘highqr,educa-

.tiod. §A‘task7force5report‘issned by_the:Ameriéan,AsSbciation of -

_H;gher Edugap1on r¢pdgtedfthat;;Nﬂtpe_caseggtgdies.1nq19atelthat
the greatest discontent.and most visible tendencies toward unioniza-

‘tion are found at theﬂjunior?cbllege“levélr;;there'waS‘COnsiderable

faculty‘dissatisfaction‘overfthelcomplet¢ con£foL.by the administra-

: tion‘of‘curricula*and”prOmOtidﬁs;and’theirigid;applidétion of rules

‘governing the conduct: of professidnglfdutiés;..similar developments
- have' taken place in the newlqr_emergingiour—yearfcollegeSgand"

universities~(Tash Foice7Bep6rt,11967);" .In contrast, Barbash (1970)
states that«in‘prestigious uhiv?rSities,"bronSSional autonomy ‘and
control are embedded in the structure of government (p. 27)."

It could be éﬁpéCted‘that‘whéréffaCultyvgo%érhénce;iéfwell !

established, CQllective1bargaining3would¢not‘rapidly‘intrﬁdé.bn‘the

-established méChaniSms%bec&useﬂthg‘faculty’enterfthe‘bargaiqing‘

process with a definite. set df'expectatibnswcqnéerning‘its;role‘in»
academic governance. Indeed, collective bargaining might make

"tradttionaljundes of facﬁltyfgovernqnce more:résponsiVe-andieffectiVe

in such instances. On the other[hand, wh¢r¢}theré-is a‘non-existing
or inoperable system pflfaéultysgdvérnanCe;‘particularly”in.tVQJyear
colleges and in emerging and changing  four-year colleges, it could
‘be expectéd‘thatitheyfaCultyjbargaining:agent‘ﬁould‘diréctly seek
to enhance faculty participation via the contract. ‘It should be

recognized, of course, that~other€factors'relapéd]to,the,operation

'Of the bargaining system will condition the survival of traditional

modes faculty'governance, For example, where. the collective bar-
gaining relationship is a\high-éonfliét)‘adveraaryﬂone, it is more
likely that‘traditional'facultykgOVernance will falter in competition
with the bargaining process. e ' : -



External Forces

External forces shape the outcome of bargaining in a- paxtlcular

~institution Dby causlng and/or relnforclng faculty dissatisfaction

with the 1nst1tutlonal env1ronment by leadlng to faculty ucceptance
of the bargaining’ process, and by shaplng the boundarles of . the
collectlve bargalnlng system which: develops.. Five external factors

"are  identified as-determining ‘the outcome of collective negotlatlons~

by affecting the above areas: merket forces; faculty ‘bargaining -
experiences at other institutions; legislatlon, nature of faculty
organizations; and, competltzon among employee organlzathns

(Hellriegel, et al.,_l9(O) Legislation, an external force which

primarily shapes the bounderies of a developing collactive bargain-

"~ ing system, will pe dlscussed in a later sectlon._

.Market Factors. With regard to. market forces, forces which
prlmarlly reinforce faculty acceptance of the bargalnlng process,
the academic bull market appears to be nearlng an end for most

~disciplines as the rate of enrollment groth slows and &s governing

bodies, federal and state, reduce: financial support 'The mobility
of dlqsatlsfled faculty will diminish as job opportunltles decrease,
thus ‘initiating pressures ‘for unified group acthns and reinforcing
faculty acceptance of collective bargaining on campuses  where the

.formalization:of bargalnlng 'has occurred. To .the extent that the

reduction of mobility interferes with the departure of d1scontented

,faculty, then orgaﬁlzatlonal tension- is llkely to 1ncrease, posslbly

leading to group action.: ‘Therefore, 7it would be expected that the
diminished mobility of faculty, while not necessarily creating faculty

‘job d1ssat1sfactlon, ‘may lead to greater acceptance and support of - -
- the bargalnlng process as a’ means of ventllatlng Jjob d1ssat1sfactlon.

External Bargalnlng Ezperlence.‘ Faculty dlssatlsfactlon and
faculty acceptance of: collectlve negotiations will come from a.

‘knowledge of the’ ‘economic gains of. public’ school teachers ~- gains

which have not. gone unnoticed by faculty in colleges.. snd un1vers1t1es.
partlcularly in two-year colleges. ‘Furthermore, if the’ “faculty have.
learned that colleagues in other 1nst1tutlons of ‘higher education
have gained rewards, both economic and non—economlc, from:the
collective negotlatlons process, these favorable faculty. experlences
in other ‘institutions are likely.to increase faculty dlssatlsfactlon

' and thus faculty acceptance of collectlve negotlatlons as a means of

fulfllllng faculty needs.

Nature of E;ployee Organization. Inltlally, the choice of the
external faculty bargaining -agent 1is-a function of faculty attltudev
towards bargaining ~- the more militant the faculty, the more. mllltant
the bargaining agent To . the extent that the pOllCleS and praotlces

. of the various organizatlons seeklng to represent faculties are in-
- ‘corporated into local bargaining relationshlps, it can be expected '

that the impact of bargalnlng will vary in accordance with the organl-
zation which represents the faculty.. For example, it could be ex-
pected that senates might: atrophy at'a slower rate where the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) represents the: faculty

.. because of that organlzatlon s long-standlng obJectlves of preserv-
ing traditional forms of faculty governance. . If the AAUP organiza-
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tions do follow.this strategy,thén it ‘would appear that an important
issue for the AAUP‘brganizations-tblresolve’would be‘how they could
“maintain or increase membership support when.many of the gains which

the organization could take credit for are being resolved through }
traditional;‘ndneunionﬂprbcedﬁrgs.f.Whether;theyincreased‘emphasis
on collective bargaining recently agreed to at the national AAUP

" .convention will affect the AAUP's traditional role is & much ‘debated, =

but undecided issue (Brown, 1972).

‘Thé‘Améfican Federﬁfioptof TéaéheréﬂiAFT):bfings to faculty =
negqtiations‘th¢¥more,tradit;pnalfunion‘yiew~thattbolleqtiVe‘bare
"gaiﬁing isnan'adversary‘prQCGSSr As .a‘consequence, ‘an. AFT local -

~might be less' willing to preserve competing decision-making proce-
]‘dufeé'such-as.senates,‘partlyﬁbeCause;theéauthority’left‘inithe”
xhands,of'senaﬁeskﬁould‘be~perpeived,aspdiluting_thé,authority_and
thus'thedetentialipolitical“gains;df'thé union. " The attitudes of
‘affiliates of the National :Education Association (NEA) in regard.
to traditional governance procedures are wore difficult tc predict,
but they‘probably,wou1d~11eksomewhereubetween;the‘AAUP“gndfthc‘AgT.

o

' }Union*Competition,v Anfattempt”by‘a3different:faculty_organiza—‘
tion to unseat the. incumbent faculty bargaining agent has' an impact
on the attitudes ahdeehaViorﬁin'regardjtoﬁthe‘bargainingfprOCéss"”

- of both;the‘facdltdend'itsﬁhegotihtbrs}fﬁﬂb rginfbtte;its,Sﬁpport,‘H‘

_ an]ipc@mbeht“organizétiod"(y s¢ékﬁpo1ificalfgaihspbygtrxihg}to:winﬁ
imajorﬂbénefitsefbr,ité*memberSI”.COnv¢rsely;fmuch of the energy

~which could be used in making gaineffofgthe“faéulty{mightube:disfg;

“sipétédpﬁy?cbmpetinguo;gaﬁizatibns'injfightingféaChQOthérQ}fIt‘was'

; primafily}fdr;ﬁhejlatterjfé536n that‘thewLegis1at1Vébeﬁference*at~
theicitywuﬁivefsityfof:Newaork,_qhiCh{fepresents}the}full;time
‘faculty,fand‘the;UhitedfFederation“ofgCollegé;[Te&éhers3‘ﬁ” A
whicthepresehts;théfpartAtimgvteqéhers,jfprmulétedféfmgrger.~
"We wereffighting‘eachfothéf whi1éth¢jtbtalffacultyywdsyfacedqwith :
‘budgét’cuts,,énlargedfenrdllments?fhétjyéreffaf‘frqm;édequately,‘
.finance65,andfthreaté?tb”te1Uré,{sabbéti¢615Qénd‘reasbnablegwdrk s
-loads and conditions (Zeller, 1972, p. 26).": Although 'this' example

reprgééntsﬁa7éituatibn‘whereithescpmpetitionidid'nctqume"from  SR
without the”ofganizaﬁion,'the[usualjthreat‘ﬁofa{fécultyfdrganizationv‘
would be external. . ..o oo oo OTEARAEALT
’”Thé iﬁpIiéafionstor5afbéfgainingfrélﬁﬁioﬁéhipfdflin%eréuﬁibn

‘disputes is clear. Iffaﬁ?QXistinQTOrgaﬁizationqis threatenéd&by“
‘another,fthenfitﬁwouldfbé'diffidult}to”dgVelopfaTprcblém;sdlving,
bargaining relationship as the union needs immediate ‘and significant -
bargainihg“gginSato»conéblidéte;andfprqte¢tgitsfmﬁ@beréhipﬂéuppbrt;‘
of cdﬁrée,‘iffthé‘aéademiéfadmihiétratiQn,prefers{t0¢dea1;with;én‘”'
incumben£‘organiZatiqnfthén}it”mayibé-less*resistant”tofth¢ organiza—
tion'sfdemahds;TLInhregard”tQ;faculty‘gdvernénCe@yﬁnionsfCOmpeting\ﬂ;

. for faculty support may use the traditional genates as their battle-

_ grounds;'making it‘diffi9ult4tofyork'Quthiaﬁlefcbmpfomiseé‘betwéen3{

' trdditibnal‘goverhéhée‘and’fa¢u1ty‘bargaining;g‘In‘such”circumsténCés,
it would be politically risky:for the incumbent organization to dele-

gate issues to other forums for consideration.
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Faculty Organizationlgeadership ‘

While the boundaries to negotiations provided by the policies
and practices of the bargalning agent are important in shaping the
bargaining process, the personalities and attitudes of the key
participants on the bargaining teams are probably more important.
Indeed, at one institution some of the officers in the defeated
organizauion were subsequently elected as officers of the victorious
organization.

I+ is posited that the attitudes and behavior of faculty leader-
ship towards collective bargaining is a function of the leaderships'
job satisfaction and social beliefs and the policies and practices
of the external bargaining agent. However, the initial choice of
union leadership is in large measure e function of faculty militancy,
which in turn is a function of the environment which produced the
relationship. 'There is a two-way relation between personalities of
negotiators and the institutional pattern in which they operate.
~The individual may influence the relationship, but the existing
relationship also may determine the type of person who gets the
job (Walton and McKersie, 1965, p. 196)".

, Research has indicated that several personality characteristics
may be important in shaping the nature of the bargaining process.
"Certain personality attributes are believed to be associated with
more conflictful relationships. Persons are less likely to enter
into cooperative relationships if they score high on authoritarianism
and dogmatism, have low self-esteem, and are inherently suspicious
and nonaccepting (Walton and McKersie, 1965, p. 196)".

In the academic context, it wmight be expected that in institu-
tions of higher education where the faeulty have traditionally
participated in many ‘management decisions,. faculty would be parti-
cularly non-responsive to an autocratic union leader. As a conse-
quence, it would be more difficult to achieve conscnsus within the
‘faculty organlzatlon.- :

Knowledge of and experience w1th the bargaining process are
also important leadership attributes. A loss ' of experienced leader-
ship can upset the- equillbrlum which has developed in a particular
‘bargaining relationship (Slichter, et al., 1960). .Figure 3 illus-

trates the relationships between the factors described above and ,
the bargaining process.

Administrator Attltudes and Behavior

_ Just as the degree of faculty militancy has an 1mpact on-the
hargaining process, the attitudes ‘and. behavior of the administrators
towards_collective bargaining have a similar effect. The relation~
ship of administration attitudes. and behavior and faculty militancy

was discussed in'a preceding ‘section.  In the bargaining context,
an administration knowledgeable with the bargainlng process is

'.likely to’ contribute to the creation of a ‘positive bargaining rela-

tionship. More often, however, an inexperienced threatened adminis-
~tration undermines the development of a positive bargaining relationship'-
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Figure 3

FACULTY AND FACULTY NEGOTIATORS' ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOR
AND THE BARGAINING PROCESS
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by not being familiar with the tactics of the bargaining process.
An adversary recognition phase created by uninformed management
behdvior presents real problems for the development of a positive
bargaining relationship in the long run. Further difficultiles may
be presented where an administration accustomed to its usual
decision-making processes has difficulty assigning proper priority
to collective bargaining and in considering the implications of its
policy planning on the bargaining process.

It is posited- that the administrators' attitudes and behavior
towards bargaining are the product of the same forces which shape
faculty attitudes. -- their social beliefs and their satisfaction
with various aspects of their organization, particularly the recent
changes brought about by economic pressures and increasing external
controls. As with the faculty, administration social beliefs may
be a function of the type of educational institution in which they
are employed. In institutions where there has been a tradition of
faculty participation before collective:bargaining, or where the
administrators have come from such institutions, the social beliefs
of the administrators which derive from such experiences may have
differing conseguences for collective bargaining. On the one

hand, if as former faculty members they accept the concept of faculty

participation, then the psychology of negotiations may tend to be
more of an integrative, problem-solving nature. Conversely, while
administrators masy recognize faculty claims for participation as
legitimate, they may be wont to destroy traditional modes of faculty
input, particularly the scnates, given their past expectations

about the form this partic1pat10n should take.

Indeed the administrators frou several campuses where bargain-
ing is occurring have indicated that they have been the ones most
concerned with ieeserving traditional procedures, not the faculty
organ;zatlons this p051t10n is underscored by comments such as
the following: We don't feel that the faculty organization. adequate-
ly represents the views of the faculty =-- the Senate does. As a
consequence of these feellngs, ‘the administration may attempt to
shore up traditional’ senates by giving them greater and broader
authorlty. This lack of desire to recognize the faculty unions as
legitimate spokesmen for the faculty could lead to difficult labor -
mangement relationships.unless the unions also placed some value
on preserving traditional procedures.

Ba51c to the adm1n15tratiod"v1ews of the bargaining process is
an understandlng of . the extent to which the former faculty member
who becomes an ‘administrator assumes.the supervisory role of the
administrative position. ' In contexts: other than higher education,
it Has been indicated that ‘once an 1nd1v1dual moves into a super=
visory position;, he assumes ‘the behav1or which the supervisory role.
requires (for example, Lieberman, 1956,  pp. 385-402). However, there
may be differences in the higher education context which would :
weaken the appllcatlon of this finding to. the “educational environ-
ment. It has often been said that university ‘administrators view
themselves as educators. first and’ administrators second.: Manv do
not have a permanent commitment: to administration and most seem to
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expect, and do in time, return to the academic ranks. Often the.
announcement of administration resignitions are accompenied by a
stetement to the effect that the resignation was tendered dve to

a desire to return to teaching and research.  Indeed,many continue
to teach and publish after assuming administrative roles. Thtx -
commitment to staying involved in and returning to non-sugervisory
roles is certainly atypical of other .contexts where retwrming o
non-supe=visory positions usually has .undesirable effects -on status
and sals:y. The.dearth of sys&ematic research on institutioms of
higher :€ducation makes it diff¥cult to draw conclusions: abou how
the absence of a permanent commitment by administra?ors to thesir
supervisery roles affects the management of institutions of higher
education, or, for the purposes of this discussion, the operation
of the bargaining process. But it seems reasonable to suggest ,
that the continued identification of administrators with the academic
life would tend to make them receptive to increased faculty demands
for participation, though from their previous faculty experiences
they would lean towards preserving traditional governance processes.
Professional managers, on the other hand, may see the bargaining
process differently. Confronted by a challenge to authority and
prerogatives, they would be inclined to conserve or enlarge the scope
for managerial décision-making.

The responsibility for balancing the attitudes and behavior

" of the members of the administrative hierarchy in the negotiating
process lies with the administration bargaining team. The attitudes
and behavior of the administration negotiators generally reflect
those of the administrative group, particularly the top administra=-
tors, Just as the choice of key faculty negotiators usually reflects
the degree of faculty militancy. However, in a new relationship
where the key administration negotiators were selected for their
knovledge of lebor relations, and thus hold different values in
regard to the bargaining process, the key negotiators usually have
to use intraorganizational bargaining tactics to bring about an
‘awvareness among the administrators of the needs of the bargaining
process. Even as the bargaining relationship develops the adminis-
tration negotiators have to balance the desires of the management
group against the realities of the bargaining situation. This

" . tesk 1s particularly difficult in the-public sector where management
- authority is diffuse, where the social beliefs of the management.
‘team about the needs of higher education differ. On the latter
point, there may be differences of.opinion between college presidents
~and state-wide governing boards, executive budget officials and the
legislature in respect to sabbaticals, teaching loads and class size.
Somehow the administration negotiators must develop & common manage-

ment position out of these basic disagreements.

‘ Structhfal‘égpécts‘9£ the Bargaining Process

- Another group of forces affecting the participants' attitudes
-and behavior in regard to ‘the bargaining[process;_ﬁhich;take‘effect
after the process is underway, is comprised of structural aspects of-
‘the process which require that the parties must relate to each other
in certain ways in the bargaining context. - For exampie, strike
activity may be prohibited by legislation. These structural factors
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are a product both of the particular organizational structure of an
institution or system of higher education and of factors external to
this system, particularly legislation.‘ Legislation has extremely
important effects on collective bargaining because it establishes
access to and shapes the boundaries of a collective bargaining re-
l=tionship. As a result, #t could be expected that variations in
iegislation between states and between the private and public sec-
tors would cause variations in the types of collective bargaining
systems which develop. For example, a legislative factor distin-

. guishing the impact of bargaining between the private and public

institutions will he the fact that private institutions are now
within the jurisdiction of ‘the long-established, and generally

 stronger (from lahor's view), National Labor Laws.3 Since all

private institutions meeting the federal size requirements are
subject to the same set of laws, the legislative impact on bargain-
ing will be more uniform than in the public sector where there are
major legislative differences between states., Labor legislation

can have an effect on. all phases of a collective bargaining relation-
ship -- the recognition process, the contract negotiations process
and the contract administration (grievance) process. The enactument
of legislation establishing rights for employees to organize facili-
tates the ability of a faculty to gain access to the collective
negotiations process, particularly legislation which protects employee
rights to engage in union activities: and which provides recognition
procedures (unit determination and election procedures). It is no
coincidence that most of ‘the public imstitutions in which faculty
bargaining has occurred are located in' states with labor legislation
covering public employees. As one author noted, "legislation which
provides the mechanism for establishing a representation system
tends to create a presumption that such a system will actually
materialize (Garbarino, 19718 p. 6)." :

The internal and external factors leading to structural limits
on the parties behavior in the bargaining process will be discussed
under the topics of bargaining structure (who is involved and how
they relate during negotiations) and bargaining scope (the types of
issues which are subject to joint decision-making). =

BargainiggAStruéture

One aspect 6f‘the recognition process,which has particular impli-.

‘cations for the negotiating process is the nature of the bargaining

structure resulting from the unit determination process. The bar-
gaining structure detérmines the manner in which the two parties,
administration and the faculty organization, relate to each other
for bargaining purposes, and is generally a product of factors both

3mhe National Lebor Relations Board (NLRB) asserted jurisdiction over
private institutions in their relationships with non-academic employ-
ees in the Cornell University case (183 NLKB 41). The NLRB extended
its jurisdictianrto.academibtempldyees in the Long Islend University
case (186YNIRB 153). For imlegislative review, see Begin' (1973b jo

h
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- inirernal and external %o a particular system of higher education.
Usually, legisl&xivehy‘determineﬁ‘bargaining unit criteria:are
applied to the complex of rules, regulations and tradztions which
comprise a system of higher education to determine the bargaining
unit. Bargainimg structure is important because it can have g
major effect onthe type of bargaining relationship which develops
between the faculty organization:and the academic ‘administration.
If either party has difficulties in achieving internal consensus

in the intraorganizational bargaining process due to the bargaining
structure, it would be-more. difficult for the negotiators to engage
in strategies aimed at building a cooperative realtionship (attitu-
dinal structuring). Problems in.achieving internal consensus arise
for the administration when the administration decision=-making
structure is’'complex and for the faculty organizations when the
bargaining unit has heterogeneous :membership due to a 'broad occupa-
tional, functional (type of institution) and geographical bargain-
ing unit composition. '

It could be expected that the more diffuse the management

- authority of an institution, the more difficult it would be for the
administration bargaining team to achieve consensus on bargaining-
matters. In public universities, particularly, the authority to
make decisions can be quite diffuse, with the faculty, the central
administration, the local and state-wide governing boards, the
governor's budget staff and the legislature often having decision=-
making roles. Most of the examples used by Walton and McKersie
(1965, Chapters III, IV) to illustrate intraorganizational bargain-
ing problems applied to the union negotiators because they are ‘
drawing on private sactor experiences where management authority
tends to be less diffuse. However, when the management hierarchy
is unable to.reach consensus, often because of disagreements over
the proper locus.of authority, employee organizations, as Commons
(1913) pointed out long ago, will seek out the source of power if
the management represehtatives at the bargaining table do not have
the authority to reach agreements. A systematic:.discussion of
deviations,from the formal bargaining structure brought about by
the diffusion of management authority will be included with the
output model. o o o | :

- Problems of achieving internal consénsus for employee organiza-
tions are created by bargaining units with occupational, functional
and geographical dispersion. Generally, the more heterogeneous the
‘bargaining unit, the more difficult it will be to achieve organiza-
tional consensus within the employee organization in regard to
- bargaining demands -- intraorganizational bargaining will be more

. difficult. For example, in units including non-teaching professionals,
the non-teaching professionals could.not be expected to’ support the ‘
use of bargaining credit to presérve something which does not apply
‘to ‘them -~ the.traditional‘facultygovernénce'system;f Similar dis-

' sonance could Qccu::iM4units*enc0mpassing‘part-timeufaéulty,Vdepart-(
"ment”chaifmenfandgg;&ﬁnatefstudentsfas;well'as ull=time faculty due
to the different ‘needs: of the various types of emplayees. The more
[oqcupationally'hetenqggneousmunits3mayjtendito average out the
effects of: the more: militant factions, for example, ~graduate students

or part=time faculty; but the-probability of achieving internal
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consensus within such e diverse unit is decreased. Geographical
separation of campuses i=nd functional differences between institu-
tions in the same bargeining unit, for example, units containing
two~year community colleges, four-year colleges and graduate univer-
sities, could also create a bargaining unit encompassing groups with
widely varying needs. '

Tt could be expected that a major effect of heterogeneous units

‘will be that occupatiomal and institutional differentials in regard

to salaries and benefits among the employees would decrease as these
benefits become more equalized across the different types of institu-
tions under centralized control of collective bargaining. For example,
Garbarino (1972b), in evaluating early bargaining experiences at
several institutions, found that; . L

the paradox of faculty unionism to date is that the great-
est gains have accrued to the teaching faculty on the mar-

~gin of the core faculty, to the faculty of the institutions
in the integrated systems that have been lowest in the
academic hierarchy, and to the non-professionals. The
core faculty 'haves' have shored up some of their benefits.
from possible attack, but otherwise have gained the least
from bargaining (p. 15).

To the extent that the faculty "haves" resent these intrusions, the

‘bargaining'agent can expect more problems with intraorganizational

bargaining the next time around. If the intraorganizational pro--
cess breaks down, then the faculty "haves" may use other means to
protect their status. The output model will discuss the consequences
of a breskdown irn an employee organization's intraorganization bar-
gaining process brought about by the occupationally diffuse bargain-
ing structure. - S

Scope .of Bargaining

The types of issues which enter the bargaining arens depend on:
1) the insistence with which management defends its pferogatiVes to
unilaterally control =-- its managemént rights; 2) the bargaining
structure; 3) ‘legislative provisions governing the issues which can

- be negotiated; and 4) the extent to which the bargaining agent is

able to use the grievance process as an alternative to negotiations.
Tn many institutions of higher education, the management rights
question becomes complex since significant rights are already shared

* by faculty, particularly those related to peer judgment in matters of

hiring, promotion and tenure. If previously‘establishedffaculfyh—
governance procedures continue in force, the scope of negotiations

" is limited. If the bargaining process assumes jurisdiction, the

need‘for'thé‘traditional‘mechanismslngeIiminated.

. The bargaining structure affects the negotiating process by
limiting or broadening the scope of negotiations. . 1f the bargaining
unit is too narrow, then meaningful negqtiations'ovef a.wide range
of issues may be impaired if.the management -negotiator does not

have the authority to negotiate.. For example;«iffa‘bargainihg unit

is comprised of faculty from one institution .in a.large system con-
trolled by a-central‘governing'board,sthe‘scope‘ofgnegotiationS‘er,
the single institution is limited if it is unable To deviate. from
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cgentrally determined policies. As another example, in'the public
context, the legislature is both external and internslto the system
of higher education. The Zegislature is external in that it controfis
rights to access to collective negotiations, and internal. in that it
provides funds and sets policy. The more the legislature tends to
become involved in specific academic policy development, the narrower
the scope of negotiations. For example, in New Jersey, the tenure
policies for the state college system are set by statute, effectively
removing the issue from the bargaining table, except to the extent
that the parties mutually or individually lobby for change before

the legislature. A similar consequence applies to the hospitaliza-
tion and pension benefits which are legislatively determined for all.
New Jersey state employees. :

The scope of bargaining can be broadened or limited by legisla-
tive definitions of topics on which negotiations are prohibited,
rermitted, or required. For example, the faculty at Boston State
College in Massachusetts were limited by legislation from negotiating
economic items. The fact that the neégotiations concentrated on
incorporating faculty governance procedures into the agreement was
believed by the parties to be a result of the restrictions on econo-~
mic negotiations (Chronicle of Higher Education, April 3, 1971).
Legislative definitions of the scope of bargaining can also affect
the contract administration process. For example, the New Jersey
statute covering public employee bargaining requires a grievance
procedure and permits binding arbitration, whereas the Pennsylvania
statute requires binding. arbitration.

Another legislative determinant of the scope 'of negotiations is
the existence of unfair labor practices in the legislation for en-
forcing failures to bargain in good faith. = It isg argued that the
absence of such provisions tends to inhibit the ability, and power,
of the unions to broaden the scope of negotiations.

The legal prohibition against public employees strikes in most
states (only Hawaii,'Peﬁnsylvania_and‘Alaska‘statutes permit public
employees the right to strike) tends to affect the bargaining power
of the faculty organizations and ‘thus the scope of negotiations
~since the available legal, procedural levers to settlement are the
mediation and/or factfinding procedures usually provided by legis-
lation. The strike prohibition, of course, does not apply to
institutions under the jurisdiction of private sector legislation.

, WherefcertainIisSués‘are_eXcluded from negotiations by legisla~-
tion, or by existing procedures for faculty input, then the prospects
for a'c00perative'felationshipfbetweenfthe‘primary negotiators are -
improved since the exclusion of distributive issues means that many
of the issueS}leftztonthe;partieStatfthe;téble.to resolve in nego-
tiations have intégrative,;problemeSolving potential. The Boston
State agreement noted above appears to be an example of this type.

_waever,;where[the.scope‘ofﬁlocal negotiations is limited by
the structure of bargaining, that is, where the level of management
authority at'theibafgainingrtableﬁis differentzthan that required
to reach agreement, the effect may be different. If the bargaining
agent finds it necessary to bypass. the level of management -represented .
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at the bargaining table, the development of a positive local re-
lationship would be hindered. However, if the parties placed some
value on maintaining local autonomy and had an existing friendly
relationship, then they might collaborate in order to maximize
gains from the state and in order to protect local decision-making
prerogatives from state agencies. :

In institutions where the administration bargaining team has
a greater degree of control over the budget, for example, in private
institutions, as well as a greater degree of control over faculty
personnel actions, for example, in community colleges, it is less
probable that a cooperative relationship would derive from the
. attempts of the faculty organization to achieve economic gains and
 decision-making control for its members. Figure U4 relates both the
administrator attitudes and behavior and the structural factors to
the bargaining process.

Facultz»Berggining»Power

A discussion of an emerging bargaining system would be incom-
plete without considering the question of faculty bargaining power.
Bargaining power is a function of all the internal and external
factors affecting the bargaining process discussed above and, &S
such, is a concept which underlies the entire exchange process. -
Bargaining power is fundamental to the ¢onduct of any - bargaining
relationship, including & cooperative relationship which uses
primarily integrative tactics. For, even though power hargaining
is minimized in a cooperative relationship, a certain degree of
power is necessary to establish the legitimacy of the parties to,. a
cooperative relationship. -

In private industry the essence of bargaining power lies in
the ability of one party to inflict strike costs on the: other party.
This power dimension is largely restricted in the public sector.

With the exception of Hawaii, Pennsylvania and Alaska, public employ-
ees do not enjoy the right to strike. In those states where there
are public employee statutes which provide public employees the

right to bargain, without a corresponding right to strike, there are
usually statutory impasse‘procedureé‘(mediation=and/or‘factfinding),
for resolving bargaining disputes. Whether these substitute proce-
dures provide public employees with adequate bargaining leverage

is a much discussed but undecided issue. However, in the face of
broad proscription of the right to strike, public employee .groups at
all levels of government have used the strike weapon. - Even though
public employers know that the strike weapon is ‘illegal, the possi~

- pility that public employee groups will in particularfcirqumstancesl
resort to its use cannot be ruled out completely. ' The absence of
‘unfgir labor practices requiring the parties to bargain in good.
faith is also believed to weaken a union's ability to broaden the
scope of negotiations. - o ‘ ' ‘ | k

‘hTheseﬂpbésible_déviations from the bargaining process will be
discussed further in the output model. : S
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Setting aside the legal issue for the ‘time being and assuming
from past experience thst the strike weapon will be used by some
public employee groups, it is useful at this point to discuss the
other dimensions which affect the ability of faculty to use the
strike weapon to reinforce its bargaining power. The discussion
below will consider the strike costs born by the employee organiza-
tions and its members, the strike costs born by menagement and
the contextuasl factors which condition the pattern of strike costs.

Employee and Employee Organization Strike Costs

As Walton and McKersie (1965, p. 3L) point out, the strike
costs born by employees and their organizations bixeak down into
the following areas: -

1. Wage losses;

o, Effect on the security of the employee organiza-
tion through loss of membership and financial
resources;

3. Iloss of good will with the management officials;
and, '

4. Damage to the public image of the employee
organization.

In regard to the first point, the greatest cost of the work
stoppage to any individual is the loss of wages. Since many faculty
are well-paid compared to the typical unionized employee, it could
be argued that they would be able ‘to withstand strikes for a longer
period of time, assuming that their living expenses were not pro-
portionally higher. However, basic to such & position 1s an: assump-
tion that faculty are disposed to engage in job actions. In the
foar=-year schools, and graduate institutions‘particularly;‘it may
be difficult to convince the faculty to engage in any degree of
militancy. At a minimum, the threshold for engaging in job actions
is probably much higher for faculty from these types of institutions

 due to a.probable adversion to this type of "unprofessional' behaviar .
Another factor possibly affecting a faculty's utility to engage in
job actions would be the impact of a strike on faculty-student
relationships. To the extent that the professional values of the
faculty prevent them from initiating and supporting job actions, the
bargaining leverage which the faculty negotiators have at hand is .
reduced. Moreover, faculty negotiators which engage in job actions
without the complete support of the membership endanger the stability

‘and security of the employee organization. - : ' '

Faculty strike activity would &lso endanger its good will with
-management, leading to the development of an-adversary, polarized
relationship. Again, the faculty may be adverse to thls potential
outcome. The faculty organization'szpublic image is also likely to
be endangered because, under most circumstances, it is more likely
that public sentiment would be against the efforts of comparitively
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well-paid professionals to increase their economic well-being,
particularly if the strike is i1llegal. 1In sum, since a faculty

is likely to consider the economic and non-economic strike costs
unacceptable, it will not be particularly motivated to engsge in
Job action. At a minimum, unless the issues at stake are extremely
dear to the faculty, the negotiators will have an extremely diffi-
cult intraorganizational bargaining task to convince the faculty

of the need to strike. .

Management Strike Costs

The costs to management’df strike activity are the following:
1. ;oss of‘profits; |
2. loss of status wifh other management officials;
3+ Loss of good-will with labor; aﬁd, |
4. Loss of public image (Walton and McKersie, 1965).

Since most public and private universities are non-profit, the
question arises as to what the substitute for the profit measure
1s in the public sector. In the absence of the prorfit motive, the
primary motive for the public employer is to do a responsible job
for the texpayers. However, in some quarters it + argued that
the political»leaders‘will overlook the long=-run 1mplications of
wage settlements to offset short-run political costs of strikes
(Wellington’and‘Winter, 1971). In other words, political leaders
will capitulate in the short-run to prevent political costs.’ However,
while & strike might be embarrassing to the. administration of a
local institution, there would appear to be little -or no economic
cost and little political cost to state officials who usually must
provide additionsl funds to resolve the strike, unless the local
institution can find funds elsewhere in the budget. As indicated

above, politicans would probably have little to worry about in

respect to adverse public sentiment. -

By participétihg in‘é*striKE,fthe'adademic administration also
stands a chance of losing good-will with the faculty‘organizations,
creating an adversary relationship. It is unlikely that the local

‘campus administrators would see this as a desirable‘goal, given

their‘training in the' corcept of%callegiality; Strike activities
by the faculty on university ~campuses will also: probably reinforce
the less than favorable public image of institutions of higher
education which have been developing in recent years. Thus the

‘potential loss Ofjfurthér-public‘image‘to;the.university is great.
In sunm, the»potential}economic,and‘nCnfeconomic strike costs born

by an academic adminiStration,would seem to be a factor in favor of

the: employee organizations.

Contextual Factors and Strike Costs =

'There are a number of other factorsxwhiéh affect the pattern of
strike costs in any given set of negotiations'--:the state of the
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economy, the economic and market structure of the institution, the
character of the technology, the labor market structure and the
collective bargaining structure (Walton and McKersie, 1965).

Depressed economic conditions in a Tirm often lead to the develop-
meént of a cooperstive relationship as the parties jointly seek
survival of the organization. This pettern will probably repeat
itself in private institutions of higher education, but in public
institutions it may be more difficult for the faculty to accept
economy measures imposed by the state legislature. The demand
structure of public universities is somewhat cor:plex. The ability
of faculty to get benefit increases is dependent not only upon the
impact of benefit ‘increases on tuition levels, but also upon the
willingness of the legislature and the taxpayer to support rising
higher education budgets. In the face of growing legislature
disenchantment with universities and increasing competition for the
tax dollar from other social needs, continuing taxpayer support of
education is not likely to be favorable to faculty bargaining power.

The technology of teaching both enhances and ‘diminishes faculty
bargaining power. The school year covers a finite period and a
long strike endangers the ability of an institution to carry out
its wmission and is particularly disasterous to the students. More-
over, during a strike the faculty really are only stopping their
teaching duties. Their research efforts, to which many of them
assign a higher priority, are able to continue. There is no way
that an administration can continue to operate classes during strikes
by substituting instructors because the level of expertise in most
classes is too high. On the other hand, the technology of teaching
in higher education way ‘work against faculty bargaining power. For
example, tenure gives a faculty a long-run zommitment to a particular
institution and there. is no reel threat that they will find alter-
nate jobs during the strike and not return to work after the strike
is over. ZIndeed, the school year concept mekes it difficult in the
short-run for professorz to- find alternate college employment. The
tightening of the labor market in higher education in recent years

reduces the mobility of the faculty even more.

The collective bargaining structure can also affect the degree
of faculty bargaining power. A large state-wide bargaining unit,. -
for example, would tend to increase the power of the faculty organi-
zations since all educational institutions in the state could be .
shut down. ' Even in states where the strike is illegal, a strike in
a large bargaining unit makes it difficult for the public employer
to assess penalties.  Coalitions among employee groups may also be
used to enhance bargaining power, as will be discussed at a later
point.. ’ : o ‘

- In sum, although academic administrations would be responsive
to a strike's costs, the absence of the right to strike in many
public universities, the fact that many faculty are probably not
professionally disposed to engage in strike activity and unfavorable
contextual factors combine to diminish the bargaining power of the
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faculty. As a result, the faculty negotiators may have limited
leverage to push for settlement on difficult issues. Perhaps the
greatest leverage available to the faculty negotiators will be the
willingness of the administration to recognize the legitimacy of
faculty participation based upon the professional qualifications
of the faculty



35

Iv. OUTPUT MODEL =-- THE IMPACT OF BARGAINING

The effects of collective bargaining on institutions of higher
education are conceptualized as the outputs of the bargaining pro-
cess. The choice of dependent variables is an important one.
Ideally, one would seek to.delineate and measure the ultimate

"outputs" of a given college or university. = But the outputs or
goals of : 1nst1tutions of higher:education are diffuse " They
‘cncompass economic and- personal goe.is of students, professional
objectives of research faculty; and a variety of social purposes.
Economists have derived estimates of private returns to investment
in h1gher education, but to measure the merits of differential
returns by college or university or even by a ‘university system
involves formidable conceptual and methodological problems. It
follows that' the attempt to relate given inputs (collective bar-
ga1ning) to such outputs may be regarded for the present at least
as virtually unattainable

Given the- above limitations, the criteria most useful in
measuring the impact of collective bargaining on educational insti-
tutions are those related to the intermediate goals of such insti-
tutions, that is, the decision,'communication, planning, control
and organlzation processes (of the university system) (Hellriegel
et al., 1970, p. 383)," rather than output goals "which, immediately
or in the future, are reflected in some product, service, skill, or
orientation which will affect soc1ety (Gross and Grambach, 1968
p. 13)." Impliclt in this approach, to be sure, is the assumption
that structure and: process variables are in some undefined way re-
lated to final outputs ‘ ' :

How are faculty organizations likely to influence the manage-
ment and operation of institutions of higher education? Basically,
employees, through their bargaining agent, seek to share in- making
the decisions which govern their- employement relationships -for the
sake .of improving their wages and other’ condltions of employment.
Slichter, Healy and Livernash (1960) ‘summarize the literature-on
the impact of unions in the private sector qulte effectively by
p01nting out that this Joint decislon-maklng ‘process has' had three
general affects on’ private industrial organizations: "(1) the
narrowing of .the scope of: management discretion; (2) the develop~- -
ment’ of management by policy; (3) the introduction of important .
changes in‘ management structure (p. 953)." Employee organizations
have possible economic effects as well,: particularly through the
development of systematic wage structures.

It is likely that faculty bargaining will bring about similar
- changes in educational institutions. However, ‘institutions of higher
education have unique structural and : processural characteristics
which will tend to make! the effects of the interaction between' the
collective bargaining process and higher education complex. For
example, in many 1nstitutions decision-making authority is decentra~-
‘lized to deans, department chairmen and the faculty. Other unique
agpects of institutions of higher euucation include the human
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relstionship between the producer and the product and the ambiguous
dual role of department chairmen. These unigue characteristics of
hlgher education and their 1nteractlon with the bargairing -process
w1ll be detailed below.

Generally, it is expected that the‘faculty bargaining process
in institutions of higher education will lead to-

1. a rationallzation otﬁmanagement practices;
2. a redlstrlbuthn of authority;

3. changes,in tne psycholoéical‘climate; and
L, changes in the resource'allocation process.

Each of these four areas of p0551ble 1mpact will be dlscussed and
related below.

Rationalization gghManagement‘Practices

If experlencer from the private sector are a guide, it can be

*expected that management decision-making within an institution with

regard: to personnel policy will be rationalized. - Typically, the
standardization of management practices results from the efforts cf
employee organlzatlons "to negotiate in a bargalnlng agreement and to
enforce through 'a grievance procedure ‘objective, uniform employment
practlces for its members.

It is expected that faculty organlzatlons will promote ration-
alized management policy, particularly personnel policy, by nego- -
tiating (1) more systematlc promotion, tenure; reappointment and
dismissel procedures, (2) more systematlc methods of determining
individual salaries, and.(3) more systematic procedures for handling
faculty complaints. ' The impetus towards systematic procedures is
derived,  in part, from the desire of employee organlzatlons to
mollify employee complaints concernlng management favoritism in
regard to personnel decisions. As a consequence unions tend to
oppose merit systems and to iavor criteria based on senlorlty.

Collective bargalnlng not only- tends to ratlonallze the types
of decisions which are made, but alsoc the way in which management
makes it decisions. : Management actions are under continuous monitor- -
ing by the bargaining agent, probably a much more_attentlve form of
observation than senates. usually tend to provide since. the union
leaders are probably motivated-to agreater extent. by .the need to
increase or waintain constituent support “As a result, management
must anticipate the 1mpact .and more carefully substantlate the basis
of its policy decisions. ~‘Whether the union influence is weak or

- strong, it always. tends to: force management to consider the. probable

consequences of its proposed decisions and to adjust those. decisions
accordingly (Slichter, et al., 1960, p. 952)." To seek broader
policy input, management often begins to consult informally with
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employee organizations during the . policy development phase on
matters it feels are outside the sphere of bargaining. Within the
ranagement structure, management must compromise, by developing
‘policy, the competing interests within an orgaenization between
employee relations policies, e.g., those relating to students,
building programs, or efforts to optimize the efficiency of educa-

tional programs (Slichter, et ‘al., 1960).

It should be noted that many rules changes for which the =
collective bargaining process bears some responsibility may not
appear in’'the contract. These extra-contractual rules changes
often derive from bargaining‘activity'outSide of the primary bar-

' gaining processy vhichwwasgde5cribed_in‘ChapterfII, The informal
consultation process described above is one example. ‘This informal
consultation process and other forms of "alternate" bargaining
activity will be detailed in a later .section. : ‘

The rules changes which result from collective bargaining do
not have’'a rationalizing effect unless they are consistently applied
and enforced. ‘Ihe3bargaining_agentwensures_the\cOnsistent applica-
tion of the rules changes by negotiating "due process" mechanisms. °
~ In private industry, the establishment of effective procedures for

resolving grievances has been one of the most important contribu-
tions that collective bargaining has made to union-management =
accomodatZon. " The right granted a union member to have his grie-
~ vence heard and dealt with by high level manegers and ultimately
by outside arbitrators represented such a significant extension of
his ‘job rights that it léd'Benjamin‘Aaron.(l971)'t6‘describe,?this
system of industrial jurisprudence, considered as a whole, as. one
of the greatest achievements of our society (p. 55)." .Slichter,

et al. (1960) noted that.grievance procedures are . considered to be
the heart of union-management .contracts because their effectiveness
determines in large measure how well the terms of the contract are
observed. '"Adjustment between the parties movesforward, or fails
to progress, both at the level of negotiation and in contract ad-

ministration (p. 738)." While complaint procedures have often been .
available to faculty before collective bargaining, the evidence
suggests that they have been used -infrequently. Indeed, one of the -
primery avenues available to faculty was the AAUP. which was external
-in nature. T SR

_ ‘Thé'contractJadminiStration procéss contributes to the rational-
ization process by enforcing the application of rules changes deve-
loping from the bargaining process.and, where permitted by the scope

e primary bargaining process is defined as the negotiations
which take place between the faculty and management negotiating
teams at the bargaining table and the intraorganizational bar=-
gaining which‘cCcurS‘betwéen‘the,faqulty‘negotiators‘end the
members of: the bargaining unit and between the management nego-
tiators and other levels of management not represented at the
bargaining table. o .
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.of the grievance procedure, existing non-contractual university
rules and regulations. The effect of this process .is to enforce
the uniform application of all the rules and - regulatiors covered
by the grievancc process. The feedback line in Figure 5 fromn
Rule s Enforcement to Rules Application 1llustrates this effect.

- The. negotiated faculty grievance mechanisms are expected to
be a ‘major way by which faculty bargaining will bring mbout cbanges'
. 1n practices at the departmental or school level, partlcularly the
peer judgment process. In institutions where faculty peer judgment'
is established by regulation and/or by tradition, the grievance
procedures will brlng about . uniform use and application of the peer
Jjudgument process across . departments -.and schools.j The threat of
‘external departmental review provided in the. collective bargaining
. context where the bargaining agent is aggressively pressing grie-
“vances may lead faculty, ‘after experience with the grlevance pro-
cess; toc more carefully justify its decislons

Not everyone agrees that the tendency of unions to develop and
enforce policies which treat all employees alike have a place in
the academic. environment.‘ It is.for this-reason-that statements
like the follow1ng are made by those familiar wlth private sector
bargaining experiences. ,

' The product of - these forces (the need of union
leadership to appeal to the masses to retain support)
might; be expected to be a collective bargalning agree=
ment containlng standardized salaries, annual mandated
1ncrements, relaxed standards for tenure and promotion

- with primary reliance upon time service -- in short, a
surrender of the ‘environment of excellence, of tough-
minded application of high- standards ‘through . the tradi-
tional joint agencies of faculty and administrator' ‘
(Oberer, 1969, p. lh3) ~

However, to the extent that systematlc procedures reduce the
number of questlonable peer decisions, then. it would appear that
the operation of the peer Jjudgment. process has been refined and
improved, though:in the short run faculty anxlety is likely to
rise until the faculty adjust to the requirements of the procedures
.that systematic, objective evidence be presented to back up’ deci51ons.

A discussion of the grievance process would be. incomplete with-
out. considering the relationship between the grievance process and
the context in which it operates. :In essence, there is ' a two-way
relationship between the grievance ‘process and the context. An

E ineffectively operating grievance. system may not- only reflect a.

. poor. bargalning relationship, but it will reinforce a poor bargain-
ing relationship. & It could be expected that ithe less cooperative
~the relationship the greater the chance the parties will use ‘power
or legal mechanisms to resolve’ grievances.‘ The grievance process. -
also has implicationsfor ‘the distribution of power which will be

o o discussed in the following section.
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Redistribution ofiéuthority

It is expected‘that as'a consequence of faculty bargaining,
author:ty in institutions of higher:education will be redistributed:
(1) between the faculty and: -administration; (2) within the faculty;

‘and, CB) within the administrative hierarchy. The relationships
~between the’ redistribution of authorIty, the primary and.alternate
-bargaining processes. and the other impacts:of faculty bargaining,

as indicated in Figure 6, will be incorporated into the dlscu351on

 below.

Faculty VS.‘Administration

As . in other types of union-management negotlations, 1t is
expected that faculty negotiations will . provide the. faculty with a

stronger voice vis-a-vis hoth the local" administration, and in

public institutions, the state regulatory agencies. Management

‘discretion is: narrowed by the negotiated contract which requires
‘that management follow consistent rules for personnel actions and.
“Job requirements. :In the private sector, the scope of negotiations
"has expanded to €ncompass an ever, ‘increasing range of management

: policies and’ practices._ When the fact that the faculty enters

:collective bargaining from ~'a base which entails a certain degree

of professional participation is coupled with a bargalnlng agent's
need  for political gain, the scope of bargaining in higher educa-:
tion could be quite broad (Perry and Wildman, 1970) ' i

Management dlscretion is limlted only to the extent that the
rules changes are applied and/or enforced through the contract

- administration process. A contract provision which is not. applied._‘:

because of ‘management: and/or union oversight: does: not limit manage -

_ment activity.‘ Thus, -the contract administration: prOcess .affects

the dismrﬁbution of : power within an organization by prov1dingwfor

_consistaut enforcement of rules- andrregulations.u Management :autho-
rity is: Timited by the’ grievanne proceal‘particularly where: binding
-arbitration comprises.the final step. ‘,Agreement‘to arbltrate means

that: management ‘must be prepared to submit many decisions ‘to tihe-

:Judgment of neutrals and. to abide by the.results. Arbitration
‘also mezm= that companies may find thelmrdiscretion limited by their

own pasi: mractices (Skichter, et ‘al., 195, p. 950)." Authority.is

" also red@stributed “through thergrievance:process to the extent that -

facultyﬂbargaining agents are ssuccessful in using the grievance‘

wprocess tozachieve gains unattainable tbrough the bargaining process

(alternateebargaining)

However, the grievance process may also impinge on traditional
faculty areas of primary authority. :

_ Although faculty bargaining groups may have no in-
tention of altering the traditional path to’ faculty ‘
membership and promotion, events may logically and: in-
evitably move them in: that direction.  For the process-'
ing of = grievance which claims an unfair or erroneous
-decision at the departmental level places a higher '
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administrative authority in the position of automaticaliy
defending a departmental decision on grounds of faculty
responsibiliity, @r of upsetting it and thus nibbling: away
at the principlesof faculty control. To avoid this prob-
lem of ‘ad judication administrators will at least seek to
enforce more uniform adherence: to rules governing the
timing of decisions on faculty status at the department
level and insist on clarity in understanding of the
conditions of appointment and reapp01ntment (Chernick
1972, p. 4, 5).

Thus, faculties, 7n their management role, will be heldizmore
accountable:for the extent to which peer decisions with respect to
hiring, promotion and itenure’ adhere ‘to .the institution-wide proce—
dures, particularly timrough the external review of their decisions
provided by the ‘grievance process. . As a body of precedent builds,
decision-making fleXLbillty is decreased as the faculty andmdminis-
tration must produce- ﬂvidence to meet the developing- ‘criterim for
determining whether or not a person was justly denied ‘promotion or
tenure.. One .effect of this reduced flex1bllity often voicediby

 administrators is that the legalized grievance process would Teduce
their ability to: reach: an informal resolution of :faculty complaints,
for: example, by placlng a faculty member denied tenure in. ancther
ldepartment. It is beFieved that the.grievance process requires &
yes-or no decisiom.ana_eliminates opportunlties for compromises.:
It &s- unlikely thet - .experienced bargaining: agents:-would ‘agree, :
since’informal settlements~usually“receive‘ azhigh priority

‘The degree to which faculty authority isn subjected to fmcreased -
: external review thromgh the - grievance pr0cess will depend, I::part '
on .the. scope. of .the grievance procedure. - An ‘examination of early
agreements: from four-year institutions indicates that most ofthem
restrict grievances to procedural rather than substantivexmmtters
of academic Judgment@ .

Faculty vet«iculﬁy“

The: redistribution of authority w1th1n institutions ofiigher
education will occurmnot only between. the faculty- and: thecamminlstra-
tion; ‘but: within: the: faculty body as well. . A;Etronger‘vomne ‘may be
acquired by faculty-treditionally excluded from participatiiom in .
decision-making by *heir increased. involvement. in establishedd pro-
cedures and/or by the shift to pr0cedures governed by the’ cdllective
‘bargaining contract

hagg in gng of Faculty Participating. ‘It might be:: expected
that_young, non—tenured faculty, women and minority faculty; and
non-faculty groups, where the latter ‘are included in the bargaining
unit, will seek a stronger voice in university governance through
) faculty bargaining. .

Ybung faculty bearing the brunt of the worsening financial
‘ _ climate in higher education may be particularly active .in eeeking
IERJ(j _ Job protection through a bargaining agent. It is probable that on ‘




43

many campuses the collective bargaining process will be used .as

a channel by which women and minorities will seek to eliminate dis-
crimination. ' While external channels are available through govern-
mental administrative: agencies and courts, the collective bargain-
-ing process could prov1de a faster and more immediate means of
' putting pressure: on :nstitutions of higher education to provide
.equal treatment.

One commentator feels there may be a quality shift:

Not all.: faculty members w1ll belong to the barga:n-
ing agency or participate in its affairs.  Those eschew-
ing it: :may- include: eminent members of the faculty who
object for reasons of" principle ‘lack of time, or both.
Elements of the faculty, ‘dissident. from the- traditional
‘modes of- faculty representation because of their own

‘_mediocrity'and lack of advancement thereunder, may seize
‘upon ¢ thisaémﬁernative as.an ersatz avenue to academic
'success (@berer, 1969, p.‘lh3)

The 1mportance of: faculty characteristics on redistrlbution of

‘ power would. appear:.to depend on-the distribution of leadership-of
“‘the employee organization. As . 1nd1cated in = prev1ou5'd1scussion,

leadership in turniis usually a function of the source of suppext
-~ for: unionization., Tb the extent that the faculty bargaining meve -
. ment on- a particular campus derives  from the senior, ‘tenured, male-
_faculty, the redistribution of :influence to different types’ of
"faculty 1s likeiy to. be. minimized. The. occupatlonal sc0pe ‘of the
:bargaining unit .is: also determinative of ‘the extent to which autho-
‘rity is redistributed among the:: faculty and non faculty employees

(see AlternatelBargaining below) -

The contract administration process may also affect the distri-
bution of a uthority within' the: faculty.‘ ‘For example, the factithat
many grievances may be’ against a. faculty . member's peers for hawing
been: denied reapp01ntment tenure or promotion ra1ses ‘some interest-
ing questions for. both the: bargaining agent and the administration.
What role should:the ‘bargainingragent: take when the grievance is

- filed against other members of the bargaining umit?  What stance:
:should the" univer51ty administration take. when. & grievance is filed
‘against: faculty.'when they are performing their: managerial roles,
particularly Af they are sued’ Anc court by -the grievant? The level
at which grievances are settled may: also be. affected. whether or not.
the" decision ‘being grleved was 1nitially made by the- grievant'
peers. If. the peers ‘made the adverse decision, then it is unlikely
that resolution would occur ‘at.the first step," unless ‘they are
willing to reverse themselves. ‘Additionally if a peer decision was
reversed at a-higher level, for example, by & dean, then the faculty
“will be. unable to reverse that decision and the grievance will have
to. move to’ that 1evel. ‘

The 1nclu51on in the bargainlng unit of department chairmen whof
have effective power to make’ recommendations concerning faculty
l:R\/Cersonnel matters raises some difficult questions in respect to the

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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contract administration process. What sort of internal political
problems will be presented: to thke faculty bargaining agent in pro-
cessing grievances? For instance, does the: faculty organization
‘represent the grievant and ignore the 1ntErests of the chairman who

. perhaps made the decisiong® As indicated above, the same dllemmag
_arises when a faculty member grieves against a decision made by his
faculty peers serv1ng on ‘an appointment and promotions committee.
It is 'not clear, therefore, thsat the problems: for the faculty organi-
zation will be much more dffiecmit=than in situations where a faculty
peer decisjon has been che&llenged hy the affected‘faculty member .

Furthermore, will a depar®ment chairman be as likely not to
recommend: the reapporntment or-iemuring of a faculty member, since
such-a-decision may result in gzfevances being filed by his bar-
gaining unit colleagues? ' One camseguence of such a reluctance
might ‘be:that ‘mediocre faculty would be recommended for reappoint-
‘ment: or- tenure since the exlstamme 0f a formal procedure and. an
organizatiion to support the grievamc strengthens hls relative power.

It %= =lso p0s51ble Tiet. fthe product Qf higher education, the
,stuﬁent Tl play-a greewﬁr rTakes in the processing of . faculty - ‘
“f'»;k*partlcularlyglf ‘& 'popular “teacher has been denied tenure
or reappomnmment.' Students were less. able to play a role in- the“
i “ﬁy’informal procedures useanprev1ously. o

;J
Changes in Methods of: FacuItV”Part1c1patlon. At a minimum,
faculty oLganlzatlons will seekirepresentation and participation in
.ex1st1ngvcmmmittees and other~governance strctures to prov1de them
with continuing 1nput 1nto»uhE*gmwernance process. But. one of the
most commorn. generalizations::concerning. the- impact. of faculty bar-
galningtls #that traditional modesof faculty: participatlon -= the
senate, thencommlttee structum=s;, ‘peer Judgments -- will-deteriorate
in competition wlth the collective bargaining process.» It is at:
- tl:is point-that the d1st1nctixmwbetween faculty bargalnlng and other
types becomes apparent. Authorlty on many. matters has. also been |
delegated:=to the ‘faculty through:. senates and an elaborate network
of committees. Moreover, peer-judgment often plays an important
part in decisions involving: ‘hitring, - promotions. and the granting of .
tenure. In the typlcal private: ‘sector bargalnlng relatlonshlp ‘in
the Unlted States," management and unions generally have different
areas of prlmary concern == management is prlmarlly concerned about
-produc1ng and - marketlng a service. or: product ~while unions ‘are
primarily concerned not with the :shape or color of the‘product but
“with the‘conditions.of employmentwunder whiéh the‘product7is made.

This d1vis1on of prlmary concern has not been as true of many
institutions of higher education. where the faculty, - ‘based on pro-
fessional qualifications, have claimed a ‘role in the development
of educational’ pollc1eé.< In other words,‘part1c1pative management
‘has -been the" practlce of many 1nst1tut10ns of higher education,.
particularly four-year and graduate 1nst1tutlons.f However, a task
force of the American Association of Higher Eﬂucation felt that one
‘traditional means of faculty partlclpation, ‘the senates, would

'atrophy' in competltlon with external bargaining agents (Task Force



' _Admlnn. strat Hora vs i.Jaﬂh.c

= af =% cul‘t‘-y barga 1':1:!._1-;"____' RT -
m.a‘t—l:ers and other =kl
R management , pol ic ies z-,Q‘t
'fj,Sl:Lchter,g, e—!: al - ( 3.95

Report oS Faculty Pa
T ihre extent TEIhaltt —I:.h i =

S i aculty ﬁ un donm organl;

of,the tradltlonal a'

However, the ', 1:::-0'

be : the barga :Ln:l._ng pr-
trad::.‘t: T o= procedu_'cf

du=adl facwual ity sys‘bem =
rn.a't:.“t:ers”,_, the O‘t‘.her :f‘

vzl_able ' comprom:n_ses a:

15 really that;-”iof -t-,h

g moé_el_ whlch o may ' emer;

“Whlch are h llkely to _:.

ﬁ of, _' al‘berna—be ﬁ_ barga 11:'1

, “PI‘OVILS ::_ons requ irlng

C urpose; o TTbumilddadins
1mportanc:e o ,un:l_ons
of eduacsat :L_onal :Lns-t: 3 -

for ' 1nd1v1&ual J O =
q_uest :Lon Aas to wne-t:h-
o £ dues ' ‘Wlll - cons-t:, 3T

Cremains unanswered -

Aagernncy . sho:p fclauses oz

employmen—t; Ttake prec
L T date only e Fewr | ]
Securlty provls:l_ons B
fmembersh:l_p = o the pa*




1rtlc: lpa—b A <> xx -ln g Acadm
> Pred_lct :l:_.c:-r;' :l_s‘ m::—:—xrﬁ R
r_venues o:f" ,;i faL_uZI —t::ss—*m

:tent 3_81 range O:f"
-ocess = —t:he incorp Ly
-es TR L thin —i:.he Y
1 ::_3:-1 :l_ng agen‘t ﬁjzsz:“;::__::: '
j_ argely dependﬂ*»
-enr; collect H R e - :
= ::._s :l_c::-:r:-.zf'; "t:;c:- -
LES——:—
ge i :l_n a
lead ;,,—‘I:.O )
c:ons ldered
L:l_ng - Processes -

—t:.u—i: lons '_, Of: - courS’, j'
COu:r:‘—t:. —'_i;f c:'i_ec is ions

dm::l_n :I_S ’t_—.—:r:-a—t— :L_on

ndus—t::r:—y_, e lt o :I_S e::-cpe -:::t:e
u_nder barga :Ln zl_né__z_; tend._
-t_—.hus N leads , —f:.o;:;, 1es's *aﬂwﬂ
-E:f‘_*i ) Po = S < S out wil;f:"in mc:}

i
J
i
i

fu
n’



4Ls

1emir uovernance, 1967 ) - To

v =Ry i 12 ex v iy v lS.pOSSJULe that
..‘.JlB:r'ged their power and
rirriftstration, but at the cost_
:am$1c1patlonrao,well,l'

Ezmmmesjls_broad;- Under
rEET st Teast the followlng
t&:ﬁf tradltlonal procedures

or,Qflnally, the=1mprove—
 mh bargalnlrg to the

: : ;J.‘hefher oxr not

”tme dual Ffaculty. declslon—t
,,envmronmental factors o
‘g“ng relatlonshlp- ,For_

the_nature
mW type of dec1sion~mak1ng:
-mmaxt and the*factors :
e e s evolution of =a jpar‘tl—-'
n@{z;l,under'the dlscu551on

agent to make

”&ﬁg;: One'rulesachange whlch
zsa,4= the'negotlation ‘o f ; -
: ~imagent-= ‘Union. security

= nlzatlons for the
been,of key

: ,;tenure prov131ons-; Tbe
ggﬁgnlon membership oxr. payment-
Eﬁm*the retention of Ttemire. o

xpees o = £ <> 34 states dlffer-on_whether
Effumlon fees for continued : _
> - prov1sions’1n school. dlstrlcts-u S
;reements'contain uanion L S T e e
ox. unlon shop which requlref”' ' ' '

ctedfthat the advent of
,sion—maki“g-on personneltj _
on wlthln-the admlnlstratlve'
tham“the'ratlonallzation of
n&Erto reduce - flexibillty at
Adie ,rallzation since I
B 3 %6 5 e cvﬁ(.Argyrls, aAoT7T2) - As -
mﬁt+ 1nstances ‘uanilons have
:qmdfcontrol of.certain basiC-




L6

labor policies that are applied in all its plants (p. 953).
Centralization occurs as a result of the way decisions are made in
the negotlation and administration of agreements. The specialized
knowledge required to negotiate and administer agreements stimulates
the development of centralized industrial relations staSf. As
discussed prev1ously, the contract administration process is an
important part of the rationalization and centrallzation effents

of unions . ,

One of the unique aspects of many institutions of higher educa-
tion is the extent to which management decision-making suthority

is decentralized to subunits of the institution (departments and

schools). One effect of the centralization deriving from the bar-
gaining process would be to undermine the current prerogatives of

deans and department heads’ since much pre-bargaining policy design

and implementation tends to be localized in departments and colleges.
Department chairmen and deans will be. required to follow more formel
guidelines in reaching their decisions and: the. scope for independent
judgment is likely ¢o be constricted. It probably, would not be
incorrect to say that many central admlnistrators wonld view this
outcome favorably.‘ As pointed out by many students of faculty
governance, the decentralized nature of academic decislon-maklng

has inhibited the: ability of ‘central administrators to achieve
consensus towards desired university-wide goals (Corson, 1960) .

Thus collective bargaining, by enhancing ‘the control of the -central .
administration over subunits of the 1nst1tution, may make educational
institutions more. manageable.

Dgpartment Chairmen. Another unique characteristic of most

‘1nstitutions of higher. education ‘is that: department chalrmen have
“had a rather ambiguous. dual role.  There has been & debate of long-

standing over whether: department chairmen, who -are often elected
are chosen primarily to.protect the interests of their’ faculty
colleagues (1ike shop stewards) or to prov1de front-line supervisors

: ‘accountable to the administration (for example, see Brann and Emmet,
'1972). The performance of both faculty and managerisl functions by

department chairmen is in ‘sharp contrast to. front-line supervisors
in other organizations ‘In other organizatlons front-line super-
visors are often forbidden in the. contract to do -the work of those
they supervise moreover, in the’ private sector and in most publlc

_Jurisdictions they are- never 1n the bargaining uniu.

- It is likely that the unique boundary role occupied by depart-

-lment ‘chairmen will be clarified by the faculty bargaining process.
The clariflcation of the role of department chairmen occurs in part

in the: ‘decision.as to whether or not to include department chairmen:

in the bargaining unit. Generally, department chairmen are: excluded

from the unit if their supervisory: duties dominate, that is, they
have . the authority to. effectively make recommendations concerning
hiring, promotions, reapp01ntments and other personnel actions.
Department chairmen found to have such authority usually are adminis-

trative appointees, rather than chairmen elected by their peers with

a pro forma evaluation at a higher level.
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© It is difficult to predict the effect of bargaining oR depart=

ment chairmen who start out having a predominantly faculty role
‘and who are included in the bargaining unit, but the. long-run effect

in most institutions will probably be in the direction of a firmer
managerial role. The centralization of authority away from the
departmental level under bargaining and the desire of both depart-
ment chairmen and the faculty that. ‘the department chairmen maintain
strong faculty ties may relnforce a predomlnantly faculty role.

On the other hand, the increasing need under bargaining to
adhere to 1nstitution-wide policies makes department chairmen more
accountable to the central administration. Systematic policies

“deriving from the bargaining process will cause middle management

to lose freedom in exercising judgment in areas such as staffing,
assignment and other personnel and educational matters. However,
department chairmen. will be required to unlformily apply these new
volicies, or be faced with the external review of their dec151ons
which results from having been grieved by the faculty organization.
Acting as an advocate in the grievance process is also likely to
widen the gap between department chairman and their colleagues.

‘Other forces working on the Slde of efflc ency may also tend:
in the next few years to clarify the traditional dual role of
department chairmen, especially increasing demands by state govern-
ing boards to rationalize the expenditure of educational dollars.
Slowing: and declining enrollments’ may also thrust department chair-

‘men-into a stronger management role

Other Levels of AdministratiOn. It 1s also likely that faculty
bargalning will. reinforce a long-run shift of authority from local
governing boards to ventral campus - administrators noted by Jencks
and Riesman (1969) to the extent that agreements are primarily
negotiated by administrators rather . than’ ‘board members . Moreover,

the ‘increased emphasis and priority which will ‘have to be given to

industrial relations problems in ‘contrast’ to the other management
problems confronting the univer51ty may lead to & redistribution of
authority within the central campus administratlon. Many policy:
decisions will now have to be shared with those ‘holding 1ndustr1al

relations resp0n51bilit1es‘(Slichter,et al., 1960, P 952).

Authority 1n public 1nstitutions of higher education where

‘state-wide’ governing boards, state budget -agencies and legislatures
.are. incorporated into the. dec1slon-mak1ng process 'is quite diffuse.

Thus in public institutions, it is possible that in- attempting to .

 shift power to themselves, the faculty may reinforce ‘a relatively ‘
‘recent shift of power from local institutions to state-wide govern-

ing institutions, & shift which many believe partly explains the
origins of faculty unions..’ The administrators on.a local campus

will lose prerogatives as state agencies (such as' state-wide govern-f
ing boards or a ‘governor's collective: bargaining ‘staff) ‘become in-

volved through the’ bargaining process and contract administration

process with issues previously under local control Thus, dec1s1on-
making could be centralized beyond: ‘the local campus. At the state

level levels of state government external to the educational
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bureaucracy (state labor  staff, budget staff, legislature) may be
provided increased participation in: educational affairs through.

the bargaining process. The discussion of the alternate bargaining
processes’ below will 1llu£trate the way in which the bargaining
process can lead to. centralization within ‘the management h1erarchy

Changes in Psychological Climate

‘ It could be expected that the psychological climate of instltu—'
tions of higher education will be altered as a consequence of. the
organizational ptresses and. strains resultlng from the rationaliza-
tion of policies and’ redistribution of authority under collective

fbargainlng. Indeed many observers feel that the reforging of

faculty-administration relationships brought about by bargainlng
will have. largely unfavorable consequences for the psychological
climate of institutions of higher ‘education. As indicated in -
Figure 6, the’ psychological climate is & product of-all ‘the inter-.
actions occurring in the policy development and policy administration
aspects of the bargaining process L

Fbr the purposes of assessing the impact of .collective bargain-?‘d
ing, ‘the psychological climste is defined as con51sting of the "

.‘following sets of- relationships' Faculty -- Faculty; Faculty -=-
_‘Administration, Faculty -- Student; Administration -- Student;

Administration. ---Administration, and, Faculty -- Non-Faculty
relationships..“" - : S

It- is probable that" relations among faculty will be adversely

affected to. the ‘extent that certain groups . of employees perceive 5
~they are being treated differentially in-the contract.‘ For example

does. the junior faculty feel thal the negotiated package favors the

senior; faculty, or does the faculty feel that ‘the’ non-faculty members o

of . the bargaining team receive better treatment? Additionally,

certain faculty may. be unhappy because the negotiated rules changes‘ T

interfen3w1th previously existing authority in. hiring,_promotion,,.c
and tenure decisions. “For' example, & bad climate may develop within
a department which ‘has’ to accept a. colleague who has - successfully ]

- challenged an- adverse peer decision through the- grievance process.
On the other hand in the’ long’ run, improved relationships among
“the faculty and an increased awareness of university problems by

the faculty may result frOm the increased contact: and communications7s

-yamong colleagues from other departments and- colleges brought about L
by bargaining activities.‘ It is possible that anxieties’ concerning :_p«;

requirements for promotion amd tenure will, be- reduced as consistent
procedures and’ criteria are developed from the negotiations and

‘contract administration processes.

In regard to faculty-administration relationshlps, many indivi- ﬁeVl“ :

duals and groups preferring internal. governing mechanisms see the

: university as a community of: self-governing scholars in which both
- faculty. and: administrators share the: ‘same’ general educational goals.-

Thus,’ c011Ective bargaining is oppOsed because it is felt that

“unionism presumes -an adversary, polarized employer-employee rela-i
’tionship. If such a relationship does develOp, then it ls feared
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that in time the recruitment of administrators from the faculty may
become difficult. Whether such a relationship develops will Prob-
ably depend in large measure on the nature of the bargaining re-
lationship. An adverse relationship is more likely to polarize
Taculty-administration relations at all levels of an institution.

A unique characteristic o: institutions like colleges, welfare
agencies. and prisons is that the relationship between the producer
and the product is a human relationship. As a consequence, changes
in the faculty-administration relationship brought about by collective
bargaining may affect the faculty-student relationship, particularly
if the students perceive that increased faculty benefits will be at
their expense. An issue which is distributive between faculty and ..
student needs, economic or otherwise, may it this category. This
sort of competition is particularly likely 1o exist where the grad-
uate students are in the same or different bargaining unit.
Alternatively, the integrative potential of some issues may improve
faculty~student relations, for example, reduced class size helps
both groups. Students may become more militsint in seeking greater
participation to ensure that their interests are protected in
competition with bargaining, thus reinforcing a trend in recent
vears towards greater student participation in university governance.
In private schools where tuition increases tend to be more directly
related to faculty salary increases, students would be more likely
to oppose faculty increases and support the administration, in
public institutions, this link is more difficult to perceive. At
Rutgers University, for example, though the students were extremely
vocal against a proposed tuition increase, they apparently have not
tried to link the increase to increases in faculty benefits.

Administration-student relationships will likely be the inverse.
of the faculty-student relationships which develop under collective
bargaining. If the students view faculty gains as their loss, they
are likely to be supportive of adminstration positions. ‘here
graduate students are regpresented by a bargaining agent, the rela-
tionship between the graduate students and the administration will
be directly related to the nature of their bargaining relationship.
Relations may be better where the graduate students are included in
tr rame unit as the faculty since many of the possible administra-
tior.-student differences will be mediated by the intraorganizational
bargaining process within the bargaining unit.

Relationships within the administrative hierarchy may also be
affected by the bargaining process."Administrators at lower levels
(department;chairmen'and'deans) may resent the centralization of
authority which occurs'in both the policy development and policy

- administration areas under collective bargaining. It is possible
that feelings of being left out of the decision-making process could
cause widespread resentment and disenchantment, perhaps leading to
higher turnover and some difficulty in recruiting adminstrators from
faculty ranks.v These 2-elings could also have. an important effect
on the bargaining relationship if the contract is undermined due to
middle management's lack of committment to the policies contained .

. ~within the contract. The bargaining process could affect relation-

L : ~ships at other levels of administration if competition develops =
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between industrial relations specialists and other academic managers,
or if already strained relationships between an institution and state
regulatory agenciegare further stressed under collective bargaining.

Relationships between the faculty and other groups of employees
(for example, secretaries, custodial staff or guards) may be coopera-
tive on some issues, perhaps leading to formation of coalitions
among bargaining units, or competitive if an issue is d1<tr1but1ve
between faculty and non-faculty needs.

Allocation of Resources

Another likely result of the rationalization of policy &nd the
redistribution of authority under collective bargaining (see Figure
6) will be a reallocation of resources. In a power context, manage-
ment must compromise the competing interests within an organization
between benefits for the faculty and other rescurce requirements
such as student needs, building progreas and benefits for other
employees. To the extent that faculty bargaining units are success-
ful in achieving improved economic benefits, resources may have to
be reallocated from other potential uses within the institution
unless tuition and/or state aid.is increased. In other words, the
amount of momey available for faculty benefits may not only increase
sbsolutely, but also relatively unless additional outside funds
become available to fund all competing needs. If increased funds
are not available, a faculty at some point may have to consider
whether it needs a better pension system or more library books and
secretarial help. ‘

 The resources earmarked for salary funds way also experience a

.relative rediistribution due: to collective bargalnlng policies. For

example, a highly structured automatic salary distribution system
may in time eliminate differentials created by market factors.

It is also probable that non-faculty members of the bargaining unit
way gain relatively greater benefits than the faculty, as pointed
out in an earlier discussion. In general, to the extent that bar-
gaining gains equal benefits for everyone, traditional economic
differentials will diminish w1th1: institutions (for example, by
sex, rank, type of employee, departments or other subunit), between
different types of publlc educational institutions in the same
state (two-year versus four-year versus graduate 1nstitut10ns) or .
between- educational 1nst1tut10ns and' non~educational inst1tutlons
(for example, a prison system or hlghway department) " There. way
be similar effects in regard to non-salary items. For example,
teaching assistants may be allocated to departments or institutions

"in a more systemat1c way as & consequence of bargalning.

e mhe bargalnlng process may affect the resource allocatlon pro-
cess in another way, that is, by slowing down attempts of adminlstra-
tive officials to incorporate change. In the private sector, unlons
have slowed down change by negotiating. restrlctive work rules or
policies aimed at: allev1at1ng the problems of nmplovee dlsplacement.
Educatlona1 1nst1tutlons 1n these days of financial stringency may .
find facul ty organizations 1mped1ng what the admlnlstratlon percelves
to be the most efflcient allocatlon of resourceu.
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Alternate Bargaining Process .

. o
The term "alternate bargaining" refers to the various types

of bargainiug activities occurring outside of the primary bargain-

ing process. As previously defined, the primary bargaining process

includes the negotiations between the employee and management bar-

gaining agents at the bargaining table and the intraorganizational

bargaining which occurs between the union negotiators and the mem-

bers of the bargaining unit and betwésn the management negotiators

and other management levels not represented at the table.

Alternate bargaining may take a number of forms. First, when
some issues are tacitly or explicitly non-negotiable, the bargain-
ing agent nevertheless will often have input to policy making
through a consultation procedur'. Second, factional disputes with-
in the bargaining unit unresolv.d by the intraorganizational bar-
gaining process way cause€ issues of concern {0 a particular group
to be handled informally.- Third, factional disputes within the
management hierarchy created by diffuse authority and varying
management values may allow bargaining to occur at several levels
of management as the bargaining agent seeks out that level most
sympathetic to its views.Fourth, alternate bargaining may also -
occur when a level of management is the common employer of a num-
ber of different bargaining units which form coalitions against
that level of management. Finally, alternate bargeining may occur
during the contract administration phase as the parties work out
procedures to apply the contract or as the bargaining agent achieves
additional benefits through the grievance route by virtue of favor-
able grievance decisions. As will be pointed out in the following
discussion, each type of alternate bargaining is derived from some
aspect of the primary bargaining process, that is, alternate bar-
gaining is an output of the primsary bergaining activities. Figure
7 illustrates this relatlonship

Issues Concerning Negotiability

In any bargaining relationship, disputes over negotiability
are likely to arise, and in the educational context many of the
disputed issues will fall into the area of educational policy. The
procedures agreed to by the bargaining agent and the administration
for providing faculty (or bargai ..g agent) input on a wide range
‘of policy questions are important. A unique characteristic of
many institutions of higher education is the extent to whic¢h faculty
consultation is sought on policy questions, usually in the form of
senates and an. elaborate network of committees. Thus, when collec-
L tive bargalnlng develops in these institutions, a.new declsion=-.
making procedure is imposed on ex1sting procedures for: faculty
input to polity determination. 'Of course, one of the most common
generalizatlons concerning the impact of faculty bargalning is
that the traditional modes:of faculty participation will deterio-
rate in competltlon with the: collective bargalnlng process.

If the tradltlonal union model for dec1s1on-mak1ng is followed,'
on issues which the administration considered to be non-negotlable,'
formal or -informal- consultlng procedures may be set up- to prov1de
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the bvargaining agent witn input on these issues. The key point is
tuat the bargaining agent would be the sole conduit for faculty
input un all issues, thus undermining any existing procedures for
faculty input. It is this model to which many allude when they
say tnat faculty collective bargaining is incongruous with the
characteristics of institutions of higher education.

However, tnere are two other decision-making models which
would preserve traditional faculty consultation procedures. The
"constitutional’ model would establish or protect traditional
mechanisms by incorporating them into the bargaining agreement
(Garbarino, 1972a). In this model the bargeining agent would agree
to delegate most of its consultation activities to other bodies,
but it protects this transfer of authority by giving contractual
status to the other decision-making forums. Substantive decisions
on salary and related matters would be made in the traditional
union pattern and incorporated into an agreement, while a "proce-
dural agreement"”is made to codify procedures for making input on
other kinds of decisions, usually those dealing with educational
policy, The. epitome of the constitutional model is probably re-
presented by the Boston State and Worcester State College agreements
where the agreements set up a governance system where none had ‘
existed before. : ;
A second model, the "informsl model" differs from the constitu-
tional model primarily in the way in which the traditional gover-
nance procedures are related to the bargaining process (Begin,l9?3a),
Here there are no formal, contractual relationships bLetween the
two systems of governance, but there is informal agreement among
the parties at the table, or it is only broadly alluded to in the

‘agreement, that the traditional procedures will be preserved. The

relatlonshlp btetween the processes has not been formalized primarily
because the faculty at the institutions will not support any tamper-

‘ing with established, traditional procedures. Rutgers University

and Central Michigan University primarily fit this model.

To the extent that the constitutional and informal models
develop and stabilize, then collective bargaining and traditional
governance procedures have been molded together. However, a number
of factors operate to make such an amalgam unstable, .particularly
the informal model. First of all, the bargaining agent, as the
exclusive representative of the faculty, has. a moropoly on repre-
senting faculty interests. Referring issues to other forums is a
complicated and som°what risky business for the faculty organlza-‘
tion because there is no. guarantee. that a senate which might con-
tain different constltuencaes (faculty not supportlng bargaining,
administrators. not involved in bargaining, competing union organi-:
zations and students) will produce the. desired outcome. Rules
changes which result from the: consultation process usually would
be excluded from the contract and may not be subject to the grie-
vance procedure Nor would the bargaining agent get full polltlcal
credit. As a. ccdsequence, -a faculty organlzatlon may be reluctant
to deleﬁate its conSultatlon act1v1t1es to another body .
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Another major problem in working out a compromise between the
two systems of faculty participation is confronted when an attempt
is made to differentiate between negotiable issues and issues to
be left to traditional means of faculty deliberation. Brown (1965)
describes the difficulty as follows: o

First, the matter of salaries is linked to the
matter of workload, workload is then related directly
to class size, class size to range of offerings, and
range of offerings to curricular -policy. Dispute -
over class size may also lead to bargaining over
admission policies (p. 376).

Moreover, early in a bargaining relationship it is usually difficult
to separate the negotiable from the non-negotiable issues since
both parties to the negotiations are less willing to explicitly
admit to the negotiability or non-negotiability of many issues.
Disputes over the forum in which issues are to be considered are
what may mske the constitutional and informal models unstable over
the long run.

The type of bargaining relationship which develops in a given
academic environment is also extremely important in shaping the
fate of traditional faculty governance. As Walton and McKersie
(1965) polnt out:

A general proposition about how the agenda and
outcomes of bargaining may be influenced by the re-
lationship pattern in labor relations is that as
parties move from the competitive end to the coopera-
tive end of the relationship spectrum,. they tend to
increasingly confine distributive bargaining (resource
allocation) to the areas of inherent conflict, e.g.;
economic items, and to expand the number of areas in
which integrative bargaining (problem- solv1ng) oceurs

(p. 203).

In the faculty bargalnlng context it would appear that the
problem-solving exchange of a cooperative relationship would be an
important prerequisite to a compromise between traditional modes

~ of faculty governance and the collective bargaining process. A
high conflict; adversary relationship is certain to 1nterfere with
efforts to preserve tradltlonal faculty inputs because the "number
of matters' with which the partLES deal informally "in active
consultatlon" outside the contract will most likely be affected
by the bargalnlng relatlonshlp (Walton and McKersie, 1965) . o

‘Other factors are also 1mportant The - ex1stance of competing
employee organlzatlons may hinder the. conservatlon of traditional
procedures If the administration attempts to ‘use the senates
negatlvely as. a means:of undermlnlng union authorlty by giving
the senates broader authority, then. this will not bode well for the.

. 'survival.of the tradltwonal procedures. On ‘the other haud, ef forts

to preserve senate proceduresmay be.enhanced if the senale prog#:

retaures are used as an alternate bargglnlng process to protect e
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local faculty autonomy where the bargaining structure introduces
into the negotations parties external to the institution. for
example, state-wide governing boards.

In sum, tne type of consultation procedures which devalsi in
a .bargaining relationship will affect in major ways the uiltfueie
impact of faculty bargaining on the structures, processes #nd
relationships in higher education (see rationalization of pra.ii:;=t,
redistribution of authority and psychological climate).

Bargaining Unit Factionalism

Factions may arise within a bargaining unit whenever nembers
of the unit have dissimilar interests. For example, there mayv be
differences between different geographical locations, junior arnd
senior faculty, males and females, minority groups, or different
occupations. A bargaining unit with broad occupational diversity,
for example, a unit including faculty, graduate students, non-
teaching professionals and part-time faculty, is particularly
susceptible to factionalism.

Generally, many of the differences are resolved internally,

but when the intraorganizational bargaining process is unable to
mediate the various interests, issues of concern to a particular
group may be driven off the bargaining table as the faction seeks
some differential advantage by bargaining informally with the
administration.© It is expected that differences over the distri- -
bution of scarce resources may particularly factionalize the employ-
ees represented by an occupationally diverse bargaining unit.

In this form of alternate bargaining, the factions may bargain
directly with management, either to reach an informal settlement
or to convince management to adopt their position in the contract
settlement (see Figure 8). Thus, the rules changes resulting from
this type of activity may or may not be 1ncorporated into the ‘
formal agreement.

Alternate bargaining between union factions and management also
feeds back to the primary bargaining process in that pressure is
exerted on the rest of the union to resolve the conlect through
intraorganizational bargalnlng If an- agreeable informal settle-
ment is not reached with management ‘the employee.faction may re-
quest a new, morehomogeneous bargalnlng unit. Since it is usually
~difficult  for a bargaining unit to break up into several smaller
‘units once: it is established, - the prlmary effect of this tactic’
‘would be to* feedback on the primery bargaining process by creatlng
pressure on negotlators to meet the factlon s demands. - |

‘ 21t is POSSlble that management would seek to negotlate dlrectly R
xw1th the:union. membership, or factions. ‘thereof, in order to under- -

k;mlne ‘the union's bargainlng power,  In- the’ prlvate sector, th15‘~”“~s7‘;

. . tactic has been labeled Boulwarlsm, after Lemeul Boulware of the .
”54@"General Electrlc Company B ‘ e e
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Figure 8

MODEL OF ALTERNATE BARCAINING PROCESSES OF A BARGAINING
UNIT COMPRISED OF DIFFERENT OCCUPATIONS
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Management Factionalism

The formation of factions within the administrative hierarchy,
like bargaining unit factionalism, also creates opportunities for
alternate bargaining. A primery cause of management factionalism
is diffusion of management authority. Clearly, the educational
systems where management authority is more widely.diffused would
have a more difficult time achieving internal consensus in the
primary bargaining process. The managers at different levels may
not share common values in respect to the needs of higher education.
Moreover, the different selection procedures used to choose the
managers (elected officials versus appointed officials) lead them
to serve different constituencies. In eddition, the diffusion of
management authority promotes bargaining with different levels of
management because they often have real or perceived ipjdcoendent
jurisdictions. In sum, a bvoed diffusion of management authority

 increases the probability that the intrasorganizational vwargaining
process will break down, leading to bargaining at different levels
of management as the employee organizations seek out the optimum
settlement.

The ablllty of the management team to achieve internal consensus
reduces the opportunity for bargaining agents to bargain with var-
ious levels of menagement. Thus, where there is s lower diffusion

- of management authority concomitant with a high degree of internal
management consensus, it is expected that more of the rules changes.
deriving from collective bargaining will come out of the primary
negotiations and be incorporated into the bargaining agreement.
However, when there is low internal consensus even with a narrower
diffusion 0 management authority, alternate bargaining processes
to circumvent the contract rules would be expected to develop.

The forus which alternate bargaining can take due to the dif-
fusion of management authority esre varied and tend to be dependent
on the following factors. :

1. Extent of diffusion~of‘management authority;
2. Bargaining structure:

a. The level of management at which formal‘heg@ﬁiétions‘
_occur. o

‘b.  The eompositiOn Offthe~bafgaihing unit:

i)‘”Funetlonal composition (two-year, four-year,‘
graduate: 1nstltutlons) , o ‘
Cii)ne Jnstltutlonal comp051tlon (number,of 1nst1tutions :
‘ : " in the’ unlt) SR e T .
111) Geographlcal comp051t10n R o -

, Extent of lefu51on of Management Authorlty It is expected

. that ‘the extent of. dlffu51on -of ‘management- authorlty w1ll be'an .. | -
”[ER\!: 1mportsnt determlnant of the! type and frequency of’ alternate bar-‘ TR e
T galnlng processes Mostpubllc systems tend to have a: hlgh degrPe
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of diffusion since the management nierarchy might include local
campus administrators (industrial relations staff and academic
administrators), local governing boards, state-wide governing
boards, executive branch of government (industrial relations staff
and budget staff as well as the governor) and the legislature.
Diffusion of management authority is also a characteristic of
private industry negotiatiocns, particularily in company-wide or
industry-wide negotiatioms. However, a broad diffusion of manage-
ment awtharity appears to:be more generalized in the public sector.
In terms of higher education, those institutions where the manage~
‘ment hierarchy primsrily consists of the lw@¢sl administrartion and
ogoverning boatrd falh {nto the ow diffusion category. Private
institutions and many communxty colleges have structures of this
type.

Bargaining Structure. The bargaining structure of a given
bargaining relationship is particularly determinative of the nature
of the alternate bargaining processes which develop. The bargain- -
ing unit determines the functional, institutional, geographical
" (and occupational) composition of the employees represented at
the bargaining table, and thereby defines the level of management
at the bargaining table. Negotiations must occur at minimum at the
lowest level of management common to the employees represented by
the bargaining agent. In the case of public institutions of high-
er education, even if negotiations occur between the institutional

- administration and the union, the state is a party to the negotia-
tions to the extent that state authorities have to approve the
contract even if they do not 51t at the bargaining table.

Functional composition refers to the variety of different
‘kinds of institutions which are included in the bargaining unit.
The State University of New York bargaining unit would be repre-
sentative of a unit with a broad functional composition since it
includes graduate centers, four-year colleges and two~year colleges.
Institutional composition refers to the number of institutions of
similar type which are included in the bargaining unit. A1l eight
New Jersey State Colleges &re in a 51ngle unit, while.the Rutgers
Unisersi€y bargaining unit. covers one. institution. - Geographical
comp051tion refers to:the fect that there may be dliferent geo-
graphical areas represented -in the bargaining unit. A bargaining
unit covering one institution may or may not have geographical
d)spersion.‘ The Rutgers ‘faculty unit, for example, is spre
-across three major university centers.‘ Units with a “broad func-
tional and. 1nst1tutional comp051tion also have geographical dis~ -
per51on. ‘ ~ , ‘ ‘

The functional 1nst1tut10nal and geographlcal bargalnlng unit
dimensions represent a: ‘continuum: from the broadest possible unit
dimens1ons to the: narrowest., If a unit has: functional dlsper51on
“then’ most: of the other d1mensions are represented as: well The

- occupational scope of a bargalning unit, discussed above under
bargaining unit” factionallsm, is not: necessarily related to: the
. Q ‘other dimensions of the ‘composition of the" bargaining unit,. for
‘pJ;Bdf;J“ ; lt‘ls possible to have a faculty-onlyﬂunitww1th broad functlonal
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dispersion. Several type of bargaining mmits will be discussed
below in regard to the types of alternate bargaining which they
produce.

The Simgle Institution Unit with mo (evgrdphical Diversity.
The simplest case of alternate bargalnmug octigrs when the bargain-
ity unit is comprised of the faculty =t a simgle educational
inFtitution with only one campus location. 7TIn this case, the
lowest common level of maenagement would be the president and his
corporate-wide administration. Management levels exist both above
and below the lowest level of common management: department chair-
men and deans are below the president and central administration;
the governing board is the highest lewvel ¢: zorporate-wide manage-
ment; and, ir pwblic institwtioms, varilous vaels of state mana-
g#ment may exist above the institutiom=s® gigpverning board -- the
demertment. sdministrating that type of edtwsnilonal institution,’
tie department regulating all institutions of” higher education,
the department regulating public employee bargalnlng, the governor,
and the 1egislature.

Within the institutiom, alternate x}igﬁinlng will occur with
higher lewel mﬁgagement Cian the negotiiztors: on the management
side on isesnes which there is Joint agreement between the union
gt hlgher level management that this is an issue subject to higher
jurisdication than the highest level of management at the bargain-
ing table. The highest level of management at the bargaining
table will be, at minimum, the lowest level of management that
the ‘employees represented by the bargaining agent have 1n common.
At a single institution this would usually be the president or
his representative. :

Employee bargaififig FE usually attempt to bargain
with managemwent other than those ‘8% $lie negotiating table when-
ever # lack of consensus over pOllEY or jurisdiction' is perceived
to exist among management levels. ThHesmotivation for the separate
negotiations would be to exert pressure: or leverage on the manage-
ment representatives at the table cr=to: go to the source of autho-
rity on:certain issues. TFor examples:~the union negotiators may
by-pass: the president's negotlatozraﬂ:r'bargaln directly with the
president, or the bargaining agentiammy go to the governing board
to exert pressure on the central aﬁmmmstratlon negotiators.

_ External to the 1nst1tutlon, the. union can- also ! 'end run' the
local governing authorities by dlrectly negotigt: ing with state
, authorltles (Several layers exist, ‘as descrlbed above) Faculty S
funlons may -by-pass. local admlnistratlon negot1 tors ‘where they

- perceive the local’ authorltles ‘do :not- have the authority to nego—” ‘
- tiate and/or to: create prEssuneon ‘the local negotiators S If they‘ ‘
‘ ﬁpercelvea 1ncorrectly, the admlnlstrators on a local campus may . -
lose prerogatives as state ‘agencies (such as - state-wide ‘governing
' boards or the’ governor 8 collective bargalnlng staff) become in-

: tion process) with issues’ prev1ously under ‘local’ control. Thus,;[lv‘~7‘
ftdec1s1on-mak1ng would become centrallzed beyond the local campus : e
" ‘Rules’ changes’ resultlng from. ‘these by-passlng act1v1t1es would - .o
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Negotiations between the union and higher level institutional
management may result in a coalition between the union and the
~institutional mansgement to bargain together or to individually
pursue common goals with state administrative authorities or the
legislature. This is likely to happen when both the employees
and the institutional management view state management as "outsiders"”
who are interfering in local affairs. In this case the coalition
would pressure state management to agree to terms of the contract
which are subject to the latter's approval.

Alternate bargaining will occur between the union and a lower
level of management on issues for which there is joint agreement
that the proper jurisdiction is lower than the highest level of
management at the bargaining table, for example, state agencies.
Although representatives of state-wide management may not be
- physically present at the bargaining table, they expect to be
informed about the course of negotiations and must approve the
contract. '

Alternate bargaining is done in these situations to avoid
the purview of higher management, and/or to protect the local
institution's autonomy. The union and lower management can settle
issues directly, establishing either local rules which do not
appear in the agreement or local deviations to circumvent the
broader formal contract, or the parties may Jjointly agree to pur-
sue rules changes through established governance procedures. -An
important effect of this type of coalition would be to preserve
traditional governance procedures. In fact, a shared believe in
preserving these procedures may reinforce this activity. However,
these tactics are likely to be effective in the long run only
where the local governing board has some degree of autonomy since
the circumvented parties may not permit such activities once they
become aware of them.

Negotiations between a union and lower management may lead the
parties to the conclusion that the problem has to be settled at
a higher level of management even though they 1n1t1ally thought it
fell within lower management's jurisdiction. In this case, the
parties may form a coalition and’ present their joint pos1tion to
the higher level of management who may or may not be at the bar-
‘gaining table. ' ‘ :

. . The Geographically Diverse, Single Instltutlon Unit.  When the
bargaining unit is. composed of a single educational 1nst1tution

- having" more than one campus, the’ alternate bargaining processes .
include a new dimension ‘in; addition to those: processes occurring

at a single 1nst1tution having one campus location., The complexity

~‘of 1nstitutional management 1ncreases when the. bargaining unit- is‘ '

hgeographically diverse, because other levels of management ‘below - o
~the president..and central administration may be created and dele-k B

{gated authority to administer each campus.“;gv‘w‘ w S :

L The exlstence ochampus-local administrators creates the ff
\ip0ss1bility of negotiations between the union and campus-local
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management on those issues which both parties agree are of mutual
but local concern. For example, representatives of faculty working
at the campus and the campus. provost could negotiate over schedul-
ing of classes, which is done locally. A campus-local bargaining
agent and the campus administrator could directly negotiate local
rules or local deviations, or they could refer local issues to
another decision-making forum, for example, the local campus senate
or committee on parking. If the local issue seems to have univer--
sity-wide implications, the union, or coalition of unions, and
campus. administrator might form a coalition to jointly refer the
issue to the primary negotiations done between institution-wide
administrators and the bargaining agent. Generally, by dealing
with issues of local concern, this type of alternate bargaining-
would tend to inhibit the centralizing tendency of collective
bargaining, and is in part a response to this tendency.  In time,
these informal local negotiations may be- 1nst1tut10nallzed by
becoming a formal part of the bargaining process.

The Institutionally Diverse Unit. An institutionally diverse
bargaining wnit is comprised of several corporately distinct in-
stitutions of the same type who negotiate together for one contract.
For example, all fourteen Pennsylvania State Colleges are in the
same unit as are all eighteen junior colleges in Minnesota.

In an institutionally ‘diverse bargaining unit, the lowest
common level of- manageme*t is above the corporate-w1de management
of any single institution and probably would be at the state
‘level -- the adwministrators of that type of 1nst1tut10n, for
example, a state board of education for state colleges, or a
department of: higher education.: As a result, negotiation on issues
needing higher jurisdiction cannot be held at the level of a :
single institution, as might happen with a bargaining unit composed
of a single institution.. When there is joint agreement that there
is an issue subject to higher jurisdiction than the highest level
of management at the bargaining table, then the joint agreement
would have to be between the bargalnlng agent and a level of
management above the state-wide governing board, if that board
was the highest level of management at the table. The levels of
‘management -above a state-w1de educatlonal governing board could
‘be comprised of the governor's. offlce, ‘his labor relation's staff,
the budget d1rector or the 1eg1s1atu

3A governor s 1abor relatlons staff is hlgher than the lowest
' ‘1eve1 of management common’ to all the 1nst1tut10ns in an institu- .
tionally, diverse %argalnlng un1t ‘and in practice, a. representat1ve]~
_wffrom the: governor s staff is often at the negotlatlng table. A
*‘salient questlon is:" under ‘what 01rcumstances does- a representa- -
" tive from:the governor's staff sit in on. (and therefore lead, -
~.because of ‘his higher: authorlty) the negotlatlons, and under" what ‘
J‘a‘01r0umstances is he merely (a) kept, informed of the’ negotlatlons,_
ffjorl(b) presented w1th the contract for ratiflcat10n7
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Negotiation on issues for which there is joint agreement that
these issues are subject to lower jurisdiction than the highest
- level of mansgement at the table can occur at all levels below
the"highest level of management at the bargaining table. If the
goverror's labor staff negotiates at the bargaining table, nego-
tiations with lower level management could include informal bargain-
ing with lower level state authorities,. for example, agreements
between a department of higher education and the bargaining agent.
Local negotiation could also occur with the corporate-wide manage-
ment of a single institution, or with the local campus administra-
tion at a single institution having several campuses. . Local
bargaining processes between the union and lower management will
take place both to form coalitions to exert pressure on higher
management and to make rules tailored to the local situations.
The inability of state-level negotiations to meet local needs may
in time lead to institutionalized local negotiations at each
institution. In the meantime, the circumvented level of management
would more than likely view these local agreements as illegitimate.

The Functionally Diverse Unit. A functionally diverse bargain-
ing unit includes several types of educational institutions in a
single bargaining unit. The lowest level of common management
would be a state-wide educational governing board or a governor's
labor staff, if a department regulating all institutions of higher
education did not exist. The legislature is rarely at the bargain-
ing table, and issues requiring higher jurisdiction than the ‘high-
est level of management al the bargaining table will often require
lobbying efforts to chenge labor and other employee legislation.
The union and any level of management below the legislature may
form a coalition to lobby. However, to avoid the charge of
collusion, the parties might lobby separately, or simply form a
tacit coalition by not opposing the other party's efforts. The
additional form of alternate bargaining occurring in this type
of unit would be where the faculty from institutions of a similar
type (for example, all graduate centers) would attempt to affect
the overall negotiations in their:favor by informally negotiating
with the level of management at the bargaining table.

Management 1s a Fommon E;ployer

Whenever a partlcular level of management is the common em-

- ployer of employees- represented in several different bargalning
. units, then alternate bargaining is likely to occur between this
- level of management and coalitions whlch ‘form among the bargaln-
Tlng unlts.‘ The. coalltlons form: around issues and. problems which: coni
 the’ different bargalnlng units perce1ve they have in common and/or& S
‘ ?1ssues for: whlch ‘a particular level of: management has, formulated . e
- a. unlform policy for all 'the employees in: the: coalltion Thedﬁ S
scoalltions are’ attempts to: enhance ‘the power of the’ employee ‘-, NURR

“‘f,organizations, and coalitlonsaccomplish thls in. part by, 1mproving L

*“communications among the d1fferent employ e groups.‘f$‘

: In a. dlffuse management structure, coalltlon formation 1s O
:;likely to occur on; severa] levels., At the lowest level, employee .
groups from a single ca 5t g ‘ingle 1nst1tution 1ght form‘al
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coalition to deal with a problem relevant only to that location,
for example, parking. The coalition will seek a resolution of

the problem with local management but failing there, ‘may approach
higher levels of management to create pressure on local management
Rules' changes resulting from this type of bargalnlng would often
involve extra-contractual changes in institution pollnles since

2 number of dlff nﬂﬁ,bargawnlng units are involved.

- At a hlgher level when a level of management is the commen
employer of a number of different ‘educational 1nst1tutlons, coali=-
tions may form between different faculty groups or between faculty
-groups and other occupations. At the highest level, coalitions
'may form between employee groups in higher educatlon and - employee
groups representlng other types of state employees. - For example
in New Jersey,'medlcal and pension- benefits for state emoloyees
‘are covered by statute and would require- leglslat101 to change.

‘fCoalltlons may. form among all ‘bargaining units representlng state
'employees to pressure for changes: In the higher education con--
“'text, policies on class size, 't -ure or other matters may be estab-
lished by state-vide governing boards, leading to coalltlons agaﬂnet,
'dsuch boards made up, of faculty bargalnlng agentse.,,u..ﬂ

It could be expected that coalltlons would be unstable in the
long-tun due to the competitive nature of unions, and. due to the
fact that issues which are distributive among the bargaining units

" would tend to weaken or break up the- coalitions. ' On the other
““hand, coalltlon formation could lead to. a permanent tie among
certain groups- by establlshlng a precedent ior a Slngle unit.
‘Such a decision, formalizing a defacto coalltlon among . separate
‘bargalnlng units at-each of the state colleges, has recently been
"made for the New dersey btate Colleges.' ' :

“‘Contract Admlnlstratlon Bargaﬂnlng

Bargalnlng does not necessarlly conclude after the conuract
s 51gned., Often the procedures required to 1mplement the contract
must. be worked out. ~An: example of rules: appllcatlon bargalnlng
.. would be the development of 'a procedure for d1str1but1ng mer1t !
- money.f It is also possible that bargalnlng will occur in the.
grievance process as ‘the. bargalnlng agent attempte to use the
‘grlevance process as a means of, ach1ev1ng other goals. The bar-,
‘gaining agent may stir up grlevances to put pressure on contract
‘negotiations. Moreover, declslons favorable to. the: bargalnlng
‘agent and its members may : overturn past management practlces, thus
resultllh in pollcy changes out51de of forumal negotlatlons,“

f,;mpact‘of AlternatewBargalnlng~“

‘AS a. policy~making procedure, the alternate bargalnlng process H
~in its various:forms will have important. impacts on. educational -
"11nst1tutlons.w Generally, the’ ‘effects will be the:. same as the pri-
. ‘mary bargalnlng process'~~ the pOllCIES w1ll contrlbute to.a"ration-
L,\allzathn of. management practlces,; a redlstrlbution of authority,
,‘ma change in the. psychologlcallcllmate and a reallocatlon of" re~‘;W'f“s
* sources. Specifically, coalitions williaffect the’ faculty-administra= =
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- tion. distribution of power. Union bypassing activities .may con=-
tribute to a ‘centralization of authority within the administra-
tive hierarchy, affecting the administration -- administration
distribution of authority. Another important effect of alternate
bargaining is' the prospect that traditional forwms of faculty
governance will be preserved. It is important that these effects
of alternate bargaining,‘and others pointed out . in the above dis-
cussion of. the various: forms of ‘alterunate bargaining, are accounted
for in any research a556551ng the 1mpact of faculty bargaining

Feedback to . Primary Bargaining,Process

The. feedback Lloop - (dotted line) from the posited lmpacts ot
'collective bargaining to the prlmary bargalning process (Figure 6)
represents the incorporation of the unique effects of collective
‘bargaining into the structures, processes and relationships of
institutions of higher education and their subsequent effect: on
negotiations. Continuing facul+y support for the. bargaining pro-

. cess 1s dependent on-the - taculty. organization s ability to alle~ -

- viate sources of faculty dissatisfaction by bringing about changes

" .in’ the 1nst1tutional framework. If increased faculty revards and
control have been forthcoming from the negotiations process, these .

gains should re1nforce acceptance of: the bargaining process.  As -

a faculty achieves particular gains from the bargaining process,

it ‘may then shift its attention to- other needs or concerns (Hellriegel,
et al., 1970) : S g

Conceivably:.the system 1mpact of collective bargainLnr could
‘be of such & nature as to elicit external legislatiV° or, court
‘ reactions, paiticularly if a strike extended the impact of bar-
- gaining beyond & particulai inatitution by having. an meact on
the: puLlic. ‘But ‘it is . unlikely that the outcome ‘of a particular
y bargaining relationshlp, unless the outcome is’ extreme and/or :
wkhe. bargaining unit \is” large, will br1ng about’ responses from the -
: legislature in- ‘the form of new laws regulating collective bargain--'
Ejing conduct.” Particular settlements ‘have some 1mpact on ‘the .
external market because this: is, in part, how ‘vage ratterns and
- other benefits become. transm1tted ‘and- established.; For: example,
@J‘the wage structure at the City ‘University of New York no doubt has
ﬂlbeen widely admired and’ cited by other faculty organizations in

a bargaining context.
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V. CONCLUSIONS

) It is expected that. faculty bargaining will lead to a number
of changes within institutions of higher education. Generally,
institutions of higher education will become more democratic
bureaucracies to the extent that more faculty ‘share in wore insti-
tutional decisions. However, by rationalizing and centralizing
deciSionwmaking within the administrative hierarchy, collective
bargaining also creates a more formalized bureaucracy than pre-
viously existed. Thus, by attempiing.to create or reinforce its
professional autonomy through the bergaining process as a means

of adapting to increaSingly bureaucractic organizations, a faculty

s also reinforcing the growth of bureaucracy in instiuutions of
“higher education.‘ :

Many commentators on the expected effects of faculty bargain-

hing are also predicting that the: collective bargaining process, by

its very nature, ‘will destroy traditional governance procedures by
focusing on individusl .needs, by compromising educational policy

for economic gains, and by substitutin adversar decision~-maki
: g 5 Y. g Mg ng
proceaures for rational. ‘discourse. However, generalizations con=-

cerning ‘the impact of faculty bargaining are extremely hazardous

without identifying ‘the determinants. of such change in instituticns

of higher education now engaged in faculty bargaining. Institutions
of higher ‘education have unique structural and technological charac-
teristics which tend to make the effects of the interaction between

the collective oargaining prOcess and higher education complex,‘ |

The conceptual framﬂwork developed in the present study is not

“ﬁméant to be a complete statement of all possible sub-system inter-

actions. Rather, it is' a deVice for.. identifying in. an organized

pfmanner major’ explanatory relationships.; It remains’ for systematic
" research to refine ahd weigh the importance of the various rela-
‘”tionships illustrated. “Two - important caveats ‘are - in order, however,

for any" research effort in higher education aimed: at singling ‘outg

the .effects of faculty bargaining. First, other economic and

f‘political forces, particularly legislatures and’ state-wide govern-ﬂ

- ing boards,‘are operating to ‘bring about similai chah~es in:the
‘administrative systems of higher education with regard to the .

rationalization and: centralization of" management ‘authority. . Indeed
it is these forces, in part to. which the faculty bargaining move-’

| ment is® responding. Thus, researchers must be prepared to- separate‘,

ut bargaining effects from changes brought ‘about by adverse econo-

~mic conditions and by legislatures ang.: super-boards wh-ch are
.attempting to rationalize the expenditure of tax dollars for higher
feducation. SRR : ,

Secondly, not only must a researcher separate the effects of

',,ibargaining from other ongOing forces’ affecting the. institution,.j SR
< but; adequate measures on. the: state of;the’ institution before.collec-
Ctive bargaining must . be obtained to: effectively assess the impact ‘
: ,‘of bargaining., Post-bargaining impacts ahould not be meaaured, L
“against some ‘ideal pre-bargaining state of affairsnj To ipqcie or .
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