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Academic unionism emerged during the 1960's for a variety of internal and

external reasons. Two basic factors which Influenced unionism among blue=-

\

collar workers, desire to control the conditlons under which they worked and

the Impersonalness of employee-employer relations In corporate bureaucracies,

may also be helpful in explaining the unionization movement among professionals

tn higher education. Other factors influencing this trend may include changes

in enrollments and financial support for higher education, changes In the

structure of higher education institutions, and the extenslion of legal encourage~

ment for collective bargaining (CB) to public employees.

In addition, prominent national groups have begun to focus attention and

resources on organizing higher education units for the purpose of bargaining

collectively with Institutional representatives. Internal organizations,

such as faculty councils and university senates, have traditionally been the

"oreferred representatives" of faculty, but the National Education Association

(NEA), the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), and the American

Federation of Teachers (AFT) have begun to assert themselves In this regard.

'The research which Is the basis for this report was supported, in part,
by the Ohio Assoctatlion for Higher Education, a department of the Ohio Educa~
tion Association (NEA). The authors wish to acknowledge the assistance of

Mr. John Pluth, The Ohlo State University, in the data analysis.



At tts 1973 Representative Assembly at Portland, Oregon, the NEA created
a task force on higher education. The task force's report (NEA, 1974) offers
recommendations to the NEA leadership for developing a national strategy for or=-
ganlzing col}ege professors In the United States and for extending NEA's program
of services to that group.

Stgnlficant disagreement over (B among the membership and leaders of the
AAUP has precipitated the most controversial natfonal election In that organiza=
tion In aimost 60 years (Semas, 1974). One wonders, paranthetically, what
might be the present status of the AAUP In this respect had It patterned Itself
after the so-called "trade union'' model favored by its first president, John
Dewey, rather than adopting the ‘professional association' concept as Interpreted
by Arthur Lovejoy, its flrst executive secretary.

The AFT, an affiliate of the AFL/CIO, 1s currently in the throes of a
struggle with the NEA tc maintain its right to represent higher education
faculttes In Hawali (Sfevert, 1974). Signiflcant in its recent national
strategy has been the employment by AFT of former higher educatlon faculty as
field personnel instead of relying solely on the union personnel it traditionally
has used.

States in which outside~-affiitated bargaining unlts have been established
in institutions of higher education include New York, Michigan, New Jersey, and
Massachusetts. [|n these states, fifty~five percent of all such units have
been activated in the past year. Other states in which bargalning units have
been established by representatives of the NEA, AAUP, or AFT are Nebraska,
[1linois, Colorado, Wisconsin, Hawaii, Pennsylvania and Ohlo. In several states,
including Ohio, such bargaining units have been established without benefit of

permissive CB legislation.



A natlonal survey of American Institutions of higher education (Kennelly,
1673) Included 24k randomly selegted Institutlons from among the 2,551 institu-=

tions listed in the Educational Directory. Inquiries were sent to the presidents

and chalrpersons of representative faculty organizations. Responses from
seventy-elght percent of the Institutions showed that twenty-nine percent cf

-the Instltutions were In one bf éhree stages of CB development: 1) flfteen
percent were In the organlzing stage; 2) four percent Qére In the negotliations
stage; and, 3) ten percent were' In the contract stage. Sixty=-two percent of
the Institutlonal respondents indicated an Increased Interest in CB and thirty-
one percent suggested that C8B wés here to stay. 1in his recent address, Hook
(1973) agrued that some form of CB seems historically Inescapable.

Despite considerable CB activity in higher education In the past decade,
however, the number of reports of objective Inquiry into faculty attltudes
in this area is small. This report presents results of exploratory research
into those variables which provide prediction of faculty members' attitudes
toward CB in Institutions of higher education.

Research sought, first of all, to measure the strength of bivariate
relationships between a measure of CB attitude and each of fourteen specific
measures. Attltude was measured using a set ¢f "approach-avoidance' themes
identified by Weldon (1972) based on his analysis of interview and questionnalire.
data gathered at a large midwestern university. Potential explanatory variables
included other attitudinal as well as demographic measures.

Next, this study investigated the nature of multivariate relationships
between the attitude measure used as criterion and the fourteen specific
measures takein as predictor group. Formulation of these relationships providad

a smaller set of explanatory variables predicting CB attitude and also indicated




the relatlve usefulness of the fourteen variables for collectively explaining
college professors' acceptance or rejection of CB.

Then, the study analyzed the set of specific measures to discern Its
underlylng structure in terms of: 1) an expanded set of factors by analyzing
the most signiflcant variable as well as 2) a reduced set of total factors.
Combining results of the correlatlon, regression and factor analyses led to
ldentlfication of a small set of relatively Independent and signlficant
measures for predicting C8 attitude. Finally, the research used regression
to measure the strength of relationships between the criterion vartabte and the
latter set of predictors which balanced need fur predictive power of the set

and need for Independence among specific measures.

METHOD

Instrument

Data used for this study were collected by a questionnalre designed to
survey college faculty with respect to several variables thought to be I@portant
in determining attltudes abeut CB In higher education. The questionnalre asked
college professors: 1) to identify thelr perceptions of potential bargaining
Issues at thelr institutions, 2) to Indicate thelr relative agreement with
previously identified CB themes, 3) to indicate familiarity with, membership
in, assessment of, and preference for several potentfal faculty bargaining
agents, 4) to predict thelr own as well as thelr colleagues' reactions to
organizing thelr campuses for bargaining, and 5) to provide demogrephi¢
information, including (a) academic rank, (b) type of institution, (c) highest
,earned degree, (d) disclpline, (e) extent of professlonal activity, (f) years
: of htgher education exPerlence, (g) current appolntment statUS, (h) tenure

“’ status, (i) Institutlonal salary and other income, (j) proportlonate attent!on




;ehﬁ::t zus responses (ul%) returned from the first InStltutlon. 56“ (66%) fr°m the

|
to varlous dutles, (k) level of students worked with, (1} age, and {(m) marita)

status. Scoring was based on Llkert-type scales developed for each set of
ltems. Positlve or greater responses were scored at the hlgher ends of the

respective contlnua and negative or lesser responses at the lower ends.

Subjects and Adminlstration

Questlonnaires were dlstributed to 1588 faculty members at three hlgher
educatlon Institutlions In Ohlio. Two of the Institutlons were universitles,
one a newer and prluarily undergraduate urban Instltution and the second
a major comprehenslve state Instltution. The thlrd Instltutlon was one of
the state's new two-year technlcal colleges.

The sample was assumed to Include a slgnificant number of faculty
predisposed to support collective bargaining. These three Instltutions
were Independently reported to have been at dlfferent stages of development
with respect to CB. At the flrst, only a small segment of the faculty was
reported convinced that faculty interests could be achieved only through
collective action desplte the fact that one of Its faculty members Is a state
senator who has sponsored a CB bl11 in the state legislature. A slgnlficant
numbar of the faculty members at the second Institution were reported to have
been strongly promoting CB.at the time the questionnaire was distributed;
since that time, over sixty-flve percent of the faculty have signed petltions
requesting negotlatlons. Faculty at the third Institutlon had formed a local
affiliate of the NEA, and It has been successful In reversing faculty dismlssals
by the Inst!tution's board of trustees.

The questlonnaires guaranteed Indlvldual faculty anonymlty There were

’ﬁhhSecond, and 52 (37%) from the thlrd.~




Analysis ‘

Analysis examined, flrst»of all, correlations between the CB attitude
measure and the fourteen specific measuras constructed from the data where all
responses were complete. These measures fell Into three categorles: 1) percep-
tions of Institutional Issues, 2) perceptions of petentlal faculty agents, and
3) demographics.

White correlation coefficients Indicate strength and significance of the
relationships, a further question involved whether a subset of the fourtecen
explanatory varfables could be selected which provides prediction of CB attl-
tude. For this purpose, the study turned second to stepwlse regression
utilizing the CB attitude measure as criterion variable with all fourteen
potentlalkpredlctors consldered fer Inclusion In the regression equation
(Hatinski and Feldt, 1970) .

Third, a factor analysis of the fourteen predictor variables by the
method of principal components using palr-wise deletions for missing data
formed a reduced set of six orthogonal factors which were rotated toward
simple structure by the varlma; method. Fourth, factor analysls examined the
twenty=-four ltems of the category (1) measure because of the significance of
that variable and the difficulty of assigning it to previously identified
factors. Finally, analysis used least~squares regressions on a fixed set of
predictors selected from the two factor analyses for minimum multicolinearity

and high predictive power.

RESULTS

Table 1 presents correlatlon coefflclents (N=lg5) for relatlonshlps

)f'between the CB attItude measure and the fourteen potenth\7'predlctor meatures f"'ﬁ“‘”'

“tffgrouped into three categorles. Four of the relationships are stgnlficant at




TABLE 1|

Correlations Between Faculty Attltudes Toward Collective Bargaining and
Fourteen Variabtes

Vartables CB Attltude

Perceptions of Campus lIssues (xy) 0,41

Perceptions of Potentlal Agenfs

Membership/Activity Status (x3) -0, 16%
Performance/Potential Assessment (x3) -0.0!}
Demographics

Age (xy) -0.07
Highest Earned Degree (xg) ~0.19%
Higher Education Experlence (xg) -0,17%
Type of iInstitution (x7) 0.15%
Appointment Status (x ; 0.0}
Professorial Rank (xg? «0,25%%
Tenure Status (x10) ~0,23
inst!tutional Compensation (x]1) =0, 30"
Discipline (xj2) 0.06
Extent of Professional Activity (x13) -0, 16%
Marital Status (x)4) 0.05

“p .0l
p .001
the .001 level, five more at the .01 level.

THe faculty member's perceptions of the severity of instltutional potential
bargélnlng issues correlates more highly with attitude toward CB than does any .
other variable, and the relatlionship is positive and very significant. The
faculty member 's institutional Income is also a signlficant correlate, but
the relationshfp with CB attitude Ié a high negative one. Other significant
negatlvq correlates Include professorial rank and tenure status and, to a

‘lessefkektght,_age, hlghgst'garnéd degree,_Hiqhgr education exPertenge, and
© extent of professional actlvity, Porhaps most Interesting of all Is the

_ significant negatlve correlation between CB attltude and membership fnand




 77ffentered explain vlrtually none of the remalnlng varlance. L

fami!larity with one or more of the outslde associations which are potential
faculty bargalnling agents and the absence of a relationship between a faculty
member's attltude and assessment of the past performance and future potentlal
of those same assoclatlons.

Other varlables which are not related to the faculty member's attltude
toward CB are the type of Instltutlon where employed, the nature of his appolint=
ment, his dlscipline and marital status.

Results of the stepwise regresslon (N=495) utlilizing the fourteen potentlal
predictor variables appear In Table 2. All the equations derived represent
relationshlps based on those predictors whose regression coefficients are
slgnlficahtly different from zero at the .0l level by I'~test, and all predlctors
were Included by this selectlon rule. It should te noted, however, that the
additlon to RZ by Including more than the first three to enter is less than .01,

The multlvariate regression glves added Inslght into the degfee to which
salient variables relate to 8 attitude. Thus the comparatlve importance
of the faculty member's perceptions of the severlty of potenttal Instltutional
bargaining Issues is highllghted. In absolute as well as relative terms, it
Is perhaps the only varlable worthy of further consideration, but indlvidual
institutlonal compensation and the level of professional activity outside the
Institution also make some contribution to predicting CB attitude. And these
_ three variables apparéntly represent CB attltude's c°varlancé with academlc
rank and tenure status as well as involvement wlth bargaining associations so
‘that the latters' predictive effects are considerably dlmtn!shéd. Thus, percep=

tlons of issues and level of indlvldual compensatlon; at least, assume par

:Importance wlth these other correlates in predictlng ce attltude. ~Other Vaf'ébieﬁ'Zj,*;?

S nz RN




TABLE 2

Coeffliclents and Standard Errors for Regression and increase in R2 of Fourteen
Predictor Varlables

Predictor ' Regression Standard Increase
Varlables Coefficient Error in R2
(Constant = 35.934) |
Perceptions of issues (x1) \ -0.1605 0.016 0.1729
Compensaflon (x11) -0.0003 0.000 0.0684
Professional Activity (xj3) ° -0.4109 0.176 0.0116
Marital Status (xjy) 1.5547 0.759 0.0076
Degree (xg) ~0.7046 0.650 0.0060
Tenure Status (xjq) 0.1353 0.08) 0.0054
Age (xy) 0.0809 0.043 0.0075
~ Perceptions of Agents | (x3) -0.0742 0.04k4 0.0030
Type of Institution (x7) 0.0318 0.030 0.0023
Discipline (x72) 0.0829 0.107 0.0013
Appolntment (xg) ; -0.5744 0.661 0.0009
Academlc Rank (xg) . ; 0.3710 0.470 0.0010
Perceptions of Agents 1! (x3) ' 0.019% 0.035 0.0005
Experience (xg) ' -0.0132 0.064 ~0.0001

e

The results of the factor analysis (N=770) of the fourteen varlables,
which appear in Table 3, Indicate the difficulty In assigning logically
kconsisteh; and mu;Ua!ly exclusIve, ki qrbitréryé factor‘labéls. 'Three factors

{1 = 1115 Towest elgenvalue, .78) account for elghty-four percent of the

_ varlance. A flve=factor rotatlon with the fourteen varlables gave results
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TABLE 3

\
Loadlngs of fourteen Varlableé on Stx Underlylng Factors

Variables Underlying Factors
- I (N i v v Vi

Bargalning Status

Perceptions of Issues (x]) .24 R -,02 -1 .00 13

Perceptions of Agents | (x9) .68 -.0h .05 .09 -.06 .01

Perceptions of Agents || (x3) .52 -.06 -.02 13 .05 -.25
Compensation | Status

Experience (xg) ~ .00 .80 22 «,05 <10  -,0h4

Age (xy) ~ =.04 .85 .03 .07 .02 13

Cempensation (x)1) 15 Y 48 .20 -4 .26
Compensation |1 Status

Degree (xc) .01 .0 .67 .01 - 14 .16

Compensat?on (x11) ‘ .15 47 48 .20 - 4t .26
Area Status :

biscipline (x]2) 05  ~=.02  ~.05 51 =01  =.09

Professional Activity (x)3) .0k 12 .30 4o -. 04 0h
Appointment Status

Academlic Rank -(xg) . .01  -.52 -,57  -.05 .34 .02

Appolntment (xg) 03 =17 «.60 -0l 42 2

Tenure Status (x)q) -.06 -.56 -.35 -. 04 .37 .16
Other Status

Type of Institution (xy) .03 -.17 -.60 -.01 .01 A2

Marital Status (xjy) -.02 .00 .0l -.03  -,02 27

s

similar to those of the four-factor rotétton, and-comparisons among results
highlighted the difficulty of assigning perceptlions of Issues and compensation
to speciflc factors. Both analyses led to otheir unsatisfactory results though
they did suggest an expanded examination of perceptions of issues (x)) as an
Iﬁolated,variable and the importahce of 1ndtvidual compensatfon (x11) In |

_explalning the covarlance with CB attitude of other varfables.




n e

A factor analysis (N=770; bywthe same method described above of the
twenty=-four Items (KRyg=0.89, N=660) which constltuted the faculty member's
perceptions of Instltutional Issues revealed the alght factors displayed in
Table 4. One factor (V; eigenvalue, 6.33) explains nearly fifty percent of
the variance, and the addition of four factors (il = IV and VI; lowest elgen=
value, .82) explains ninty-flve percent of the varfance.

Factor labels, while arbitrary, describe the basic 1tems underlying each
factor of the x| variable. Three of'the factors involve the direct and indirect
monetary benefits of Institutional employment. The 'working conditions'! factor
Includes a range of items from teaching load to parking facillities. [tems
related to faculty relations to other groups, originally thought to constltute
a single factor, were sorted into two factors, ''faculty-student relations' and
“particlipation In decision-making.!" OQther factors are related to research,
promotion and tenure.

Results of the stepwise regression (N=574) utlllizing the eight factors
underlying perceptions of issues and the other two principal predictors identl-
fled earlier, individual compensatlon and extent of professional actlvity,
are displayed in Table 5. The selection rule described above agaln requlred
including all predictors. But the Increase in R? by Tncluding more than the
first three predictors to enfer was less théﬁ .01.

The predictors thus selected include the faculty member's perceptlon of
the relative severity of faculty salaries and recent salary increases and of
faculty participation in pollﬁy-making as Institutional lssues as well as the

tevel of the individual faculty member's present Institutional income.

 DISCUSSION

. Flndings of this study lead to three sets of concluslons. Flrst, our ~
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TABLE &4

Loadlings of Twenty-four |tems On Elght Underlylng Factors

ttems Underlylng Factors
f N U O N I A vi vl vl

Salary ‘
Present Annual Salaries .79 .18 12 13 .25 g4 0,01 .03
1972=73 Increases gV 19 17 .08 16 .10 07 R
" Beneflits ; : : ' : '
Medlcal Insurance .20 .62 .17 .07 .08 .0} .06 .09
Retlrement 10 .78 A3 .1 .07 .03 .16 .06
Other Financlal :
Outside Income Sources 23 .23 48 21 .08 .14 =~,01 .08
Sabbatlicals A3 .15 .84 o4 14 -,02 12 .09
Paid Leaves .06 .09 61 .16 .19 22 A5 <«,0]
Worklng Conditions
Teaching Load A3 .03 .13 k2 .26 .26 21 .13
Class Slze 0,01 .08 .39 .20 4 14 24
Instructlonal Faclllties o0 .15 15 .48 15 .06 .25 .10
0ffice Space .05 -.01 .04 .69 .1 0> .01 .06
‘Secretarlal Asslstance 05 .08 .19 .6) ,08 .01 .04 .01
Eating Facility -,01 .08 -,03 .43 .12 .09 ,10 .05
Parking Facility .16 .2& 20 .25 -.04 -0k -,13 .17

participation In
Declslon=Making '
Faculty-Administration 17 .01 5 .17 .65 .03 .15 .37

Faculty-Trustees ,06 -,01 .15 ,18 .56 11 ,13 .29
Program Pollcles .10 .05 .06 ,22 .74 .21 .06 ~.03
Personnel Polictes .10 .08 .08 ,18 .84 .20 .08 -.04
Budget Policles ' 16 .07 b .IS .72 A7 .07 .05

Promotion-Tenure Policles
Promotlion 13 .03 16 .09 .30 .75 04,02
Tenure .09 .0} 05 L4 24 73 12 Lok

- Research Support -
- Library Fazilitles ~,03 J1 .01 b N .08 .71 01
 Research Facillties. .09 07 W21 .18 13 06 58 .10




13

TABLE 5

Coefflclents and Standard Errors and Increase In R? of Three Predlctor Variables

Predictor Regresslon Standard Increase
Variables ~ Coefficient Error in R

(Constant = 41,234h)

Participation In

Decision=Making (V)3 -0.3146 ©0.057 0.1485
salary (1) -0.6680 S 0,117 0.0735
indlvi dual Compensation (xy}) ~0,0004 0.000 0.0448
Benefits (I1) : -0.2702 0.108 0,0093
Professional Activity (x3) ~0.3668 0.163 0.0076
Promotion-Tenure Policles (Vi) -0,1876 0.111 0.0037
Working Conditions (1V) 0.0519 0.048 0.0009
Other Financial (111) -0.0978 0.111 0.0010
Research Support (Vi) -0.0359 0.108 0.0002
Faculty-Student Relations (V111) -0, 0584 0.212 0.0001

[ = VIl are factors of x|

knowledge of the extent of relationships between the college professor's

relative acceptance or rejection of CB in higher education, specifically, a

faculty member's attlitude toward 1ts emergehce at his or her own institution,

and the other attitudinal as well as demographlc measures Investigated clarifies

our general understandlng of this phenomenum. Second knowledge of the relatlon-
_i!ships |dentified Is potentiaily useful to all of the partles who are tnvolved f

- ,’7f|n organazlng and negotlating wlth!n hlgher educatlon instltutions accordlng to

I[turgy Thlrd, the result 1°F the s‘udy reported here have impllcations i




for further Investigatlons in thls area.

Most of the results of thls study were consistent with the authors'
anticlpations, though some were not, In particular, the Inverse retationship
botween acceptance of CB In hlgher education and such factors as age, hlghest
earned degree, hlgher education experience, level of activity In respective
professional fields, academlc rank, tenure status and level of Institutional
compensation was not surprising, The strong direct relationship between the
faculty member's perceptions of the serlousness of instlitutional Issues and CB
attltude was anticlipated though not that it should explalin other relationshlps
to the extent It apparently does. Too, the demonstrated lack of relatlonships
between CB attltude and type of hlgher education institution, discipline or
marital status was expected and suggests that similar attltudes among academic
generatlons cross department and instltutional barrlers. {t was somewhat
~surprising that faculty members who were famlliar with the programs of one

or more of the assoclatlons vying for faculty representation had generally
negative attlitudes toward CB though present differences among the respectIVe
organlzations may help to explain this finding. Flinally, the results relnforced
a priori assumptions about the Importance of faculty participation In Instltu-
tional déclslon-making vis-a-vis predicting CB attitude.

The results of this study may be Interpreted In a variety of ways which
suggest courses of actlon for Indivldual‘faculty, campus organizers and Instl-
tutional offlclals. No cause and effect relatlonshlps can be implied, but
some |nterestlng cont!ngencies can be hypothesized

|t mlght be speculated that younger and less experlenced faculty have not

'f;yet dlscovered the rewards or satlsfactlons that seasoned veterans have found ln T

‘ﬂégi exc!uslve attentton to professlonal actlvlties, especially research and
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authorship. Or, younger faculty members, not constralned by traditlional
assumptions and stereotyped perspectives ebout hligher education, may be the
agents of some fundamental if Inevitable Institutional changes. The results of
this study are not conclusive In elther regard.

Those traditional governahce bodies which are organized wlthin Instltutlons
of higher education to represent facUlty interests may have demonstrated alter=
natives which faculty percelve‘tc be more effective than CB8 in achleving the
goals desired. Or, faculty, caught in a means-ends dilemma, may be more concerned
about traditional ethics or procedural rubrics than the Immediate results which
might be achieved by organizing under the ausplces of outside associations. Or,
these latter assoclations, which are Intended to meet faculty needs, el ther have
not In fact been successful in so doing or, possibly, haven't yet identified
the dominant concerns. Again,. the results present no conclusive evidence of
any of the above. But distinctly different courses‘of action for those interested
In higher education organizing are implied.

College and university administrators and boards of trustees concerned
about the onslaught of CB within their traditional domains may recognize the
necessity of demonstrated success In shoring up institutional resources in
the face of the present economic perll and attempting to meet faculty demands
for. higher sataries. In another Instance, these leaders, concluding that
" present enrollment declines and inflationary trends preclude satisfying faculty
monetary damands, may revitalize traditional faculty participation In institu=
tional pollcy-maklng by seeking the involvement of the more;vocally concerned

and less mobiie younger faculty 0r perhaps both admlnlstrators and faculty

v "fu,ffwlll conclude that CB Is ln thelr mutual best lnterests. ln any case, the

Lfbehavlors oF the lnstltutlonal offlclals wlll have slgnlflcant repercu3510ns,aifgy[ﬁ;*'"
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From a research perspectlva, this study demonstrates the lack of a conclu=
sive understanding of the higher education CB phenomenum. But is suggests
sevaral avenues for further Investigation.

The results of a comprehensive study using random or strat!fied data from
all higher education Institutions can support conclusive insights. Such a study
should Include comparable data from Institutinns demonstrated to be at various
stages of (B development. Results of the factor analyses reported here bear
implications for the design of relevant instrumentation for such studies.

The use of a set of predictors constructed according to the researcher's
Interests at a point in time, may lead to a set of relationships other than
those shown in this study. Yhough optimum predictive power may be reduced,
such a procedure may ultimately prove beneficlal In understanding the phenomenum
beling stﬁdled.

Finally, the resuits of a series of comparableAstudles within Individual
Institutions at various stages of CB development would provide data reflecting
differences in C8 attitudes, 1f any, which, tn turn, could be used to establish
a set of predictors for predicting changes in CB attitude over time. Such
studles would Ién& yet another perspective to our understanding of the CB

movement .

REFERENCES

Halinskl, R. S. and L., S, Feldt. The selection of variables fin multiple
regresslon analysis. . Journal of Educational Measurement, 1970, 7, 151~

157.

Hook, Sldney The academic mission and collective bargalining. Paper presented
at the annual conference of the Natlonal Center for the Study of Colliective
Bargainlng in nghar Education, washlngton, 0.C., Aprll, 1973

: Kennelly, John Rupp Collective oargainlng in hlgher educatlon ln the Uplted
States: Conceptual models and a 5urvey ‘of Incldence among faculty and - ol
supportlve professio"al per onnel Seattle.n Washlngton Unlverslty, |972:,,;*» -




v

Natfonal Education Assoclation. Report to the executfve commlttee from the
NEA“task force on hlgher education. Washington, 0.C.: WNEA, February,
1974.

Semas, Philip W. Three vie for preslidency of AAUP; flrst real contest in 59
years. The Chronlcle of Higher Education, 1974, 8 (20), 5.

Stevert, Willtam A, Bargaining vote set this week at U. of Hawall, The
Chronlcle of Hlgher Education, 1974, 8 (23), .

Weldon, Ward. Rouport of attitude survey. Unpublished manuscript, Columbus,
Ohlo: Ohlo Educatlion Assoclatlion, 1972.




