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ABSTRACT

The growth of collective bargaining in higher
education has been rapid, but the accelerating interest and
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College at Cortland, New York. The personal interview was selected as
the data collection method. The interview schedule was designed to
elicit as much information as possible about eaclh respondents's
perceptions of the consequences collective bargaining had at
Cortland. A discussion of the findings reveals that consequences of
collective bargaining were primarily negative: developrent of
adversary relationships, truncated communication, formalized
procedures, and changes in the roles of participants. The picture"
that emerges is one of a segmented university--internally and
externally--in which the opportunity costs of collective bargaining
seem very high in terms of personal relations, effective

administration, program development, and the role of the participants
themselves. (Author/PG)
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Collective bargaining in America has its ceigins in the spasmodic
labor union movements of the nineteenth century., Collective bargaining
procedures for preventing the wnilateral imposiiion of demends ava row
systematic, institutionalized parts of the public and private sectors of
the Anerican economy.‘ Collective bargaining in Amacican higher education
is a relatively ?ecent phenomenon, however. Most chservers dote its he-
gianings as a recognizable entity witb the 1949 agrecme:nt between the
City University of New Yock ahd its instructional staff,

The subsecuent growth of collective bargaining in highor education
has been rapid. In November 1973 there wege 212 institutions covering
313 campuses whoso facnlties wove covered Ly collectively hargaincd con-
tracts. The 212 institutions iucluded 150 two-year institutions and
sixty-tuo four year institutions (Chronicle of Higher Dducation, 1973).
Thouyh this number represents lees than ten percent of the potential

nunber of institutions, a large national survey (Ecker and Baldridge 1973)

l'I‘he regearch which is the haris for this report was supported, in
part, by the New York State school of Industrial and labors Uelations, Cor-
nell University, in conjunction with the Department of Manuscript and
University Archives and the Swall Grants Oftice, Cornell University.



shows that over one third of the faculty members surveyed believed collec-

tive bargaining was the most effective way for fuculty members to influence

decisions on their campuses.

The Problem

The accelerating interest in, and commitment to, collective bargaining
in higher education has not been uniform. Implicit in the Ecker and Bal-
dridge findings is the statement that nearly two-thirds of the faculty
members surveyed ranged from neutral to negative in viewing collec: '*re bar-
gaining as an effective way to exert influence on their campuses. The range
of opinioas about collective bargaining in higher education range from
strongly pro to strongly con and touch most points in between.

Collective hargaining has the potential to have a direct impact on the
distribution of power, the role of the partioipants, and the¢ structure of
internal gorernance in higher education. The é;oblem is that there is
little substantive information available on the consequences collective
bargaining has when it is introduced into higher ed;cation. Nor is it ¢lear
whether or not higher education is similar enough to draw effeciive analo-
gies from the experience business and industry have had; there are arguments
on both sides.

The purpose of this study is to provide an initial understanding of
the dynamics and consequences of coliective bargaining at one institution
(the State University College at Cortland, Cortland, New York). The task
is made difficult by the limits which change imposes. This is a period of
rapid growth and, in some oases, transition in collective bargaining, so

the information gained will be at best a snapshot of how things are at



some point in time. It will, however, be a point in time with a history
to help interpret the print. The print itself may provide a basis ror
comparison at some future point in time and may provide some insight about

whore to focus the “camera" in future study.

Methodology and Design

The decision to examine the consequences and how they have come about
at one institution, that is to use a case study approach, grew out of the
lack of coherence in the existing literature and research. KXerlinger (1967)
points out that ﬁhe rationale for case study research is founded on the need
for preliminary investigation that will provide the groundwork for later,
more rigorous, systematic testing of hypotheses. The case study offers the
potential for obtaining a wealth of material but has the recognized dis-
advantage of keing ex post facto research which weakens any potential state-
ments of causal relations,

The decision to use an instlitut.ion from the State University of New
York (SUNY) was based on the institution's accessibiiity fof research and
on SUNY's particulur position in time. The SFUNY institutions have been
organized sufficiently long for participants to be aware of the consequences
of collective bargaining; SUNY completed its second year under a negotiated
contract in June, 1973. At the same time, the implementation of collective
bargaining is recent enough to insure that a large number of the faculty
and staff have been at the institution for a period of time prior to the
introduction of bargaining as well as their time spent under the collectively
negotiated contract.

The State University College at Cortland (SUC-C) was selected as the

site for a ceries of in-depth personsl interviews because of its accessibi-




lity for research and because of itsg intégral role in the history of
collective bargaining in SUNY. The personal intecrview was selected as the
data collection method because of its value in research that is, as Ker-
lingor points out, exploratory in ﬂature, that seeks to identify variables
and relationships, and that seeks to gquide other phases of research. There
are difficulties in using the interview technique due to possible ambiquity
in the wording of questions and in the definition of terms. Additional
difficulties may arise when respondents screen the;r answers or refuse to
answer questions which are sensitive to them. At the same time the personal
interview can obtain a great deai of information, is flexible and adaptable
to individual situations, and, most important, permits probing into the

context of, and reasons for, answers to question.

The Interview Schedule

The interview schedule was designed to elicit as much information as
possible about each respondent's perceptions of the consequences collective
bargaining had had at Cortlard. wWith thig goal in mind, the schedule pro-
vided for an exploration of the nature of the consequences and how they de~
veloped. The historical perspective of each respondent was crucial to this
understanding of common perceptions of differences linked to bargaining and
how these came about. Items included in the schedule were developed from
the research findings of Blackburn and Bylsma, from projected consequences
that have received extensive discussion in the literature about collective
bargaininy, and from the concepts of communication, trust, and degree of
control in the organization that have been propcsed in the behavioral theory
of labor negotiations developed by Richard E. Walton and Robert B. McKersie

(1965) .



The interview schedule was designed to be open-ended and flexible
to permit probing of issues, perceptions, and reasons. The purpose of
the study and the development of the items on the schedule governed the
questions, but the context, sequence, and wording were left up to the
interviewer. The intarview itself was a combination of the standardized
and unstandardized types proposed by Xerlinger,

The interview schedule was field tested in a series of interviews at
the State Univorsity College at Oswego, Oswego, New York. The field test
established the approximate length of time necessary for each interview,
tested the clarity of the questions and terms, and provided a baseline to
guard againg: over-interpretation of idiosyncratic responses. After minor
revisions, the interview schedu%e was used in a series of interviews at the

State University College at Cortland in May and June 1973.

The Sample

Participants were selected initially on the basis of their position
in the 1nstitu£ion; the president, the three vice-presidents, the current
co-presidents of the local bargaining agent, the past president Qf State
AFT affiliate, and the divisional deans were selected in this manner. Each
of these participants was asked to suggest other potential persons to be
interviewed and the interviews were "snowballed" from that point. Finally,
key issues or decisions were discerned the individuals concerned were in-
terviewed if they had not been. The single external criterion imposed was
that participants had to have bezan at SUC-C at least one year prior to the
advent of the negotiated contract.

One of the weaknesses of such a selection scheme is that it is a

non~random procedure and the results therefore cannot be assumed to Le



representative, oven though they may well be. This facto., stems from the
possibility that some members of the population may be over-represented
while others are under-represented. The strength of the procedure lies in
the fact that it permits, as Simons (1969) phrases it, "putting the tele-
scope on what you really want to see." It permits those who are closest
to the consequences, the dynamics, and the differences to be heard. 1In an
exploratory study, this is a crucial concern.

A total of twenty-nine interviews were condiucted; they ranged from
nineteen minutes to one hour and nineteen minutes in length. o additional
individuals were asked to participate but they refused; they based their
refusal ¢ii an unwillingness to be tape recorded or transcribed verbatim.

The interviews were conéucted‘under quidelines established by the Department
of Manuscripts and University Archives at Cornell University for use in
Nral History res;arch. Each interview was tape recorded, transcribed, and

preserved in keeping with those guidelines.

Additional Data Sources

Each participant was also asked what other sources of information would
provide an understanding of the consequences collective bargaining has had
at suC-C. Material suggested, and subsequently obtained j:icluded a copy
of the contract, memoranda of understanding, a transcript of the representa-
tion hearings, and newsletters published by the Senate Professional Associa-
tion (SPA) and the State University Federation of Teachers (SUFT)., 1In
addition, a substantial body of personal information was gathered. This in-
cluded personal correspondence, telegrams, personal memoranda, and unpublished

manuscripts. This seccadary information was gathered to supplement and



cross-reference the interview material as wel) as to provide additional

perspectives.

The Setting

An understanding of consequences that are part of present perceptions
depends in part on an understanding of the history and setting they grew
from. There arce five factors that are important to an understanding of
the consequences of colleotive bargaininq as they werc discussed by the
faculty at Cortland.

First, seyeral authors, for example Carr and Van Eyck (1973) and - .
Garborino (1973) suggest that the lagal environment has been conducive
to a movement toward collective bargaining by professionals. The passage
of the Taylor Law in New quk State in 1967 gave public employees, inclvd-
ing univérsity faculty members, the right to seclect a bargaining agent and
engage in collective bargaining. Several respondents suggested that théy
felt one reason bargaining came to SUNY was because the Taylor Law practi-
cally mandated it,

The second and third factors grow directly out of the Taylor Law jin
the form of decisions made by the Public Employces kelation Board {PERB).
First, PERB had to deal with the multi-campus strucfure of the State
University system and second with the question of who would be included in
the bargaining unit. The State University of New York (SUNY) is made up
of twenty-six units: twelve university colleges with programs through the
Master's Degree, four university centers with graduate and professicnal
schools, two health science centers, six agricultural and technical centers,

and the specialized maritime and forestry colleges. PERB (1969) ruled




that all twenty-six institutions would be included in the unit based on
the criteria of community of interests, power to reach an agreement, and
joint responsibility to the community. The history and development of
bargaining at each institution became a part, at times inseparable, of the
history and development of the larger system. The Board (1969) also ruled
that all academic and non-academic professional employees, including de-
partment chairmen, would be included inthe unit. The ruling was based oﬁ
the current (at the time) interaction of the groups and the possible frag-
ientation of the unit if they were not included.

The fourth factor that is important is peculiar to Cortland. The
first union, the State University Federation of Teachers, was chartered
at Cortland in 1966. 1In 1967 the president and founder of the union was
notified of his non-renewal and a reprisal suit followed that contended
that the president was not renewed because of his union activity and a
two year recassessment period was ordered. The reprisal was perceived to
be a part of the state's unwiliingness to accept the potential bargaining
organization. The hearing itself directly involved a number of members
of the Cortland faculty and administration and had impacts that are still
being felt.

And fifth, the representative agent was chosen from four competing
organizations: SUFT, the Civil Service Employeecs Association, the Senate
Professional Association, and the American Association. S.P.A. was
perceived to be essentially an anti or non-union organization, was bécked
by the New York State Teacher's Association, and won the runoff election
with SUFT. SUFT remained the loyal opposition and on May 15, 1973 the

two organizations merged to form a new, labor oriented bargaining agent



with an expanded menbership.

The Analysis

The interview schedule bagan with an open-ended question about the
results of collective bargaining as the respondent had seen them. The
interviewer then asked what effect that item had had in response to each
item or issue that was mentioned by the respondent. During and after the
discussion of these spontaneous items, the interview schedule developed
three series of probes to question for additional consequences; these three
series were grouped into subheadings of economic, academic, and institu-
tional consequences.

Nine of the thirty~five items which were discussed will be presented
here. Sevei of these items were selected for two reasons. First they
were selected because a significantly large numbexr of the respondents dis-
cussed them. But more important, they were selected because they appear
to have both the most extensive consazquences and the greatest viability for
answering the questions of development and difference. Those seven items
are formali;ed structure and procedures, grievance, salary, merit pay,
communication, adversary relations, and governarnce.

An additional four items are sufficiently related to each other to be
combined under the rubric of teaching. These four items were stated to
have been unimpacted by bargaining. They are teaching responsibilities,
degree requirements, departmental objectives, and teaching methods. Finally,
the consequences of collective bargaining for students will be discussed
because students are the third major interest group directly involved with

higher education; the other two being faculty/staff and administration.




Table 1 presents s simple count of the number of respondents dis-
cussing each of these items and is subdivided into a count of management
confidential, non-teaching professionals and faculty.

Table 1. Number of Respondents Discussing Each Item As a
Consequence of Collective Bargaining

Mg . Non "TCh .
Total  Confid, Prof'l, Faculty
Item N=29 N=6 N=06 N=17

Formalized Structure

and Procudure 23 5 5 13
Grievance 27 6 6 15
Salary 22 2 5 15
Merit Pay - 25 6 6 13
Communication 23 3 5 15
Adversary Relations 25 5 5 15
Governance 21 4 4 13
Teaching Responsibi-

lities 0 0 0 0
Degree Requirements 0 0 0 0
Departmental Objectives 0 0 ) 0
Teaching Methods 0 0 0 0
Students 13 4 4 5

After counting and selecting items for discussion, the comments made
by all respondents concerning each item were extracted from the interviews.
The synopsis of the synthesis of those comments for each item is preseated
in this section in narrative form. There is always the difficulty of main-~
taining objectivity’in this process, but the careful attempt has been made
to extract’the context as well as the content for each synthesis.‘ Every
effqrt has been made to’minimize any ideological tendencies'the ;esearcherJ

| may‘havé.hqd,ff;

Formalized Strickure and Procedures

:fined the relationships

a basic level, collestive bargaining had d
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between the persons designated as management confidential, the non~teaching
professionals and the faculty. Within this forial framework, the NTPs seem
to have gained the ﬁbst, perhaps, as some of them commented, because they
had the most to gain. Bargaining has provided formal procedures to insure
that NTPs will have due process, term appointments, promotion steps, and
peer evaluation,

There was a widespread concern that formalization had resulted in more
impersonal, more structured relationships. Eight of the respondents stated
specifically that this structuring forced them into confining sitvations
that stifled creativity and/or restricted effective role performance. As
a result, several felt that they had to justify proposals in terms of struc-
ture rather than potential. In addition, there was a distinct concern that
structuring encouragea minimun étandards of performance, that is performance
up to but not beyond the established expectancy.

It was apparent at all levels that the new procedures and structures
were time consuming. The necessary concern with date#, procedures, schedules,
and so on now takes time that had formerly been'used for programming and
planning., ‘At the administrative level there was a sense of isolation by de-
finition, At times communication with subordinates was inhibited and, in
some cases, the locus of decision-making was identified categorically and

even the consultative role was preempted,
 The inc:ease”in formal structure and procedure is evident in the

. ’printgd,rulesysttucture, Changes, for example, were made after the 1971

© printing of the Policies of the Board of Trustees which involved definitions




:i7f;Pelieies nnd the Agreement there ere an additional twenty—one typed, eingle”'

';7'speced pagee of memoranda of understendinq at the local level whiqh have

"rqthe force of the agreement.

The grievance procedure formalized in the agreement drew heavy commentf

ff‘from the participants. The general feelinq was that it was too early to o

3'gjefjudge the effectiveness of the procedure but that it was worthwhile sinplyf;fff

"‘rbecause it had been eStablished. There wag. some concern that the procedure,

'.:‘j was 1ong and weighted in favor of the state. The State had taken a narrow

‘i‘~i'iSa1ar2

‘kV1e" °f the procedure and was able to sustain its interpretation that griev~d,sfw~7"'

, ances could be made only on procedural matters.; The contract appears to
,a'support a broader interpretation but the bargaining agent has not been able

to secure that interpretation.r

It is difficult to determine what salary inerements would haVe been

. k'ﬁreceived without bargaining, expecially in light of the changing economic

‘ '~‘rsitation._ The Selary Report pzepared by the Office of Institutional Plann—i;nﬁ

"';ing seems t° S“PP°rt the argument that traditional inerements had been lost Ry

:‘without sufficient wage increases since colleetive bargaining began., There |

jffwere three dominant concerns expressed in relatien to the neqative conse-'a e

H;szuencee bargaining had had on salary-' Firet, there were substential in~fb”ﬁ‘ .

*e;uities in the salary structure that had net been addressed.

'Second, the»hpr"‘



o Merit paz

l o
demio performance. Faculty offorts wexo becoming dependent on potential
Veconomic returns or on a sort of status quo mediocrity to guage their

5e££orts rather than on differentia]s of demonstrated ability, hard woxk, or

scholarly performance.

Merit pay wae one of the two iseues that drew the bittereet oriticism

"h7f£rom all those interviewed. Part of the criticiem was directed toward the

i”}iack of timinq and the. procedure for awarding meri% There was a concern

; ?that the lack of established procedure and the pettiness displayed in peer

: :,evaluation woule lead to the abolitien of merit altogether. mhis in turn

would perpetuate mediocrity and discourage talent and innovation.'
The final frustration over merit wag one of not knowing whether Ot S
5‘not it would be continued. This lack of knowledge made planning nearly

7,1:impossib1e and pointed toward a return of the same cyole of inadequate time,

j,grising pettiness and the politics of. peer evaluation all over again. ,x~fgf%' - l';

‘~'Communication o

1n spite of the fact that personnel files are now open and there is an (fﬂ;

iestablished >rocedure of deadlines and notifioations, there was general agree~,“‘ e

ment that collective bargaining had had a negative effect on communications.,,?,}ifﬁ'j

First, communicatiOn had been restricted by the designation of individualskp

~'into specific categories.k Second, there was a widespread concern that it

b {"was now necessary to screen any public statement or written communication
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lesg meaningful and less useful.

Adversary Relations

The great majority of the respondents felt that, though there might

be basis for adversarial relations in pre-existing conditions, collective
) bargaining had extended and intensified those conditions. Collective bar-

gaining has led to the development of adversariel relations within the

rfaculty and staff. There is a conflict betueen those who support collectiveeé
, bargaining and those who oppose it and between individual faculty members o
who must now evaluate each other for tangible rewards. The result has beenkg S
an erosion of mutual trust and an increase in the difficulty of leadership
at the departmental level.

Collective bargaining has also led to the development of adversarial’

relations between the faculty/staff and'the administratiOn}k There seems to |
be a”cyclical effect at this level. The administrators perceive themselveshh

as adversaries and use the formal. rules and the contract to make more in~~‘j;; :

W‘f dependant decisions, to the detriment of personal relations and program

i-f'ldevelopment. As. this occurs the faculty feel more cut off and/or alienated;fid

"hwhich enhances their feelings of employer-employee divisiveness which positslfi?'k' g

,'the administration as an ‘adversary. The cycle then seems to renew itself

‘ and, as some stated it, makes the campus certainly a less pleasant place v e
and reduced everyone's effectiveness somewhat.

Finally, adversarial relations have deveioped between’State 1eveJ
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their feelings of frustration, lack of trust, and loss. The sovere cleavage
with the State level administration has been perceived as hostile to a genuine
academic climate. It scems that the divisional deans and department chairmen
" have becomo crucial because they, rather than the local administrators, have

been cast in the role of mediators.

Governance

Collective bargaining has had two distinct conSequenCes for’internal_
governance at‘COrtland. rirst, it has brought non-~teaching professionals into
the governance structure as voting members. There was no consistent‘percep-
tion of what difference this had made except on the part of the NTP's,who ~
now felt moxe a part of the institution.  Second, the bargaining agent has;
taken over some of the prerogatives that formerly Wwere the domain of the |
“faculty. Specifically, the bargaining agent has taken over the grievance pro—i
cedure and concerns for professional rights; the Faculty Rights Committee had
-ceased to exist. | o | ’ -

As a matter of record, the Faculty Executive Council has only the power
"itd makekrecommendations while the barqaining agent has the,authority °fflay ;-
and can force action in some areas."Anything that isinegotiated’into thekii’w;u’l
contract will obviously become the domain of the bargaining agent."The real
question for many of the respondents was whether or not the bargaining agent

: will assume control of internal governance de facto even if it does not

['control gg,jure through the contract,

S eaohing L



Jj;gf7long range implications.
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mothods. All responded "no" to the direct question so it would seem that
the teaching process itself will be the last domain to remain independent
on bargaining. In faot, there were several sharp retorts that this area -
was the domain of the faculty and not subjeot to bargaining. This position

was taken even in light of perceived effects bargaining has had on pro-

gramming and institutiOnal governance.

Students

o Thebeffect‘of;program and development~loss has been'mentioned severali
times. This directly affects students but so fa: students have been pex-
ceived as being relativelv unaware of this impact. Students’have, however,
been perceivedeas developing an openess to the concept of collective bargain-‘
ing and adapting its processes to their own use. 1If this happens, the loss
“of_progcamming and forecasting time, especially by the student personnel |
,,staff, has been perceived as a crucial loss, . Forecasting and programming are .
‘essential if the college s student personnel programs are to be effective o d
‘and beneficial to the maximum number of students The student personnel

'»staff has already identified time lost to bargaining and energy lost in

o adversarial relations as causing loss in these two areas. A student bar—lea
gaining agent would 3ery probably extend the.time and energy loss already“yf
'apparent.  | i | - ' | -

- Some faculty also see & rising adversary attitude on the part of

h students with retard to teaching and research that could have extensive

The other effect concerning students that was
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they have no part in the process increases, th¢ movement toward a student

union for bargaining could well inorease.

Liscusaion
Those of the faculty and staff at Curtland who were interviewed dis-
'lcussed consequencos of colleotive bargaining that weru primarily negatiVe ‘
tegardless of whether they were for, against, or neutral toward the process.
‘VlThese consequences involved the development of adversary relationships, ,gk
truncated communication, Eormalized procedures, and changes in the roles

x‘of participants, in these respects there seems to be a great deal of con-

h: gruence wl'h the findings of Bylsma and Blackburn (1972). Continuance oZ

' the present Eorm of collective bargaining can oniy sexrve to extend and in—

f-,~tensify those consequences. The picture that has emerged is one: of a-

; »segmented university - internallv and external]y - in which the opportunity:sffff"tf

costs of collective bargaining seem very high in terms of personal relations,
'effective administration, program development, and \he role of the partici~ :‘:'“

| Pants themselves.f7'

There seem. to be two verv real hypotheses if the present exchange
i appcoach to collective bargaining eontinues. S »Tufp ',Q 'a

1. As (when) collective bargaining makes ,
~significant economic gains, faculty and.
administration will lose a corresponding
degree of their role in decisions, includ—
,ing aoademics, to external authorities.

“,2,1[If significant economio gains are not S
;_ll}‘forthcoming, harqaining will encompass dne
-]Jj*creasinglv 1arg isegments_of‘non-economic s




| 'jaVOberer (196?) put it,,“buy the product whether or not they think it'e a goodf;_.,pags
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.,iretutn‘under the current approach would be a less participatory role. 1t
the State does not‘make economic concessions,‘the bargaining agent must
" show some manifestation of progress. Neither of thase prospects is very
desirable. | "

 with this in mind. there are several comparative pointe that seem
pertinent to a consideration of the future of collective bargaining and |
‘l;research on collective bargaining in higher education. Those comparative
1points come from studies of the unionization of other professional groups

and from industrial and labor relations theories of bargaininq.

= Airline {lots and American Public School Teachers o

The status of collective bargaining by the airline pilots and American ~
‘l.publio school teachers proposes the questions of‘the nature of the services_a‘i
offered and the sources of power available to participants. Both of these fi:;g_ﬂ -
;'groups have established themselves as essential services. The public schools
: 3

= dpare still considered a necessity for maintaining the American system of lifefffff*jr

‘ ;;and student attendance is mandated by law.' The public must, as Doherty and'f

"one." The airline pilots essential service nature is rooted in their role in?]};;f

,pthe economy.f The teacher e source of power is in the 1egal mandate for theiﬁ

”~gservices and the airline pilot's in the cost of the industry disagreeing as

‘"flopposed to agreeing with their proposals. Piiot‘s wages representﬁonly‘a7

1‘;ff~small part of the Operating‘cost of the airlines, bt & withdrawal;of their'{;:u“Jw

. Jﬂfpse‘"ices,shuts down,th industry. =t
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a source of power at present. There were no exprassions, ameng the respond-
_ents at Cortland, of any source of power other than increased membership.
Bven in the considerable concern about the State's position on salary and

grievance, thure was no mention on what costs the bargaining agent could im-'

pose for disagreement and no mention of the tollegiate function &8 an essen- o -

tial service.

Baitsell (1966) also points out that- the airline pilots have been able

to maintain a basio, though highly complex, wage formula and a position of

“pattern plus'bargaining. The basic pilot's wage formula involves nineteen

i; categories, each with ity own formula for cnmputation., At Cortland there

: are already differentials based on longevity, rank, field, and merit, with ’
increasing emphasis on establishing additional definitions. If this in- ];", f};[:
oreasing wage formulization continues, a great deal of care and questioning L

‘;‘ must be given to how it effects ‘the demands and objectives of the profession.‘ ﬁ*fff:

Scientists and Engineers ,,'

There has been an active movement for collective bargaining among :
scientists and engineers for over forty years. During this time two factors‘},ifl]j;
are olear: when bargaining has occurred it has been under the auspices of
the professional assooiations and there has been a vital concern with the

preservation of professional identity.' The perceived consequences of ad—‘li -

'_~f versarial relations, impairment of superior-subordinate relations, and

’ﬂf specification of performance at Cortland seemkto support concerns that the

- °h°“‘i°ts a”d engi“eers V°i°ed fifteen year earlier (Reiqel, 1959) Thf L




*.]T“xuhn, 1965)._
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datory.

Canadian Higher Edacation

Colloctive bargaining among college faculty members ir Canada is even
more recent than that in the United States. The Canadian concept, however,
projects bargaininq on two 1eve1q or "tiers" (Adell and Carter, 1972). The ’
first tier involves actual contract negotiation between ‘the province and all’
the institutions in the province. The second tier ie concerned withvthe ne~
gotiation of local issues at cach individual institution. In its nascent
stage, there appears to be a far greater amount of local negotiation and
individual institution bargaining integrity in the Canadian situation than
is true in SUNY. It seems important for the multi=-institutional bargaining
units like SUNY to watch the development and effectiveness of the dual

approach in the Canadian UniverSities.

Industrial ard Labor Relations Theory

o ‘When industrial and labor relations theories are applied to collective ;‘
1 bargaining in higher education, two concepts are quite clear. First,

’collective bargaining is a dynamic rather than a static, concept which can
be shaped to the,needs of the participants. Second, collective bargaining

is a developmental procrss that represents ‘the awareneSb of the participants

 of what the process is and where they place their emphasis (Chamherlain andk~ Gt

S Procedurally and conceptually: collective bargaininq in SUNY,c rres-f :jj‘??é«f
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time, the SUNY institutions, as all institutions of higher education, re=-
present different sets of needs and needs that are different over time,

In addition, higher education is an existentlal part of a larger contoxt
- that includes othar competing interests as well as economic and social con=

~sequences. At the institutional and system 1eve1 the bargaining process s

part of a variable-sum rather than fixed~sum pattern. Each of these faotors e

cs»&"

kpoints toward a more extensive analysis of collective bargaining in higher .

education in terms of industrial and 1abor relations concepta.,_““

In Closing

It is at the parsonal and institutional levels that the final effective— ¥ r“
ness of collective bargaining, or the 1ack of effeotiveness must be measured. L
The answer will be determined primarily be the effects bargaining has on the _;,qf;:f

,role of participants at the:hdividual institutions like SUC-C. So far the :

j"faculty and staff have held the teaching and researoh functions aloof from :
,thelnrgaining process, while internal governance, institutional administra~pf

tion, and student personal programming have experienced the greatest change.ﬁjl;}{”Lw

‘In all cases, the context of the activity had changed, and that in itself
’may portend changes for the role of the participants.~,, »

A W, R. Carruthers (1966), Dean of the Faculty of Law at the Univer-:$ :~~li
"esity of Western Ontario has pointed out the potential and the costs of )
hr‘collective bargaining:, | | | | | B

: ,,;».;‘ may I suggest that the real‘question over thefff.n'b
f‘i_issue ofkcollective<pargaining foﬂi'rofessional em«{f‘




[
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The extension of this train of reasoning is that there is more individual
potential as group action becomes more meaningfuly the increase in indivu~

dual potential in turn contributes to a more cohesive group, which gives more

benefit to the group and‘the environing sooiety, and in turn'inoreases in~ o
,jy dividual potential.. It is like a life cycle chain, each step enchanoing the

| ‘next for the benofit of the organism.
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