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The curren- governance milieu in higher education is in tave of

-

flux. A varigty of exturnal pressures, many of them of fairly recent originm
are forcing changes in the definition . of institutional autoncny, while as
the same time internal constituencies are demanding an increased role in
decision making. Other analysts at this conference have drawn the assignzz2nc

of discussing the increased power and influence of thz courts, legislacures,

the federal government and state coordinating and governing boards. liy tash

is to discuss campus governance reforms and their potential impact on the

redistribution of power within collegaes and universities. It is apparenZ,
however, that many of the attempts to reform campus governance are related
to and will be influenced and/or determined by the directions that extarnal
forces take in the redefinition of institutional autonomy. The renainder of
this paper should be considered with this caveat in mind.

The paper will discuss three major statements on shared authority an
point out that there appear to be three types: joint participation in decision
making; separate jurisdictionms, and collective bargaining. Acadenic senatzs
and campus councils are the major manifestations of the first two types and
a brief discussion of the state of their evolution is provided. A major

section of the paper deals with collective bargaining as a governance wechanisn.

The paper concludes with a brief discussion of the directions in whica gover—

nance reforms appear to be heading.
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‘ Sharad Authorxity

Perhaps the most cruciel issue ia the reform of cumpus Zovernance In

PP,

1 .
H SO

the 1970's is the proper distribution of power and anthority amony adninistz:z
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tors, faculty, students,

input into the decision-making process. 1In the past six y2ars thera have

been cnr

®

2 major statements on the distributioan of authority vhich tave
suggested . range of mechanisms or rodels for considesration.

The AAUP "Statement on Government of Colleges and Universities” (19651
is a call "to mutual understanding regardiug the govarnmenc of colleges and
universities (376)." Such urderstanding is to b2 bzasad on a community ci
interest arong inescapably interdependant parties inrcluding the governing
board, administration, faculty, students and others. '"The relationship
calls for adequate ccmrunication among these components and full opnortunity
for appropriate joint planning and eff.rt (376)."

There are a variety of approaches through which joint effort migat be
implemented but the Statement claims that two genaral conclusions are clearly
warranted:

(1) importarnt areas of action involve at one tize or another tha2

initiating c.apacity and decision mzking participation of all the

institutional-components and (2) diffarences in the waight of eacn
voice, from one point to the next, should be detarmined by reference

to the cresponsibility of each component for the particular matter

at hand ... (p. 370).

The Statement cites several examples of issues where joint endeaver

among constituencies is required, and other areas where one coanstituercy or

agent has primary responsibility. In a later statement cn ''Studenc vr~roicin:

S et
-

tion in College and Univers ty Government'" (1970), primary rasponsibilizy is

defined as 'the ability to take action which has the force of legislatica and
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car be overruled only in rare instances and for compelling reasons statod
in detail (p. 48)." Returnifng to the 1566 Statemant, the case of planni.g

requires joint endeavor in establishing and taining

tion and this is clearly diffa2rent from the
making decisions on »nlanninz, Joint effort
resources, tue selection of a new president and some arzas of personnzl.
liultiple responsibilities in budget makiag require that ecach comporant te
heard and the function of each component be sp>cified. The selection of
acadenic deans and other chiaf academic officers is a responsibility of
the President but he should consult with the faculty.

The Statement is confusing to some because of its inconsistent tse

of terminology. The faculty has primary resnansibility for curriculua

subject matter and methods of instruccion, research, faculty status and

some aspacts Oof student life. The President has a speciai oblization to’

innovate and initiate, a duty to see that standards and procedures ia
operational use conform to establishad board policy and siarndards of

sound academic practice and he must at times, with or without suooort,

infuse new life into a department. (This last seems to jindicate that h:
must impose his will in areas where others have primary responsibility.)
le governing board is responsible for husbanding the 2ndowmeat, obtaining

needed capital and operating funds but it should only pav attention to

personnel policies,

In summary, the AAUP Statement involves sharing authority among
inescapably interdependznt constituencies based on an undarztanding thaot
sone decision making areas require joint endeavor vhile others require =2

specification of essentially separate jurisdictions in vhich on2 co.stit

“
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has primary responsibility. It appears that some compoaents have special
obligations, duties and ult%;ate resporsibilities which traasc
of primary responsibility.
The acceptance of tre concept of sharad authorit
the Raport of the AAHE-NEA

Negotiations, Faculty Par ipation in Acadaric Govarnance (19587).
>

.

report states tnac sharad authority represents the micddlaz zome o0f an ~uthorits
continuum which ranges from administrative dominance ard priazcy on one and

to faculty dominance and primacy on the other (p. 15-16). Tha sharad authority
zone is designated as ozne in which both the faculty and adainistration

exercise effectivz influ:ence in decision making. Accordinz to the reporct,

"1t should not be inferred that all forms of shared authority are cozparable

and have a similav effect on the quality of faculty-administration relations.

Both collective bargaining and the delegation of decision-making powzr to an

academic senate are variants of shared authority, but the substantive and

tactical implications of each may be quite different (p. 15-16)."

The concept of’effective influence involves faculty (and presumably
administrative) participation early in the decision makiag process (9. 24)
ard a recognition that thare are some issues, such as grading, on whicn
faculty views should prevail and other issuaes, such as business managez-nt,
on which administrative views should prevail. Faculty influence should .-
effective on such aggregate issues as educational, administrative and ne-son
policies and economic matters, as well as the procedures for making dzcisions
on questions of concern to individual faculty, In short, endorsemznt of ths

concept does not mean that authority should be shared equally between th-

faculty and the administration on all issues.
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Another recent stacemenf on shared autnority is contained in Koetorn's

book Shazed Authority on Campus (1971). Xezaton says that shared zuthorisy

takas two forms. One form is joint participatioa in deciding and the ol -r
is agreeing that different parties will, within defiped limits, make the.
decision alome (p. 108). He offers four grounds on which various crmpus
constituencies, governing boards, administratocs, fuaculiy, students ard

others, can claim a rignt to share in governing (p. 9).

First, those whose conceras and lives are most affected by cacpus

activities should have a part in thair contvol. Second, those who are

most competent to do the work of the cazmpus should have a voice that
ensures the effective use of their competence. Third, those whosa coopezra-

tion is essential to the affectiveness of the campus and, fourth, thosa
P >

vhose sponsorship and resources created and sustain the institution are boch

/
for participation in o sharad authority system of Sovernanca.

A ~eview of the three documents cited above shows thera is a ratheac
confusing and sometimes contradictory range of options to achizve ghared
authority on given issues. The first is joint participation in decision
making which deplcts a situation in which full consultation and cooperatim
among all constituents is the norm. Uader a joint participation modzl.
faculty, administrators, students and others all partiéipate in formulating
policy alternatives. This could be accoxplished through committees whern
all these constituencies are represented or in universitywide eovuncils anen
as the Penn Statc University Council or the Council of the Princaton

University Community (Mortimer, 1971), or through a broadly reprasencacive
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acac2aic senste.,  Presumably, tha views ol a brozd range of constituzncias

jurisdictions. Tlis opticn calls for an undesstan
that cre most clearly within the concarn, compatence aad ressonsibility ¢
one c¢onsticu2acy. The separate Student and Faculcy Assezblies or Caucts» .

at th2 Univarsity of Minnesota and New Hamashire, respactively, conscizan

" an exarwple of separate jurisdictions (Dill, 1971), At sach University 1t

was assumed that thare were matters which tha faculty and adniniscracisa

[

should decide indzpendently of student judzment aud natters vhich tha2
students and adaministracion should decide jo’ntly. Both Universities aio
creatad a body in which matters of conc2rn to all threae parties wersz to
ba discussed. That is they recognized that there were some oiforts =
vhich joint participation was needed.

A third option in a shared authority system of governance is that o~
collective bargaining. Each party agrees to negotiate in good faith aad
eventually to sign a legally binding agreement. Each party has veto powa:r
ovar the proposals of the other and will normally agrece on a formal proczadica
to resolve future disputes on matters within the scope of the contract. “ha2
scop2 of the contract is its2lf a negotiable issua. According to the fLIE
Task Force Report, "When a majority of the faculty has chosern onz ormaai-a-
tion as its bargaining agent, however, ic has elected to place primary
reliance on power in its dealings with the administration (p. 45)."

As a college or university moves froam joint participation to separrce

jurisdictions and on to collective bargainine academic Aathority relavios s
3 y




-7-

Increased codification is not inevitable
but is very likely to occur and puts more emphasis on power rathar than
influsnce. This is not to say that therz i5s no persuasion used in thz
collactive bargaining process or in the implementation of a concract but
rathar that the balanéetaflegitimacy will be on formal rather than func
bases.

Joint participation, the separation of jurisdictions acd collactiva

bargaining should not, howaver, be parceived as mutually exclusive approaches

proaches can be and are used on a single campus. The State University

New York at Buffalo, has a broadly based campus assembly, a faculty senate,

a non-teaching professional staff senate and is part of the colliective

bargaining agreement for the State University of New York system. A numba:

of institutions, such,as Central Michigan University and St. Joha's University,
both have senates and collective bargaining contracts. Prasumably these

three models or approaches to the sharing of authority can co-sxist. The
ultimate accommodation among these approaches is a subject of conside-able

debate and some research, and a clearer understanding of their implications

1s needed.

Senates and Councils

Over 300 colleges and universities are said to b=z experimenting with or
reorganizing their campus senates or couacils, the most common examples of

Jjoint participation and separate jurisdiction mechanisms (Fodgkinson, 1971,

P.- 9). The existence of senates and councils constitutes an implicit, and

in some cases an cxplicit, recognition of the traditional authority strrcture

of most colleges and universities.
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1iie existenc: and operation $COp= Ol fmendtes
on goveming boavd or adminiscrativa apnrosal, TLozali the authoricy to
make’binding d2cisions in a college or university rests in tha2 govaraing
board. The board ~ay choose to delegate soze of thal authoricy to
nresident and/or tH ti aculty or a more
The basic point, how that it is a conscicus decision of
to delegate that authority. 1In short, the warticular authority and nows
of a senaze are or may be 2 function of the tradition and cultu e of ta
instituticn, but at some point in the institution's liistory the board and
admiristration has mide a coascious dacision to sustain or cr=ate a fenac:.
Such decisions can be chanzed, with or without constituent agproval.

This fundanental :"act about senates is not well unders-ood by facul:ty
and students and they are suiprised when it happens. In 1579 the Boaxrd
of Trustees at The Pennsylvania State University issuved a directive whizh
redefined the authority c¢f the President znd the Acadenic Senate. Previously,
the Senate had dircct access to the Board and legislative authority over a
cectain area such zs curriculum and student affairs. Under the new directive,
the authority for such decisions is delegated to thz President and h=

responsible for decisions on matters which used to be the prerogativa of the

Senate. The legal authority of the Senat= was revised so thal it is advisory

to the President on matters that come before it.

The basic point is that senates and councils rely on institutfonal ap-
proval for their existence. They are built from the top down and raly on
tradition and custom for their legitimacy. As will be pointed out lates in

the paper,. collective bargaining draws on an .external body of law for its

legitimacy.
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YicConnzll aad Marciao

adequate representativeness,
and laclk of purpose.

Szaatas have iwen critizad because they : 3 2 0 the
pluralitv of incerests and pzrspectives found on 2 collega campus. - Thos
especially true in those institutions wvhere a faculty senatz is thz only
representative body in existence. This inadequate representativeness i

)

exacerbated by thz tendency to exclude junior faculty from s2nate memb2:ship
ard from participating on imporiant senate committees.

Senates have been accused of being irresponsible becausaz they fail :-o
provid2 an opportunity to appeal their decisions (Lizberman, 196S). The
charge of lack of accountability is rooted in the fact that senates oltzz
operate inefficiently and that responsibility for decisions is d
over sucnt a wide area that coordination rather than control

major emphasis.

That some senates have become intensely politicized is no surprise

>

.given the state of carpus conflict in the late sixties. It is somewhat zur-

prisinz that senates and councils could.come out of that upheaval without
a clearer idea of vhat role they should periorm in the total imstituticnal
fovernance system.

Two developments in the evolution of campus senates are apparent and
may result in clearer definitionns of purpose, The first is the apparon*

demise of town meetinz structures in favor of reprosentative bedies and the

second 1s the rise of unicumeral bodies.
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Tire idea of a town wme2ting form of LOVaranent has caken o long cirez

to die. For 4 number of years such institutioas as the taiversity ot

Uiscoasin at Madison, th2 University of Califomiu at Berieler

keler, and the

o

State Univarsity of lew York at Buifalo had 2 town meerin-: form of senate

-t - el

wihich all faculty members were encouragzad to attzad. All three of thasw

ta
-t

institutions have dropped this structure. Whila T have no expzrioence gita
the senate at Madison I have made visits to or done research on the senabos o
Buffalo and Berkeley. It is quite apparent that the town meating senate
cannot function in time of severe campus conflict, When tha campus b2conmes
politicized there is a tendency for different groups to orzaaize in an
attempt to control senate meetings. This tends to paralyze the senate andi
undernine its effectiveness. That is, the legitimacy of decisions made by
town reating bodies comes under severe question. The campus comes to realiza
that a vote or decision is merely a reflection of who happensd to be attonding
the meeting on a given day, rather than a najority view of the faculty.

Many institutions have adopted bodies in wvhich faculty, students and
administrators are represented. Harold Hodgkinson has recently cemplatad a
survey of over 1700 institut.oms and found that 640 had or were experinerting
with some type of unicameral senate. He also found 40 institurions which had
tried unicameral senatas and found them to be unacc2ptable, The as »a2:
unavailable data on these 40 institutions should provide an insight into
the efficacy of these reforms in a variety of institutional contaxts.

David Dill's (1971) case studies of Florida ALM, Columbia Uaiversity,
and the Universities of Minnesota and ¥uw Hampshire do_provide some fasighc

into the problems ecncountered in the early experience of uaicamecal bodifa

{pp. 148-154). First, the more progressive deciston~rmakiang bodles at
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Columbia ard Naw lianpshire ger2rated tha most conflict, - wuted thals

n

high degree of conflict to the institutions' lack of resources aad to .

influence in thesz senatas of studeats and junior faculty menbers "vho have

(.
A
I
'—J-
s
w
A
s
;
.
[ =Y
3]

few if «ny concerns about jurisdictional precedzncs and ar
in the first year at least, to explore a wides variaty of is-ues (3. 149)."
Significantly, a great deal of this increased conflict was directed towards

governing boards rather than administrators.

[£9

Second, the need for supportive political apparatus was not anticipated.
There appeared to be a move toward a more overtly political process of
balancing the interests and p-rspectives of various campus constituzncias.
Dill reported a tendency for the elected membzrs of unicameral bodies to
become representatives of fixed constituencies and to tegard themselvas as
spokesman of various viewpoints rather than colleagues engaz=d in Iurthering
the educational process.

Third, participation by faculty and studeats on thase bodies consuired

a great deal of their energy. ''Large numbers at each of the universitizs

visited indicated they were sacrificing their studies, ressarch and teaching

[\

in order to be involved in university governancz. And an alarming numbzr
of them said they would not do it again (p. 150)."
The long-run viability of these structures may well depend on the

sustained interest of faculty and students in permanently participating in

the tedious process of governance. There is little evidance, as yet, to

ﬁThe degree of progressiveness depands on four variables: 1. ho
broadiy one defines membership in the academic community; 2. The eixten:
of representatici awarded the studants; 3. The degrea to wiich all con-
stituents have equal rights and status in the body; 4. ‘he dz2gree ol
opeanness of the m:satings.
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suggest that they ore willing to spend tha tim
sustain the long range vitalicy of these decisior-raking bodinzs.

Arothar problem in tha operation ol unicarmeral bouies arose i thone
casas where they co-axisted vith separite studen: ¢ ¢ sanace: st
the first years of operation : f1 and New Haompscire th
was a tendency to by-pass thes2 separate faculty and studant bodia
favor of the unicam;:al bodies. If this tendency htas concinuad in
subsequent years it may seriously uandermine the effectiveness of saparace

jurisdiction bodies.

Collective Bargaining

2

Collective Bargaining as a mechanism for sharing autherity on th2 cannus

has achieved prominence in recent years. The first collecrive bargaining
contracts in two-year colleges were signed in the mid 1960s. The City Uni-
versity of New York and Southeastern Massachusetts University contracts, tha
first four-year imstitucions to bargaining colleciively with faculty, vare
signed in 1969. The best estimates of the exteat of collective barzainingz
by Fall, 1972 reveal that approximately 170-180 institutions with 230-200
campuses have chosen bargaining agents. This would account for abnut c it

to fifteen percent of the nation's faculty. In 1971 Garbarino reportoed tha“
approximately 90 percent of this activity had taken place in six gtates --
New York, Michigan, Wisconsin, New Jersey, I1linois, and Masszachusatts,

More recently, however, there has been considerable activity in Kansas,
Pennsylvania, Washington, Hawaii, Rhode Island and Dalaware. Tn Fact, faculey
bargaining agents have bean chosen in at least 20 states .nd include public

and private instit. :ions, community colleges and complex (aiversities, iinacal

arts colleges and vocational-technical institutes.
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Two major legal develosments have nided the rise of collective baraiaing.
In the public sectoc approximately 26 scaces now hava legislatlon that pe:inits
collective bargaining with faculty nmembers in public institutiors. The =uz:at
to which this legislation is permissive varies. Iegislation in scie s5:iates,
e.g. Pennsylvania and liew York, requires colleges and universitiss fo 1w ssnlze

i

wion

duly chosen bargaining agents while in other states it pemits such vaeu i
but does no:t require it. In 1970 the Mational Labor Relations Board assurz2d
jurisdiction over private colleges and universities with gross revanu=s of
over on2 million dollars.

These legal developments are impor:tant because they take a body of lavor
law and practice and apply it to collezes and universities. To tha enzan:
that collective bargaining goes beyond salaries, fringe benefits and working
conditions to assure faculty participation in govarrance it does so on tioe
basis of rights established by external agents such as the courts and labor
relations boards. As a vehicle for participation in governance, collectlisa
bargaining differs from senates and/or councils in four hasic ways (Morrinar
and Lozier, 1972).

First, although senates may have some basis for their existence in the
documents of the institution, their scope of operations is depzndent upcn
board or administrative approval. I[f gov;:nance itams apoear in a nerociatad
contract, they can not be changed without prior approval of the barzaining
agent.

Second, senates rely on institutional appropriations for operating (.ads
wvhereas unions rely on a dues structure.

Third, senates are usually based on individual campusas and have litzle,

if any, lobbying power with state legislatures. The National Education fosociation
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and the American Federation of Teachers claim they have substantial polirical
clout at the statc level where basic c2cisions abouc higher cducaticn are
increasingly being made.

Fourta, the nmembership of senatas may include faculcy, studsnt
admiiistrators although nerbership varies from iastitution to ins
Unions force a legally binding separation between administrators and facul
and other employees in the bargaining tnit., Students are seldom involved
in collective bargaining.

Because the process of collective bargaining is exceedingly complex
and so recent, its impact oa governance is yvet to be datarnmined. 1t iy
relatively clear, however, rhat different patterns will emerge as various

institutions experiment with bargaining. Carbarino (1972) has dzveloped a

preliminary classification of unionism in four~year collzges that suggests

sore typical patterns which may evolve.

The first classification is termed defensive unionism. This occurs
in a single campus institution vhich has had faculty participation in
governance through a senate or council. This mechanism has evolved inco
a union with essentially the same leadars in the union as praviously con-
trolled the senate. Some semblance of a senate is retained, at least for
the time being, to assure participation in polici2s and procadures which - r»
not part of the bargaining agreement. Defensive unionism tends to modiiy
the form of faculty participation in govarnance but does not have a sizanificant

Mg

impact on its substance.

‘:ﬁ-

Perhaps the area of greatest impact on governanca in those institutiors vi:h
def2nsive unionism will be in the experience with grievance proczduras. Thz

existence of grievance proce’ures will force institutions to look more :lousely

WJ:EEE
rd
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at their pergonnzl policies acd tha bhases on which they make tenure and
promotians decisions., Persennel policios will hzova to follow closely
standards cf due nrocess and foirnass. In this rzapz2ct, pgovernance as

it relates to persornel poiicizs and procedures, is Leceninm more codics ad.

<

A second classification, called constitutional unionlsn, describes
what appears to be happeting in many cormunity collezzs add in seme ntore
colleges. The tradition of faculty particination 1a zovernance tends to L2
ver weak in these institutions and ths n2jotiating session tends to develop
into a constitutional coavention in which exteasivs govarnance proceduras
are developed and put in th2 contract. The contract tauds to be vary laugihy
and resembles the faculcy handbook in s~ope.

Several exauwples .. ; be cited. The contract for the iie Jers ay Stata
Colleges has provision for faculty input into the selection of collega
presidents. The contract stipulates that any committee assigned a role din
the selection of a college president must includ2 a membar of the bargaining
agent. (The information cited here is discussed in more datail in Morci=zar
and Lozier, 1973).

Sowe contracts have provisions for tha selection of academic desns., At
St. John's University a search committee composad of four tenurad faculty

3,

4}

members elected by the Faculty of the school in which the vacancy oxis
submits to the university president tihe namas of no fewat¢ than three caadida
The President in turn submits one of the names to tue Boasd of Trustees for
their approval. If none of the committee's recommendations are accaptubla

to the President, the committes must continue its seavch. The Presidont
cannot recormend any candidate to the board vhose name has not been submiitad
by the committee. At Southeastern Massachusetts University, a soven nsrim

screening committes must be establishad to nominate ecandidates to £il1 a
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A vacancy in any deansnin. Thres reabers of this comnitfes nust be tennre:d
Faculty appointed by the Taculty Federatio:
the Presideat and the studon: renber

Some contracts have provisions for sz g cmznt chiaizman,
Southeastern lMassachusatts Uaiversity th2 Dean of tre Facul-y apacings
chairman in consultation uizh tha appropr ' : Faculty narh2:3
of tha departament may recommend an individual or individuals for the vagent
chairmanship. Department chairman in the New Jersey State Colle
by members of their da2partment. The Boston Scate College contract proviies
an elaborate procedure for both the election and recall of departaent
chairman. 1In the first month of the contract, every department was requirad
to elect three members of the department for nominarion to tha chairmanship.

These elections were supervised by the Faculty Faderation snd a1l ne

mb2Ts
of the department were eligible to vote and to be ncminated. After each
election the President of the Federation was to submir a lisr oL noninzay
to the President of the College who within seven working days, had to appoinc
a chairman from the list sf nominees or to declina to appoint any oi then,
In the latter instance, the nomination procedures were to begin over agaia.

Thare are scme provisions in contracts which provide foc {aculty pa:tici~-
pation on committees, In some instances, the faculty associztion is guarant.oad
a role in making appointments to these committees. The Soutneastern (fassachusesc;
University cortract creates a committee for awarding sabbatical leaves cowpos=d
of two Federation and thrce Presidential appointeces. This coatract also
calls fotr an academic revicw committece composed of tvo trustce representativas,
and twe Federation reprasen atives, togethar with thz Dean of the Faculty ond

the Federation President, who serves as an alternate chairman. The purpose
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of this committes is
affect wages, hours, nditions of enployzment
the contract. This contract alsn provides fo
councils, one for each acadenic division, whose
in the review and recommendation of faculty fo
councils are elected by the
division.
It appears, then, that corstitutional unionis:
role in certain governance issues including, in some 5 : anpoiatmeat
of presidents, deans and cdepartment chairmen and in faculty personnal cas-s,
Without further case studies of the specific conditions it i3 difficulc to

ascertain whether this is a2 change in the status cun ante.

The third classification that Garbarino has identified i
which describes the situation in large multi-campus insritutio
City and State Universitius of New York. These institutions are characteci_-ad
by great complexity and the presence of various typas of campusas wicnin the
system. The City University has two-year community colleges under the gausa
contract as complex universities. The State University has technical insrtitu-.s
in the same unit with university centers.

How can one association adequately represent the divavsity of its membecs-

ship and the bargaining unit? 71t is very difficulty and, thecefore, the

conflict within the bargaining unit tends to be greater in refom unions.

Approximately one-third of the State University of New-York bargaining vnit
is composed of non-teaching professionals but they represent ons helf of {hc
Association's actual membership and one-half of the bargaianing tzam. Trere
is considerable conflict within the Association's governiag body as to thae
positions that it should take in bargaining.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Reform unionism is rwor i : an impact on the distributiva of

rewards among the mandars of the unit than defensis
unioniswz. The prossures for equity in g
and governanca procedures {rov, ron-rfesch
non-tenured faculty are quit:» intense. Tie City University contract cal:'s
for equalization of salaries for equal rarks at all iastitutio
the systen.

Garbarino suggests that there may be a convarzznce betwa«n defoun;ive
and constitutional unionism but that reform vnionism is special enough
constitute a distinctive third type which will parsist over tizme. The

common model is likely to be defensive and constitutional unionisa,

Conclusion

The impact of specific reforms ic always difficult to ascess, espacially
in the short run. One needs to kncw the conditions which precedad the change
and the new structure needs time to operate before it can be evaluatad
effectively. There are some points that can be made about the directions
in which governance reforms appear to be heading, however.

First, there is a tendency in senates and councils to select their
membership on the basis of the structure of a political rathner than an editca-
tional body. 1In short the balancing of interests and consti:uencics is a
more overtly political process in 1972 than it was in 1962, The bahavior
of interest groups has a rationality embedded in political rather than
educational norms. Politics is concerned with who has irput into the decision-

making process and colleges and universities have had to be more specific

about what interests and people have access to decision makers.
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Secaond, wnll:the impactol collectiva barzaining will vary, it s
quite clesar that =ubstantial jovernance reform will result. 1t app=zacs
that the potential for changes In goseinance is larger in institutions,
like ztate and community colleges, vhich adopt consticutional and vrz2Iinm

unionism patterns rather then a defensive pattemm. Under ceastitutionul

systems, the line between Jovarnance and educational maczers is likely Lo

he erasad in favor of nagotiatiasy practically evarything thac Is negatiavla,
! In short, the line that somz observers have tried to drav betiezen an amploy-

ment problem and a professional one is li%aly to dissipate.

Third, it is still not clear vbat will happea to existing governance
mechanisms when an institution adopts collective bargaining. The bargaiaing
agent has the only legal authority under collectivz barzaining and the ques-
tion is whether it will chose to share that authority with a senate or

council. Garoarino sugzasted that a union will agree to such arranz:oents
o 5

only as long as there is little conflict on the campus. When conflict avise

U

he believes the union will bz forced to step in and usurp areas previously
under the senate's jurisdiction. [t is possible, however, that senates will
continue in existence in some institutions which have adopted more defensive
patterns.
Tourth, the roles and duties of certain administrators are likely to

I change under collective bargaining. In cases where department chalcpzrsons
are in the bargaining unit some institutions have already inéreared the
authority and scope of activities performed in the dean's office. Departoent
chairpersons have always beer in a nebulous position between deans an-
departmental faculty but it appe=ars that collective bargaining iray push riam

.

closar to the central administration, in cases whare they are out of the vnit,

s

or closer to the faculiy when the chairperson is in the bargaining uvnit,

Q
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Fifth, in raxy public and private fustituticns collective barszainin
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takes pluce dir=sctly batvacn represantatives of the
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access of Zaculty to boards has tha poceatial of vndacmislng tha position

and/or authority of the campus administratioa. The administration 211 o2y

have the responsivility of implementing the contrac
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institution against grievancas, '

more codification of govemance procedures than has heen custorary in

most colleges and universities. The pressures to codify procedures ar:
coming from a variety of other forces and the composite trand apnears >0

be overwhelming. Institutions sipply will not bz alle-=d to ba casual obouc
the way they retainm, promote and pay academic persoanel. Faculty righte

will be matched wore closely by statements of faculty responsi

oy

ities.

pod

i
Senate constitutions and bylaws will be much mors detailad and specific.
The scope of collective bargaining contracts will broaden and a body of
arbitration and/or court decicions will better defin2 the linit; of Tacley
bargaining. This body of law will servz as a refcreace point for iate nal
institutional decision making.

ln summary, it appears that many 6f the govatrnance reforms discuss-—rn |1
this paper are attempts to enhance the power of faculty, staff and in oom=
cases, studen:s. The trend to codification of jurisdictions and procediras
involved in the separatinz jurisdictions and collective b .rgaining model. :.:-

v

well be the most important impact of governance reform in tho 1970s.
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