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INTRODUCTIQN TO MONOGRAPH SERIES

The Center for Studies in Higher Education at the
University of Oklahoma introduces a rew monogranh series

in its continuing search for avenues of.communication with
/

)

the world of learning. o

The Center for Studies in Higher Education 1is

-

|

4 : v dedicated to the exploration of pertineﬁt subjects falling

-

within the purview of higher education as a social enterprise,
'The Center is interested in higher education's history,’ its

contemporary importance to the socialforder, and its prospects

e -

for the future. This interest embraces the ceaselessly

changiiig variety of internal relationships according to which
/ - .

. academia functions as a social org¥nism, proceeds toward its
¥ ' v * ' ‘
diverse ‘goals -- preserving, transmitting, and transforming
. \‘ M
the culture of which it ccntin@gs to be a necessary part.
N
54 - ,

j B The first publication &ﬁ the Series, University Goals

and Collective Bargaining by L;nn.w. Lindeman, reports an
investigation of a contemporary conéern ;mbng educators aé?oss
the country - collective bargaining. Mbre spécifically, the'
studyrexamined the relationship between university.facﬁltx,ana
administrators attitudeF toward collective bargaining in terms

, i§A3/4 | |

Q o
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of their views of the goals and the functions of the -—
university. The faculty and administrators in a single
i ]

large, multi-purpose state university .were sampled to provide

. - 3 . '—_——h--
three test groups; administrators, faculty.with favorable

attitudes toward collective negotiations, and faculty with

unfavorable attitudes toward collegtive negotiations, The
. ) )

three test groups were cohpared on the basis of their perception
. . . -
of thé importance the institution accorded goals and the

emphasis given institutional functions. The firMdings indicated
N
that faculty with favorable attitudes toward collective nego-

tiations differed significantly from other test groups'in their

perceptions of the importance tfle institution accorded go*ls
|

and functions. It is anticipated that these findings will

‘assist students of higher .educatign in extending the

examination of collective bargaining in higher education

L

beyond the level of operational contexts,

»

Y

The author of the first monograph, Lynn W, Lindeman,
reqeived his Ph, b. in higher education administration at the
University of Oklahgma. ﬁHe Has been actively invo;ved with
collective bargaining in higher educatien, both as a researchéf

. 'Y

and negotiator, He has served in both a teaching and/or

: . ¢ ! . ’ !
administrative capacity at Western Michigan University, the
) O N )
University of Qklahoma, and is currently\ Executive Assistant
. ‘.1 - . \

to ‘the President of the University of Guam. -
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

+

Background of the Problem | .
\ , .
{ : . .
: The contemporary literature on higher education

[N

expresses considerable interest in institutional goals, .
practices, and the recent emergence of collective bargaining

in higher education.

t

The current focus on institutional goals in higher

education 'jas as its genesis what David Riesman calls the
"ecollision course" in higher education between the increased
expactations of the public and the limited resources avail-
able.1 When.Harvard was folinded in 1g36, higher education
was to be for a miniscule elite, Institutions of higher
education, as the nineteenth century p;ogressed, expanded
the services they provided, The award of the first Ph. D.
at Yale in 1861 and the passage of the Morrill Act in 1862
weré watersheds in higher'education history, they marked }he

beginniing of the research and service function of American

Y . . .
higher education, World wars I and 11, and the reactggn to

2l

. lpavid Riesman, "The Collision'cburse of Higher {
Education'", The Journal of College Studént Personnel, 1lu
(Nov., 1969), pp. 363-369. | -

L
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sputnik in 1957 serve as indicators of the increased demands

on higher education to provide research'and service, "The
. [

4 0
University has become a prime instrument of national

r

pux'pose.'-‘2 .

Institutions of higher education have become what

L) ' . . .
Jacques Barzun compares to a "firehousé on the corner",

-

responding to all calls for assistance.> Robert Hutchins

has compared the university to a medieval guild which "under-

4

took to be everything for the town'. Institutions have .

simply added functions to existing ones to meet the needs of

their constituents. President Johnson's statement that ''we

expect institutions of higher learning to right many of

¢

_society's wrongs such as poverty and social injustice; we |
expect them to make the lame walk and to devise ways to feed

the world's hungry; and we expect, them to offer blueprints

LS

for the curbing of inflation" provides a verbalization of the

expectations fo~ higher e?ucatiop to solve the nation's 1113.5

= *

The increased demands of society have come into

2Clark kprr, The Uses of the University (New York:
Harpes, 1963), p. 87. . . o

Jacques Barzun, The American University: How it
Runs and Where It's Going (New York: Harper, ,1968)..

4Robert Hutchins, The University in America. An
Occasional Paper of the Center for the Study of Democratic
Insiitutions, Santa Barbara, Calif,, (1966), p. 29.

5L, B. Johnson?® quoted in Gene A, Budig, ed., ,
Perceptions in Public Higher Education (Lincoln, Neb.:
University of Nebraska Press,; 1970), p. Xi.




collision with The New Depression in Hiagher Education.”
. - Americans still expect areat things from their systems of
higher educatidn, but'they have come to balk at the price.
At .

When one considers that tuition fees have risen three to
four times as fast as’ the national price index for other
goods and services, with only medical and hospital costs
thing risen faster, the.reaction'of the public is under-~
st’andab}e.7q With the cost of a single tonventional course
with t@egty students being no less than'SZO,OOO,8 and the
‘estimated real cost of a students higher education being

’ S9,07d.per year,? it is readily apparent that educational
coste have risen. While educational costs have risen to new

}

heights, financial resources seem to have reached limits of
availability, and competition for limited resources with

other institutions that service society has increased, '"The

A ] . . . .
" crunch of new demands against limited rescurces"10 has served

6garl F. Cheit, The New Depression in Higher Educa-
tion (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971). A -
7Louis T, Benezet, "Continuity and Change: The Need
for Both," in The Future Academic Community: Continuity and
Change, John Caffrey, ed., (Washington, D.C.: American
Council on Education, 1969), p. 19. - :
8Howard R. Bowen anrd Gordon K, Douglas, Efficjiency
in Liberal Education (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), p. 85.
YHoward K. Bowen and Paul Servelle, Who Benefits From
Higher Education and Who Should Pay? (Washington, D.C.:
American Association for Higher Education, ,1972), pp. 31-32,
1ORichard'E‘.. Pei.erson, The Crisis of Purpose: Defini-
tion and Uses of Institutional Goals, Report No. 5. (Washing-
ton, D.C,: E.R.I.Cs Clearinghouse on Higher Education, 1970),

p. 1. v | j -
._ . 4
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to focus attention toward the goals of institutionalized

-
-

higher education. - . .

Institutions of higher‘ﬂearning are increasingly
being called upon to articulate their goals in ways meanindg-
ful to their constituencies. The Carnegie Commission on

Higher Education's 1972 publication, The More Effective Use

of Resources: An Imperative for Higher Education, notes that

- '- . - - . 0 - -
one solution to the financial crisis 1s for "insiitutions to
carefully analyze the relations between the use of resources

and the accomplishment of goals . . . ”.11 In 1947 the

L] -
Truman Commission of Higher Education stated that the major
need of Américan colleges ;ﬁd universities was "té{see
clearly what it 1is they are trying to accomplisﬁ", we arey
little closer today'fhan we were in 1947.12 Today the need
for clear-cut goals has reached a crisis stage, "a crisis

of.purpose".13 The need for clear, explicit goal statements

to rrovide, focus and direction are heard from numerous

llcarnegie Commission on Higher Education, The More
Effective Use of Resources: An Imperative for ngper Edu-
cation (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), p. viii,

2Franc1s Horn, Challenge and Perspective in ng_gr
Education (Carbondale, Ill.:~ Southern Illigois University
Press, 1971), p. 224.

3Peterson, The Crisis of Purpose. ‘' E. 1.
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4 ‘ . .
sources.1 Currently.the Western Interstate&Commxssxon on

‘Higher Education is devoting considerablé\attention to the

%
¢

.development of models whlch faC111tate goal settlngx‘

1

As growth has begoiten‘lore growth, and specializa- =

tion more specialization, institutions have become, to use

LY

Clark Kerr's term, "multi-versities"™. Now in the period of

financial restraint, the task that James Perkins pointed out

in 1966, "to draw the lines between their iegitimate and
il{é@itimate functiqns, and to see clearly where their.
. N 16 \ oo . .
mission begins and ends", is of particular importance to
AU Coe -

L] ~
institutions of higher' educaiion. Decisions of choicgof
/ missions will not be easy-ones, because univeFsities are . .*
‘ . v £ . .

f -
L]
S \/f’ "multisversities, not one community, but several."17 As
A\

T s .
l4gee for example: ©Oliver C. Carmichael, '"Major

. Strengths and Weaknesses in Higher Education,ﬂ, Current
| Issues in Higher Education (Washington, D.C.: A.A.H.E.,
1953); Donald Faulkner, '"The Formation of Institutional
Objectives," Journal of Higher Education, 29(Nov., 1958),

‘ | pp. 425-430; Nicholas Demerath' Richard Stephens, and R
N Robb Taylor, Power, Presidents and Professors (New York:
. Basic Books, Inc., 1967); Philip Winstead and Edward -
Hobson, '"Institutfonal Goals: Whegye to From Here?' Journal.
. . of Higher Education, 42(Nov,, 1971), pp. 669-677; Charles

S. Nelson, "Observations on the Scope of Higher Education
Planning in the United States," in Paul Hamelman, ed.,
Managing the University: A Systems Approach (New York:
Praeger Publications, 1972), pp. 31-47, -
o 15gen Lawrence, "The W.I. C.H.E, Planning and Manage-
s ment Systems Program: Its Nature, Scope, and Limitations,"
pp. 49-75 in Hamelman, ‘ . ’
. 16James Perkins, The Unlverszty in Transitiébn.
(Princeton,” N.J.: Princeton Uaners1ty Press, 1966), P 23,
.17Kerr, p. 19. —
o | : | . . A
~ oA t ‘ _ o _./-

o
LK ]
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institutions are increasingly forced to choose ameng alter-
. ; . :

: N P : ' ‘ .
' natives and prlorltles, those diverse elements of the univer-

' sity lel comFete to determine whose goals become th
institutional goals. | .

"Thé new university is a conflict-prone organization.
A -

Its maQy purpaées push and pull in dlfferent girectioneg. 19

“.:

Or many gampuses there are w1de1y~d1vergent views andeften

/
/éonflicting-ones, as to the prope? role of the institutfen,20
o t

4 | < A recent study by Lipseét and Ladcd notes that the 'profess-

£
-

' oriate has/become deeply divided because it has become extra-

P
ordinarily disparate in its range of fields, substantiwe-
-interests, and outside associations .. . . 1,21 The lack of

. . e .
unity in the modern university can be noted in Hutchins'® -

-

A description of the modern aniversity as a '"series of separate

schools and departments held together by a central heating

system",22 and Clark Kerql;znotation of it as "a series of

t
,

’

18Richard Peterson, Toward Institutional Goal-
Consciousness, Report from the Proceedings of the 1971
Western Regional Qonference on Testing Problems (Berkeley,
Calif.: E. T. C., 1971), p. 11. ° .

193urto R. Clark, "The New Unlver51ty" in Carlos
Kruytbosch and heldon Messinger (ed% )y fhe State of the,
University: Authority and Change (Beve. .v yllls, Calif,:
Sage Publications, 1968), pp. 17-26. /7

20peterson, Crisis, p. 1. A

2l1geymour Lipset and Everett Ladd, "The Divided
i ) Professoriate", Change, 3(May-June, 1971) p. S4.
22Hutch1ns, quoted in Kerr; p. 20. "

-
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" individual facqlty entrepreneurs held together by a common

»

23

grievance over-parking". while all the constituencies of

L. : _
the university desire to see it fulfill its true purpose,

-

there are "several visions of true purpose, each relating to

: : 4
a different layer of history, a different web of forces."2

"The university is so many things to so many different

LY

"people that it must, of necessity, be partially at war with
itself."?> There are then, competing conceptions of what

the university should be., It has been noted that the growth
of the sixties was not the result of planning, but the

Y
result of accommodation between ''competing power blocks".

i

26

Competition can be expected to increase as universities go

through the process of getting more effective usebs out of

resources.2’/ Much of the concern over academic governance

and resource allocation has at its base the realization that
compting definitions of institutdonal purposes are deter-
mined by those who control those processes,

* ‘- - -
One of the most frequent complaints in academe-1s

et -
23Kerr, p. 20 :

24gerr, , '. 8-9. : , ~

251bid. |

26Richard E. Peterson, "Reform in Higher Education:
Reinarks of the Left and Right'", Liberal Education, 55(March,
1969)," p, .60, ‘ .

7Cafnegie Commission, The More Effective Use of

Resources, p. 21,

”
"y

16

-

)



5 3
. class with interests and ideologies of its own',

s

LY

. _ - _
that administration is failing to set goals,28 by the same

token another most common complaint is that the faculty "are

not allowed enough influence in goal determination.29

Burton Clark and others Have noted that in the multiversity
- . o1

there are two primary interest groups, therfaculty,and,the

administration. There has developed an Qadministrative

30

L]

It 1is

.
anticipated that admininstrative power will Jrow in the
! - .

future. The financial crises will cause-a greater“degree of

centralization and "administration, because it deals with

-

money, and moﬁey is now par'ticularly important, will gain
authority".31 The Carnegie Commission notes that while

administration may‘be ;iewed as a means to an end, under
circumstances as they are now, "it may come to seem, and

even sometimes be, that the means determine the ends".

Wwhile the administrators have seemingly been gaining greatef

L4 L]

power, some faculty have been asking for a greater role in

-

planning, budgeting, and finance allocation, and the setting

" : . o

;

281, R. McConnell,\ "The Function of Leadership in

Academic Institutions!, Ed cationa&’Record; 49 (Spring, 1968),"

pb. 145-153, =

29gee:s William 'E. Moran, "A Systems View of Univer-
gity Organizatio?", pp. 3-12 in Mamelman; also Faulkner,
and Barzun. ' C e -
30clark, p. 19. :

lcarnegie Commission, The More Effective Use of

e

Resources, Pe. 21. °
32 Ibid. 1 7 .
) {

11



g
of institutional goals and, priorities.

A growth in the power of administrators represents
an upset in the presumed balance between_academic
activities and support activities on campus. _The.
faculty often grumblesgthat administrators_ are over-
paid, and that too much attention is given to support
activities (often called simply red tape) rather
than to the goals of the university. Faculty members .
resent too what they feel to be the illegitimate
| pretensions of some administrators ﬁg "represent"
‘ ] the faculty or the university. The growth in the
. power of administrators is not, in it8elf, regarded
as necessarily undesirable, even by the academic
person (who typically holds highly traditional
views of what the university ought to be ‘doing),
provided that administraters. use their power to
help the university attain goals that academic
people accept. The situation becomes a source of.
‘ . genuine concern only when administrators are seen
both as having moye power than the faculty ‘and as
* using that power to pursue goals considered}r
undesirable or, at least, tangential to des
goals. ' ' '

P

=

able

by

4

Tension has been fostered-in higher education because the

-”~

administrators have usually ended up taking the initiative
_, *

’ V4 -

35

in planning, while the faculty have played a reactive role,

b

\ ~ The proper role of administration and faculty in

1
.y .

- .
. - 7 J

goal’setting,is still being debated. There are thije who

. ‘4,33Te:rence Tice, "Pros and Cons of Collective \

Barbaining", in Terrence Tice, ed., Faculty Power, Collective
, . "~ Bargaining on Campus (ARn Arbor, Mich,: Institute of Con-

" tinuing Legal Education,’972), pp. 129-137, :
"~ 34gpgward Gross and Paul V. Grambsch, University Goals

. and Academic Power (Washington, D. C.: American- Council on
Education, 1968), p. 2. | )

385 nest Palola, Timothy Lehmann, Lnd william Blidhke,
"The Reluctant Planner: \Facultyiin Institutiona{\?lanning",

The Journal soi Higher Education, 42(Oct.,, 1971), pp. 587-602.

R

RN T
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desire the president to be the goal determiner. A review of

the literature on the job of the ﬁresident leaves one with

\ -

A the impression that it is the president's most important
function. Henry Wriston writes: '"An essential part of the

pregidents job is.long-range planning."36 Harold Stoke
N

writes: "It is his unique job to clarify the purposes of

; the institution and how) Best to achieve them."37

-

-

Simon writes that the president "shouyld be a leader in

Herbert

setting institutionaligoals.“38 Douglas Brown writes: ."The
‘) president of a college should essentially be its leader in

general educational poLicy."39 Robert Osmunson, in a study

.

of presidential inaugural speeches, found that approximately

\ s

. o
» 957% of the presidents made reference to the presidents role

A}

of providing educational leadership by providing institutional

direction.40 Others clajm that the proper role of adminis-

-

”“\ifatlon is to maximize faculty determnnatlon of ;nstltutlonal
goals, While there is disagreement on the role facuity and

. - . .
B - ’

-

o’
, 36 | . .o ’ :
e Henry Wriston, The Academi¢ Procession (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1959), p. 116. ‘
37Harold Stoke, The. American College President 4( New
) “Xork: Harper .and Row, 1959).
7 38Herbert Simon, *The Job of a College Presréent,"
. . Educatloggl Re€ord, XLVII(W&n&er, 1969), p. 70.
P J. Douglas Brown,/"Mr. Ruml's Memoirs: = A Wrong .

Approach to the Right’ Probiem," Journal of  Higher Education,
XXX(Nov., 1959), p. 415.
_ Orobert Lee Osmunson, "Highei Education as Viewed -
y | "by College and University Presidents,' School and Society,
XCviiI(Oct., 1970), p. 369. ' s
.3
2 _

S
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L
L]
LY

‘administration should play in goal,determination, there i

a realization among some that goal consensus is' necessary

-
* ]

for 1nst1tu71on effectiveness. 1 How to galn’ a consensus

. L\ . . . .
on university.goals is one of the major question$ facing

higher education. Two major options are now competing for

support. One is shared_goﬁernaqce, and the other is 'formal

.

bargaining. . Algo Henderson notes that there are two primary

faculty participation models, shared governance and collective’

i
-

. s 42 .
negotiations, The concept of shared governance 1S that

traditional to higher education. It finds its classic

-

statement in the 1966 nStatefient on Government of Colleges

*

and Universiiies", issued jointly by the American Association
of University Professors, the American Council on Education,
. !

-
and th@ Association of‘Governing Boards of Universities and

43 pasic to this shared governance concept is that

Colleges.

" concensus can be reached by participative decision making.

Supporters of this option urge administration to "col ialize

¢ g 4 o \\' .”

- ; . 4
their relationship’. , o

L

41

Perkins; Cliftoh Wharton, "Internal Dedision Processes of"
the University"/ Educational Record, 52(1971), ppP. 240-243y
and Winstead a .

.42Ahgo H ers 'Control in Higher Educatlon.
Trends and Is The Journal of Higher Bducatlon, XL(Jan.,
1969), pPps 1- 11. -

"Louis Joudhin, ed., Academic.%aeodom apd Tenure:
A Handbook of the A. A. U, P, (Madison, Misc.: University

- See: Deferath, Stephens, angbi;ylor; James A,

of Wisconsin Press, 1969), pp. 90-101. - .
44Demerath Stephqns, and Taylor, P~ 2164

SN\ - N

7‘_ ‘__ ~
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Increasingly, faculty are electing tye s:cond model
e )

of bargaining as a "decision- mamlng process'" in hlghet edu-

cation.45 While it is argued that bargalnlng will "carry

with it the automatic end of governance as We know it

L]
[}

46

today," others point out that conflict and negotiations

are basic to governance as we know it tqday.47

The resolution of conflict in mdern organi-
zation% is made difficult by the fact that conflict
is not formally récognized, hence legitimated. To
legitimate conflict™wghld be inconsistent with the
monocratic, nature of hierarchy., ‘It would require »
formal bargaining prqcedures, Modern ‘organizations,
through the formal hlerarchy of authority s seek an .
madministered consenées'". Conflict resolution,
therefore, must occur informally in surrptitious
and somewhat illegal’‘means, Or else it mugt be ¢
repressed; creating a phony atmosghere of good
feeling and superficial harmony.-

The bargaining model requires that "groups would negotiate

issues relating to goals and methods . n49

As of January, 1972, approximately fifty-five -

-—

-sﬁﬁmerécan Association of Colleges, "Collective
Bargaining:- fts Fiscal Implications,”" 1970. pp. 1-8.
(Mimeoqraghed.) _ ; - } . -

Clarence Hughes, "Collective Bargaining and the
levate Colleges," Intellect, (Oct., 1972), p. 42,

47gee: Gordon Hullfish, "A Theoretical Considera-
tion of Educational Adpinistration,'" in Walter Hagk, et. al. :
Educational Administration: Selected Read&ggg (Boston:

Allyn and Bacon, 1965), pp. 38-54; Jame%Tb. Thompson and
William J. McEwen, 'Organiz ornal Goals anq Environment:
Goal Setting as an Intexahtf“ﬁ"?rocess,' American Socio- .
logical® Review, 23(Feb,., 1958), pp. 23-31. '

#BVictor "A. Thogpson, "Hierarchy, Specialization, .

and Organizational Conflict," Administrative Science ‘ .

@axwrlgs 5(March—1961), P 521. ' - ,
Hgpderson, "Control in H;ghe& Education: Tren?é
and Issues," p. 7. - /L . .2

) S S
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" thousand academic personnel had elected bargaining agents on

o ~ ’ ¥ '
one-hundred-sixty-three campuses in seventeen states.so

¥
i

Many, as Malcolm Scully, former editnr of the Chronicle of

\ Higher Education, wrote, "believe academic professionals

should organize becausg, unlike other professions, they are

&
“

employed by institutions. Their goals and those of the

institution may sometimes differ_."s1

t. A

-

Unions on campus have not denled that there are
legitimate institutional goals, They have not denied
that there is a community of interest shared by the
institution and the faculty. But they have empha-
s{zed that the goals of a system and of the faculty
. may differ widely and that conflict will inevitably
ERN arise as the generaliZed goals-of the institution are

‘ translated into decisions on operatigh and policy.
: Hence, the role of-the union is to make sure that

act1ons taken reflect the interests Qf the faculty.

L B

The contracts negotiated to date are primarily con-

53

cerned with economic matters. This concern for financial

A -

h ,
! J . -~

rewards has tended to push goal fofmulation into the back-

ground but as Allen Smith, Vzce—Pre51dent for Academic

- - - ”
5 . '

g e

Affairs @t the Unlversgty of . Mlchlgan, has noted, "one can
P

- not bargain eXClusively‘§n economic relationships forever.

~ Surely the other ,side of the table will want somg;hingzhf

-
-

-

5OTlce, P. 291, :
51Malcolm G. Scully, "Should Facultles 0rgan12e7"'

: in Tice, pp. 121-122. L
' \ s 2Charles M. Rehmus, "Alternatives.to Bérgaining'
» and Tradltlonal Governance,'" in Tice, p-. 92. J

53carol H. Schulman, Collective Bargaining on ,
- Camgus (Washington, D.C.: American A55001at10n for Higher
Educaticn, 1972), p. 4.

f

.
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return for the money.">4 The qarnegie Commission has re-

commended that institutions.with faculty that empldy col-

lective bargaining employ pegotiations experts and 'consider

—— ¢

agreements that will induce increases in productivity of
‘faculty members . . . 1n55

wWhile bargaining may focus on resources ratfier
than explicitly on goals, the-fact remains that

it is improbable that a goal can be effective
unless it is ,at least partially implemented. To.
the extent that bargaining sets limits on the
amount of resources available or the ways they may
be ‘employed, it effectively sets limits on choice
of goals,>® ' , -

. The prospect of goal determination via collective bajf%ining
requires that the relationship between institutional/ goal
ptrception and collective bargaining be)inveStigated.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this research is to investigate the
extent to which faculty and administrator perceptions of

Jinstitutional goals~and functions are related to faculty
attitudes toward collective bargaining.
x e )
More gpecifically,. this study seeks afiswers to the

Val .

-

]

following questions:. -
' - . o ' -
1. What attiéiges do uniwversity faculty members

" hold toward collectlve negotlatlons?

Y
- - - ‘/

-

54 ' g
Allen F. Smlth ﬂShould Faculties Organize?": in'

Tice, pp._119-120. “%L
Carnegie Commissioh, The More Effect‘ye se of
Resources, p. 89. / .
¢ 6Thomlpson and McEwen p. 27. o :
N )

o 23
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2. 1Is the degrée of agreement betwgen faculty mem-
bers and administrators on the importance of
perceived institutional goals significantly re-
lated to attitudes toward collecsive negotiations?¢
3. 1Is the degree of agreement between faculty mem-
bers and administrators on the importance of

¢ perceived institutional preferred goals signi-
~ficantly related to attitudes toward collective
negotiations? ) -,

4, Is the degree of agreement between faculty mem-
" bers and administrators of the emphasis given
to a perceived function related to attitudes

toward collective negotiations?

5. Are certain biographic-career characteristics-
related to favorable attitudes toward collective

negotiations?

Need for the Study

Today over 55,000 academié pérsonnel have elected,

57

collective bargaining agents. Increasingly, bills are

: 0 : ) .
being introduced into state legislatures to enable collec-

tivé negotiatiéns in higher ‘education. For example, the 34th

e ' Okl#homa Legislature has seen the introduction of House Bili
ib . No;'1345, "EstgbliShing the Right of Collective Qargaining
by the Professional Staff of Colleges; ?royiding.for Recog-

nition of Bargaining Agents for Professiqpaf Staffw"sa

The statutory right to bargdin collectively is thought to-

—

. 571ice, p. 291,
) 58hHouse Bill No. 1348 introduced by Lindstrum, 34th .
Legislature, 1st session, Oklahoma, 1973, ) )

L
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. ‘ . o 59 .
have acted as an impetus to collective baraaining. The
. / A
gompetitinn between the American Federation of Teachers, thg

National Education Associationy and the American Associatidn
. of University Professors to represent faculty as bargaining
agents will increase the utilization of collective nego-
. . 60
tiations by faculty members,

Recently the importance of identifying institutional

LY

goals for the purpose of planning has become well known.61

!
Such financial planning systems as Program Planning Budgeting,

(P.,P.B.S.), requires identification of goals as a starting

. . 3
p01nt,62 as does a Management Information System.6 The

implementation of the concept of accountability also

»
-/.

requires goal identification.64 This study will provide

595Chulm&ﬂw Pe S
601pid., p. 6 ‘
61F1aine S. and G.  I. Swanson, (eds.), Educational
Planning in the United States (Itasiec, Il1l.: 1969),
‘ "B2Ben Lawrence, George Weathersby, and Virginia
'\ Palters, (eds.); The Outputs of Higher Education: Their
*E\\Prox1es, Measurement, and Evaluation (Boulder, Colo,:  W.I.
C.H.E., 1970).
63w. J. Minter and Ben Lawrence, (eds.), Management
.Information Systems: Their Development and Use in the
Admini tratlon of Higher Educatlon (Bonlder, Colo.: W.I.C,
H-E., 1969).
64kenneth P. Mortimer, Accountability in Higher
‘Educatlon (wAshlngton, D.C.: A,A.H,E., 1972),

»




information on the perceived goals of the féculty and admin-
istration of a large multi-pufpose state university,

An extensive review é} the literature relating to
goals and collective bargaiming indicates that no'stud; has
yet been undertaken examining the relationship between faculty
attitudes toward collective bargaining and their pqrcebtion of
iﬁstitutional goals., While no studies have been -undertaken,

1

literature in the field indicates that there is reason to-

investigate whether attitudes toward collective bargaining

" are rélated to perceptions of institutional goals. Dissatis-

faction with the role of faculty in governance, which is

-
often cited as a cause for faculty unionization, seems to
have at its base the feeling that faculty should determine
institutional directions, and that there ibis dissatisfaction
with administration in this regard.65 Some authors poiﬁt

out that conflict between administration and faculty reflects

differences of opinion over future directions of growth.66

7

65gee for example: Arnold R. Webér, "Academic Nego-

‘tiations: Alternatives to Collective Bargaining,' A report

présented at the 22nd National Conference on Higher Educa-
tion, sponsored by the A.A.H.E,, Chicago, March 6, 1967.
(E.R.I.C., ED 014 122), p. 25 American Association for
Higher Educaiion, Faculty Participation in University Gover-

nance (Washington, DiC.: A.A.H.E., 1967); Isreal Kugler,

"Collective Bargaining for Facultiesg," Liberal Education,
56(March, 1970), p. 80. '

. .66$ee:~ alcolm Scully in Tice; Allén F., Smith in
Tice; and Harold Orland, The Effects of Federal Programs on.
Higher Educatiol (Washington, D.C.: The Brooking Institute,

‘1962).
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Algo Henderson and athers have pointed out that collective
bargaining is one model available to reach agreements on

institutional direction and priorities.()7

This study ‘will
investigate attitudes toward collective bargaining and

faculty goal perception to determine if a relationship does

exist between the two.

'Definition of Terms

1. Admifhistrators: Those administrative officers who hold
positions of Director and above in the administrative
hierarchy within the institution,

[]

2. Attitude: "An attitude is a personal disposition common
to individuals, but possessed to different degrees,
which impels them to react to objects, situations, or
propositions in a way that can be :called favorable or
unfavorable."68 :

3. Collective Negotiations: '"A process in which conditions
of employment are determined by agreement between repre-
sentatives of an organized group of employees on tgs
one hand, and one or more employers on the other,"

4. Consensus: The degree of agreement between administra-~
tors and faculty members on the importance of perceived
institutional goals.,

5. Faculty: Full-time staff holding academic rank who are
not administrators.

6. Favoring collective negotiations: Scoring above +1

67Algo Henderson, "Control in Higher Education:
Trends and Issues"; Also, Charles J. Ping, "On Learning to
Live With Collective Bargaining," Journal of Higher Educa-
tion, XLIV(Feb,, 1973), pp. 102-114. _

68y, p, Guilford, Psychometric Methods (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1954), pp. 456-457.

69pale Yoder, Personnel Management and Industrial
Relations (Englewood Cliffs, N,J.: Prentice-Hall, 1962),

pc I65¢ ' )
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stquard deviation above the mean on the Colliective
Negotiations Scale.

7. Institutional functions: The perceived actions,K and
practigees of the institution. These Gan be conkidered
- operational sub--goals.'z-0 N b

-

S
P

8, Institutional goals: Goals, as used in this study, = -
o refer to non-operational goals, those future states
o whlch the faculty and administrators perceive they are

moving toward.

9. Not favoring collective negotiations: Scoring below -1
standard deviation below the mean on the, Collective
Negotiations Scale. ' {

10. Perception: A judgement concerning the importance of

an inssitutional goal or the emphasis given an insti-
tutional practice on the part of a faculty member or

administrator. ‘e
Null Research Hypotheses ) | -
Hoq There is no significant difference of agreement on the
perceived importance of instituticnal goals among ad- .
ministrators, facultv with favorable attitudes ‘toward , .

<ollective negotiations (szore high on C. N. S.) and
faculty who do not have favorable attitudes toward
collective negotiations (score low on C. N. S.) as
measured by the Institutiopal Goals Inventory and the
Collective Negotiations Scale. '

Ho, There is no significant difference of agreement on
the perceived importance’ of preferred institutional
goals amopg’ administrators, faculty with favorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations (score high
on C. N. S.) and faculty who do not have favorable
attitudes toward collgctive negotiations (score low
on C. N. S.) as measured by the Institutipnal Goals
Inventory and the Collcctive Ne%gtiations Scale.

-

70y.mes G. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizatio
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1958), p. 156, -
[ 71apmita Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Englewood
‘ Cliffs, N, J.: Prentice-Hall, .Inc., 1664), p. 7.

- »

'
]
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- selected blographlc careér characteristics of ‘7
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-

There is no significant difference of agreement on
the perceived emphases given ap institutional prac-

_tice among adnfnlstrators, faculty with favorable

attitudes toward collective negotiations (score
high on C.N. S.) and faculty who do not have
fhvorablp‘attlfudes toward collective nogotlat
(scor® low on C.N.S.) as-deasured by the Instltu-
tional Functioning Inventd}y-Unlver51ty of Oklahoma
Modification, and the Cbllectlve Negotlatlons Scalé,

There is no significant &glatlonshlp between the
tenure, age, sex, rank, termlnal degree status
university-wide committee membershlp, faculty/,
senate membership, and faculty attitudes toward :
collective negotlatldns gﬁzmeasured by the Col-
lective Negotiations Scale.

Limitations of the Study - -

1.

The study was limited to a sample of the full-time
faculty and administrators of a large multipurpose
state university. '

~

The results of the study are limited to the generau
time period in wh%ch the study was. conducted,

-



o
f , CHAPTE;\ll
.. €

THEORET ICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH

Theoretical Framework

‘TQ' works of ;;;ch and Simon, and Charles Perrow
! X 4 L\ ' il . . .
provide the basic theoretical framework for the study.

Other organizational theorists as Thompson, McEwen, and

\\

Simon also provide support for the idea that bargaining //“\\ AN

hJ

result® when goals are not shared. :
[ ] 1'-‘ . | '

March and Simon's theory of“formal organizations
, .

L J - -

distinguishes between two types of goals, operational and
non-operational. Operational goals allow for means ends

analysis, and non-operational goals require sub-goals to

o

be operational. They also see organizational behavior .as N

intendedly rational. ‘k;rch and Simon then postulate tvo 4

types of decision-making processes associated with the two

»
types of goals.

When a number of persons are participating in a
decision-making process, and these individuals have
the same operational goals, differences in opinion

~ about the course of action will be resolved by
predominately analytic processes, i.e. by the
analysis of-the expected consequences of courses of
action for realigation of the shared goals. When
either of the postulated conditions 'is absent from «
the situation (when goals are not shared, or when '

21 .
X
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the shared goals are not operatlonal and the
operational subgoals are not shared), the decisioh
will be reached by predominately bargaining pro-
cesses.72 : .

Charles Perrow points out that a major impediment to

the understanding of organizational behavior has been the
lack of adequate distinction between goals. He points aut

that the most relevant goals in understan;x?g behavior are
2
not "official goals' but "operative" goals. Official goals

are general purposes put forth in charters and public 3$tate-
ments, official goals are purposely vague and general.
Operatlve goals designate ends sought through operating

policies, they aré means to official goals. '"Operative"
"

-

goals reflect choices among‘coﬁpeting values. The operative

aoals are tied directly to group interests and may or may not
support official goals. "The operative goals will be shaped
by the dominant groups, reflecting the imperatives of a

. . s 73
particular thsk area that 1is most critical."

Thompson and McEwen note that goals of an organization
should not be viewed as constants, and that reapprqisal of
goals is .a recurrent problem in an organization, They also

. _

note reappraisal of goals is more difficult as the procduct

is less.t1 ngible. The setting of goals is seen essentially

72March and Simon, Organizations, p. 156.

-73charles Perrow, "The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organizations', American Sociological 'Review, 26(1961),
pPp. 854-866.
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l{as a problém of defining desired relationships between an

{
.

: <. . . '
organization and its environment. The organization can
k .

survive only if it adjusts to its environment, Bargaining

\

is noted to. provide environmental control over organizational

goals and reduces the probability of arbitrary unilateral

— v

goal setting. One of the most important parts of the envira-

onment is seen to be the orgagizatibn ﬁembers, colleCtﬁge\
_ A e
bargaining reviews the basis for confinﬁéd'support of the
organization by organization members, "Barg;ining appea{g,'
therefore, to involve the aétuAI decision process. To tﬁﬁ

extent that the second parties support is necessary, he is

in a position to exercise a veto over final choice of alter-

native goals and hence takes part in the decision."74

~

Simon presents the notion of goals as constraint
sets, According to Simon, organizational goals can be

viewed as widely shared constraint sets. One way to develop

widely shared constraint sets is through bargaining.75

Victor Thompson the2orizes that most of the conflict

t

4
in organizations is due to differing perdeptions of reality

!
!

L]
between specialists and those in hierarc\fcal positions, and

that such conflict can be resolved/S;\fbrmal bargaining if ' .

-

74Thompson and McEwen, '"Organizational Goals and
Environment," pp. 23-31, ' -
SHerbert A. Simon, "On the Concept of Organizational
Goals," Administrative Science Quarterly, 9(June, 1964), .
Pp . 2-22 .

32
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. . s 76 ,
conflict was recognized as legitimate, A number of be=-

havioralist goal theorists view gcal determination as a re-

o . ’ 77
sult of continuing conflict and processes of bargalning.

- Related Research

78 and éimqn79 hawe

!

noted ‘that the concept of goals is central to the study ‘of

While theorists such as Parsons

_organizational behavior, there has been relatively little

s tudy o% organizational goals o6r goal formulation in higher
education.

In 1961 Charles Perrow stéted that social scientist§

kzhan given little attention to the study of goals of large-

80

scale organizations, One year later, in his seminal vael-

ume, The American College, Nevitt Sanford emphasized that "it

is one of our tasks to study goals, discovering what we can
about their origins . . . means through which they can be

reached and .their consequences . . . While respohse to

Sanford's challenge has been slow, a number of empirical

76Thompson "Hierarchy, Specialization and Organiza-
tional Conf11ct"
7Wa1ter A, Hill and Douglas Egan, Read:ngs in Organi-

zational Theory: A Behavioral Approach (Boston- Allyn and
Bacon, 1966),
‘78Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societlea (New York: Free Press, 1960).
Simon, "On the Concept of Organizational Goals",
Ocharles Perrow, '"The Analysis of Goals in Complex
Organlzatlons " p. 854,
Nevitt Sanford, The American College (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1962).

.33
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studies have been undertaken concerning institutional goals

in higher education. "

In 1964 Gross and Grambsch surveyed 68 Aﬁeridan uni-
versities in an attempt'to.deter@ihe what the goals of uni-
versfiies were, as perceive& by administrators and fgculty
members, and the differences between thesg”perceptions.

This study utili;éd an inventory of 47 go statéments to
which faculty and\administrators were to attach a relative
emphasis of importance. Gross and Grambsch found, in part,
that faculty and administrators agreed in their views of the
relative emphasis placedion 34 of the 47 goals, with admini- -
st:;tors giving higher ratings’ to 13 gerceived goals. This

{ ' .
study was.published in 1968 under the auspices of the Ameri-
can Council on Educatioﬁ.82

Two other groups were active in 1968‘studying goals
in institutions of h;gher education. The Bureau of Appliéd
Social Reé?arch at Columbia University sent to every college
academic dean a survey form cont#ining,64 goal statements
asking the deans to inqicate to what extent their college

L 4

"emphasized" each goal; The major finding of this study

\ .
was thet different goals are more emphasized at different

3

types d?xinstitutions.83 The Council for Advancemer.: of

.

. )
82Gross and Grambsch, University Goals and Academic

Power .,
83patricia Nash, "The Goals of Higher Education--An
Empirical Assessment," (New York: Calumbia University,
Bureau of Applied Social Research, 1968). (Mimeographed.)

hl



Small Colleges conducted an analysis of college goals as an

-
vocational-centered.

26 | L
e

/ -, ‘
éapect of their "Project Student DevelopMentU.\\ihe faqplty

s

and administrators of the 13 colleges which participated'were .

asked to rank characteristics of graduates in terms of their
percelved importance to the graduates of the IEJPECtIVQ
jnstitutions. Based on {he resuf;s, these colleges were

grouped into four categories: Christ-centered, Intellectual-

LA

Socia?Fpentered, persoﬁal-social—centered, and professional-
84 |

In 1969 the Danfor?h foundation, noting that small
prgvate colleges had been excluded frém the Gross and Grambsch
study, financed the administration of the Gross and Grambsch
instrument to éelected administratqrs and faculty of fourteen
participatihg colleges. One of.the findings of thislstudy
was that faculty at small iiberal arts colleges felt that .

4 ‘ .

the major decision about goals were made by administrators,
but generally administrators and faculty perceived_the :
relative impoftance of goals the same way.85 The latter part
of 1969 saw the Qevélopment of the prelimihar; Institutiéhal
Goals Inventory by ﬁdiijhl."-Sponsofed b; the National |

u{ - .
Laboratory for Higher Education, a preliminary Institutional

. 84A. w. Chickering, Education and Identity (San
Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Boss, 1968). !

85panforth News and Notes (St. Louis: Danforth
Foundation, November, 1969), Vol. 5, No. 1.

- 85
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Goals Inventqory Instrument was developed. This instrument
was developed to provide goai statements which could be

natilized to test the value of the Delphi method. With re-
peated administrations -of i : 1 g
, ations ©of the inventory, 1t was found that
. 4
b%liefs about goals did generally converge.a6

In 1971 Philip Swarr utilized the Gross and Grambsch
» /" . .

4 l "/ . ‘ *
instrument in the study of/fbur undergraduate institutions
y

d

¢

'in New York. While the Danforth and Gross and brambsck

study utilized rankkd scores for analys®s, this study util-

ized mean scores. One of the major findings of this study

Fa

was that administrators who are perceived to have more power
than the faculty were more satisfied than are faculty with
the degree of importance they perceive being given goals at

their institution.87
In 1972 the largest use of the Institutional Goals

-

Inventory yet atteﬁpted was undertaken by a qpiht Conmittee
on the Master Plan for Higher éducation in California. “This
project was conducted by the Educational Testing Service
under the direction of Richard E. Peterson. This study of

»

116 California institutions will serve as a norming study

®

86Norman Uhl, Identifying College Goals the Delphi
Way, Topical Papers and Reprints, no. 2, (Durham,-N. C.:
National Laboratory of Higher Edncation, 1971).

#hilip Swarr, "Goals of Colleges and Univer-
sities as Perceived and Preferred by Faculty and Adminis-
trators', Unpublished report, (Cartland, N. Y.: Office of
Institutional Research, State University College, 1971),

M. 36
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- for the I.G.&i At this point in time, +only a preliminary
and incomplete draft of;theJSurvey.is available, but the -

o i N ) ‘ ] .
report indicated the value of the I.,G.I. as an instruments;

i
- sk

|

" to identify and clarify goal priorities.88

F

Collective bargaining in higher education has also
suffered from rglatively little‘investigation. Part of the
reason for the iack of study is that collective bargaining

.~ did not becomg a part of higher gducation until the mid
1960's. Much of the present information on collective
bargaining is polemical or descriptive with very little
empifical evidence available. Most research condqcted tod
date héé investigated the relationship between dqmographic? ‘

J variables and attitudes toward collective bargaining. The

composite that emerges from these studies is that the pro-

fessor having favorable attitudes toward collective bar-

gaining is a young male, non-protestant of middle-class

88Richard E. Peters#n, Goals for California Hjgher
Education: A Survey of 116 'Academic Communities (Berkeley,
Calif.: Educational Testing Service, 1972). (A Preliminary
and incomplete draft.)

37
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1 3
‘sriain with liberal and democratic political preferences,

HY
The literature on collective baraaining abounds ‘

< )

with statements that autonomy from external cofitrol, instA-

tutional research support, teaching load required, amount of

financial support, and amount of faculty participation in

sovernance are related to faculty attitudes toward unioni-

: c o 90 , _ _ _ .

zation, No research has, however, been completed vet that

confirms these statements. Very little has been done 1n the

identification of institutional variables which influence

faculty attitudes toward collective haragaining, Institutional

8989@: Richard C. Creal, A Study of the Factors
Which Influence the Course of Nec ‘tiations Toward Resoiution

or Impasses In Selected Community Colleaes, Unpublished Ph.

D. Dissertation, University of Michigan, 1969; James O,
Haehn, A Study of Trade Unionism Among State Colleae Pro-
fossor<, Unpublished Ph, D, Dissertation, University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 1969; James O. Haehn, A Survey of Faculty
and Administrator Attitudes on Collective Bargaining (Los
Angeles: Academic Senate of the California State Colleges,
1970); Robert E. Lane, Faculty Unionism in a California
State College, Unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation, University

of lowa, 1967; and John W. Moore, The Attitudes of Pennsyl-
vania Community College Faculty Toward Collective Negotiatiuns
Th Relation to Their Sense of Power and Sense of Mobility,
Unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation, Pennsylvania State Universty,
1970,

90gee for example: William Boyd, "Collective Bar-
gaining in Academe: Causes and Consequences'", Liberal Edu-
cation, 57(0Oct., 1971), pp. 300-318; Ralph Brown, "Collective
Bargaining for the Faculty'", Liberal Education, 56(March,
1970), pp. 75-78; Matthew Finkin, "Collective Bargaining and
University Government", A. A. U, P. Bulletin, 57(June, 1971),
pp. 149-162; Joseph Garbarino, '"Precarious Professors: New
Patterns of Representation", Industrial Relations, 10(Feb.,
1972), pp. 1-20; Peggy Heim, "Growing Tensions in Academic

" administration', North Central Association Quarterly, 42(Win-

ter, 1967), pp. 244-231; Isreal Kugler, "The Union Speaks
for Itself", Education Record, 49(Fall, 1969), pp. 414-418.
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size, based on F. T. E., was found related to the per-
centage of union members on a campus 1n a study conducted
in the Califurﬁia State Cblloée System, fhose institutions
with:over nine-thousand students were found to have a greater
. .
percentage of union members than those with less. This
same study indicated that rate of institutional growth did
not seem related to the preValence of faculty unionization.
It was also found that those institutions having a more
bureaucratic structure had a greater prevalence of faculty
union mombership.91
In the studies related to faculty attitudes toward
collective negotiations, the research indicated that those
with lower salaries, lower rank, and without tenure who have
low opinions of administrative personnel and little sense of
power have more favorable attitudes toward collective nego-
tiations. ‘The greater dissgkisfaction of the faculéy with
their institutional environmeﬁf, the greater is the proba-

bility of favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations.92

91James,0. Haehn, A Study of Trade Unionism Among
State College Professors, Unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation,
University of California, 1966,

92dee: James O. Haehn, A ‘Study of Trade Unionism
Among State College Professors; Marie R. Haus' and Marvin B.
Sussman, "Professionalization and Unionism', American Be-
havioral Scientist, 14(March-April, 1971), pp. 525~540;
Robert E. Lane, Faculty Unionism in a California State Col-
lege; and John W. Moore, The Attitudes of Pennsylvania Com-
munity College Faculty Toward Collective Negotiations in
Relation to Their Sense of 'ower and Sense of Mobility,
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Summar - -

This‘chaptéf'gives the theoretical framework upon

-

g

which the research hypotheses of the study are founded and a
summation of related research in the area of collective bar- ’ \‘
gaining and institutional goals.

The concept of institutiongl goals has been éentral

«

to the work of such organizational theorists as March, Simon,
Perrow, Thompson, and McEwen, March ané Simon state that bar-
gaining results when goals are not shared by members of an
organization., Perrow notes thatpgoals are shaped by domipant
groups in an organization tﬁrough competition., Thompsoﬁ and
McEwen view goals as constraint sets and bargaining as a \ ¢
decision process in goal selection., _Simon notes that widely
snared constraint sets can be developed through bargaining.

' The study of institutional goals and collec;ive bar-
gaining in higher education is in its infancy. The last
decade has seen increased interest in the study of institu-
tional goals. In 1962 Nevitt Sanford noted the need for in-

' creased study of institutional goals in higher education.
Gross and Grambsch, in 1968, surveyed the faculty of 68 Am-
erican universities upon their respective institutions goals
and determined that there was a great deal of consensus be-
tween administrators and faculties on the importance attached:
to a goal., The Bureau of Applied Research at Columbia Uni-

versity and the Council for the Advancement of Small cui&ebes,

+
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/
and the Danforth Foundation have also surveyed higher

education institutioﬁs as to their goals, In 1969 Norman
Uhl, sponsofed by the National Laboratory'for Higher Edu-
cation, developed a prei&minary Institutional Goals In-
ventory, This instrument has been refined by Richard
Peterson and is being developed by the Educational Testing
Service for commercial use to assist institutions of higher
edﬁcation in identifying their constituents perceptions of
.the institutions goals. v

»

Collective bargaining in higher education is of

recent vintage. The study of this phenomenon nas, to date,

! . y
‘)The studies completed have principally

investigated demographic variables and attitudes toward

been very limited.

collective bargaining. Most of the literature in the field
is polemical., Many of the claimed reasons for collective
bargaining have not been investigated empirically. 1In
particular, institutional variables that could influence
faculty attitudes toward bargaining have been largely
ignored.

The relationship between the perception of insti-
tutional goals and attitudes toward collective bargaining
is being first examined in this study. It is hoped that
further endeavors to identify institutionz’ variables
affecting faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining
h )

will result from this initial endeavor.,

~A i



CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN

Restatement of the Problem and Hypotheses

The problem of this research is: what are the re-
lationships between faculty members and administrators per-
ceptions of institut}onal goals and functions and faculty
attitudes toward c¢ollective bargaining?

More specifically, this study seeks answers to the
following questions:

1. What attitudes do university faculty members
hoid toward collective negotiations?

2. 1Is the degree of agreement between faculty
members and administrators on the importance of
perceived institutional goals significantly

; . related to attitudes toward collective nego-
tiations?

3. Is the degree of agreement between faculty
members and administrators on the importance of
perceived institutional preferred goals signi-
ficantly related to attitudes toward collective
negotiations?

4, Is the degree of agreement between faculty

v members and administrators on the emphasis
.given to a perceived function related to atti-
v tudes toward collective negotiations?

5, Are certain biographic-career characteristics
related to favorable attitudes toward collective
negotiations?

P
. 4
5

+

4
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The proposition that there is a relationship be-
. tween faculty and administrators perceptions of institu-

tional goals and functions and facﬁlty attitudes toward

collective negotiationg is tested through the following

null hypotheses:
0

Ho; There is no significant difference of agree-
ment on the perceived importance of institutional
goals among administrators, faculty with favorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations (scyre
high on C.N.S.) and faculty who do not have vor-
able atpitudés toward collective negotiations|
(score low on C.N,S.) as measured by the Insth tu-
tional Goals Inventory and the Collective Nego-
tiations Scale.

Ho, There is no significant difference of agree-
ment on the importance of preferred institutional
goals among administrators, faculty with favorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations (score
high on C,N.S.) and faculty who do not have favor-
able attitudes toward collective negotiations
(score low on C.N.S.) as measured by the Institu-
tional Goals Inventory and the Collective Nego-
tiations Scale.

Ho3 There is no significant difference of agree-

3 ment on the perceived emphases given an institu-
tional practice among administrators, faculty with
favorable attitudes towdrd. collective negotiations
(score high on C.N.S.) and faculty who do not have

R favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations
(score low on C,N.S.) as measured by the Institu-
' tional Functid®ning Inventory-University of Oklahoma\\
‘ r Modification and the Lollective Negotiations Scale.

Hoq There is no significant relationship between
selected biographic-career characteristics of tenure,
age, sex, rank, terminal degree status, university-
wide coh?l%tee membership, faculty senate membership,
and faculty attitudes toward collective negotiations
as measured by the Collective Negotiations Scale. |
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Description of the Sample

The population defined for this investigation is the

administrators and full-time faculty of a large mul ti-purpose
-

state university. A sample size of three-hundred full-time
faculty was selected. This represents fifty percent of the
full-time faculty of the institution sampled during the
1972-1973 academic year. The fa&ulty for the sample were
selected dn a randem basis utilizing a list of random
numbers for the selection process., No attempt was made to
make the sample proportional to discipline areas orx faculty
academic ranks, but representativeés of every disciplipe
and rank were included among the sample respondents. [(See
Appendix A) A total of-two-hundred-ten‘facﬁlty members
voluntarily responded to the guestionnaire, This response
represents a 70 percent participation on the*pért of the
randomly selected fa;ﬁ;ty. The secord group sampled was
the.;aﬂinistrative oyfgcéié as'de;ined by éhe University in
the faéulty.register who were at ;he Directors level and
above, Fifty administrators were sampled." A.total of 35

administrators responded voluntarily to the questionnaire,

Al

This represents a 70 percent participation on the part of

[
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N

the administrators. The non-respondents were found to be
similar to the respondents demographically. (See Appendix

N

Description of the Instruments

Institutional Goals Inventory

The Institutional Goals Inventory was‘developed for
the Educational Testing Service by Richard E. Peterson and
. Norman Uh} in 1970. The {nstrument contains twenty scales,
each measuring a pérticular goal“arga. Each scale has four
qugstions and allows for five responses from "of extremely
high importance'" to '"of no importance'. Each question
allows for a response in an "is' and '"should be" column,
thus medsures of the perceived importance of a goal afea and
the preferred importance of a goal area are obtainable.
. : The twenty scales within the Institutional Goals
Inventory are'described as follows by the E.T.S.:
(1) Academic Development, Thg,first kind of insti-
- tutional goal covered by the I.G.I. has to do with
b} the acquisition of general and specialized knowledge,
preparation of students for advanced scholarly

study, and maintenance of high intellectual standards
- on the campus. .

L § .
« (2) Intellectual Orientation. While the first goal.

area had to do with acquisiti~nn of knowledge, this
\ .. second general goal of instruction relates to an
‘>attitude about learning and intellectual work, Like-
wisc, some conception of the scholarly, rational, "
apalytir*‘ ingquiring mind has perhaps always been
associaver! with the academy or university. In the
v I.G.I., .‘-llectual Orientation means familiarity

3

r : 45 -




37

with research and problem solving methods, %the
ability to synthesize knowledge from many sources,
the capacity for self-directed learning, and a
commitment to life-long learning.

(3) Individual Perscnal Development. In contrast
to most of the goals covered by the I. G. I., this
one was set forth and has ¥ound acceptance only in
roughly the past decade. ,ﬁt was conceived by
psychologists and has found its main support among
professional psychologists, student personnel
people, and other adherents of "humanistic psychdlogy"
and the "human potential movement". As defined in
the I. G. I., Individual Personal Development means
identification by students cf personal goals and
" development of means for achieving them, enhancement
of sense of self-worth and self-confidence, self-
understanding; and a capacity for open ard trusting
interpersonal relations.

-

(4) "Humanism/Altruism. More or less explicit
discernment of this concept may also be of fairly
recent vintage, although variously construed it has
long had its place in the catalogues of liberal,
arts and church-related colleges. It refleécts the
belief (in many quarters) that a college education
should not mean ~ust acquisition of knowledge and.
skills, but that it should also somehow make stu-
dents better people--more decent, tolerant, respon-
sible, humane‘ Labeled Humanism/Altruism, this
fundamental ethical stance has been ccnceived in
the I. G. I. as respect for diverse cul.ures,
commitment to working for world peace, conscious<
ness of the important moral issues of the time, and
concern about the welfare of man generally.

(5) Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness. Some conception
of cultural sophistication and/or artistic appre-
ciation has traditionally been in the banoply of
goals of many private liberal -arts colleges in
America, perhaps especially liberal arts colleges
for women. In the I. G. I., the conception entails
heightened appreciation of a variety of art forms,
required study in the humanities or arts, exposure
to forms of non-Western art, and encouragement
active student participation in artistic activities.

" (6) Traditional Religiousness. This goal is included

A%



38

in the I. Ge I. in recoanition of the fact that a
areat many colleges and universities in America are
explicitly religious in their control, functioning,
and wals, while many more retain ties of varying
strength with® the Roman Catholic Church or, more

of ten, a Protestant denomination. Traditional
Religiousness, as conceived in the I. G. T., is
meant t¢ mean a reliaiousness that is orthodox,
doctrinal, usually sectarian, and often fundamental--
in short, traditional (rather than'"secular" or
"modern"). As defined in the 1. G. I., this goal
means educating students in a particular religious
heritaace, helpina them to see the potentialities of
full-time religious work, developing students' ’
ability to defend a theological position, and
fosterina their dedication to serving God in every-
day life.

(7) Vocational Preparation, While universities
have perhaps always existed in part to train
individuals for occupations, this role was made
explicit for American public higher education by the
Land Grant Act of. 1862, and then extended to a
broader populace by the public two-year college i
movement of the 1950's and 1960's. As operatinnal-
ized in the I. G. I., this goal means offerina:
<pecific vccunational curricula (as in accounting

or nursing), programs geared to emerging career
fields, opportunities for retraining or upgrading
skills, and assistance to students in career
planning. It is important to distinguish between
this goal and the next one to be discussed, Advanced
Training, whjch involves graduate-level training for
various professional careers.

(8) Advanced Training. This goal, as defined in !

the I. G. I., can be most readily understood simply .
as the availability of post-graduate education. The

items comprising the goal area have to dd with
developing/maintaining a strong and comprehensive

graduate school, providing programs in the "tradi-

tional professions" (law, medicine, etc.), and

conducting advanced study in specialized problem

areas--as through a multi-disciplinary institute or

center,

™

(9) Research. According to most historians of the
matter, the research function in the American univer-

47
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sity was a late 19th century import of the German
concept of the university as a center for special-
ized scientific research and scholatship.

Attempting to embrace. both "applied'" or '"problem-
centered" research as well as '"basic" or 'pure"
research, the Rcsearch goal in the I. G. I.

involves doina contract studies for external
aagencies, conducting basic research in the natural
and social sciences, and seeking generally to

extend the frontiers of knowledge through scientific
research. ‘ .

(10) Meeting Local Needs. Whele in times past some
institutions of higher learning must certainly have
functioned in some way to meet a range of educational
needs of local individuals and corporate bodies, the
notion of Meeting Local Needs (in the I. G. I.) 1s
drawn prinarily from the philosophy of the post-war
(American) community college movement. Which is not
to say, as will be seen, that this is a goal that
four-year institutions cannot share. In the I. G. I.
Meeting Local Needs is defined as providing for
continuing education for adults, serving as a
cultural center for the community, providing trained
manpower for local employers, and facilitating
student involvement in aommunity-service activities.

(11) Public Service. While the previous goal
focused on the local community, this one is con-
ceived more broadly--as bringing to bear of the
expertise of the university on a range of public
problems of regional, state, or national scope. As
it is defined in the 1. G. 1., Public Service means
working with governmental agencies in social and
environmental policy formation, committing insti-
tutional resources to the solution of major social
and environmental problems, training people from
disadvantaged communities, and generally being
responsive to regional and national priordties in
planning educational programs.

(12) Social Egalitarianism has to do with open
admissions and meaningful education for al]l admitted,
providing educational experiences relevant to the
evolving interests of (1) minority groups and (2)
women, and offering remedial work in basic skills!

(13) Social Criticism/Activism. This is a higher

: A8
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educational goal conception that has been put forth
only in the past five ‘years or so. Owing its origin
almost entirely to the student protest movement of
the 1960"%s, the central idea of the goal is that the
university should be an advocate or instrument for
social change., Ypecifically in the 1. G. I., Social
Criticism/Activism means providing criticism of
prevailing American values, offering ideas for
chanaing social institutions judged to be defective,
helping students to learn how to bring about change
in American society, and being engaged, as an insti-
tution, in working for basic changes in American
soclety.

(14) Freedom. Some of the standard dictionary
defifitions include: civil liberty, as opposed to
subjection to an arbitrary or despotic government;
exemption frop external control, interference,
regqulation, c.; personal liberty, as opposed to
bondage or slavery; autonomy; relative self-deter-
mination. Fleedom, as an institutional goal
beating upon dhe climate for and process of
learning, is seen as relating to all the above
définitions. It is seen as embracing both "academic
freedom" and "'personal freedom,'" although these
distinctions are not always easy to draw,
Specifically in the I. G. I., Freedom is defined as
protecting the right of faculty to present contro-
versial ideas in the classroom, nct preventing
students from hearing controversial points of view,
placing no restrictions on off-campus political
activities by faculty or students, and ensuring
faculty and students the freedom to choose their
own life cycles,

(15) Democratic Governance. The central notion of
this goal, as here conceived, is the opportunity for
part1c1pat10n—-part1¢1pat10n in the decisions that
affect one's working and learning life. Colleges
and universities in America have probably varied a
agood deal in the degree to which their governance is
participatory, depending on factors such as nature
of external control (e.g., sectarian), curricular
emphases, ‘and personalltles of presidents and or
other .campus leaders. Most all institutions, one
surmises, as they expanded during the 1950's and
1960's, experienced a diminutlon in partlclpatory
governance. A reaction set in in the late 1960's,

40




41

spurred chiefly by student (power) activists.

As defined in the I. G. 1., Democratic Governance
means decentralized decision-making; arrangements

by which students, faculty, administrators; and-
governing board members can (all) be significantly
involved in campus governance, opportunity for
individuals to participate in all decisions affecting
thef, and bovernance that is genuinely resbonsive

to the concerns of everyone at the institution.

(16) Community. While community in some sense has
perhaps always characterized most academic organi-
zations, especially small ones, the more modern
concept of community has risen in only the past
decade in reaction to the realities of mass higher
education, the "multiversity,'" and the factionalism
and individual self-interest within the university.
In the I. G. I., Community is defined as maintaining
a climate in which there is faculty commitment to
the general welfare of the institution, open and
candid communication, open and amicable airing of
differences, and mutual trust and respect among
students, fatulty, and administrators. ' {-

(17) Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment.means a BN
rich program of cultural events, a campus Cllm9ﬁe
that facilitates student free-time involvement in
intellectual and cultural activities, an environment
in which studer . and faculty can easily interact
1nforma11y, and a reputation as an intellectually
exciting campus.

(18) Innovation, as here defined as an institutional
goal, means more than simply having recently made
some changes at the college; instead the idea is

that innovation has become institutionalized, that
throughout the campus there is continuous concern to
experiment with new ideas for educational practice.
In the I. G. I., Innovation means a climate in which
continuous innovation is an accepted way of life,

it means established procedures for readily initiating
curricular or instructional innovations, and, more
specifically, it means experimentation with new
approaches to (1) individualized instruction and

(2) evaluating and grading student performance.

«(19) Off -Campus Learning. The elements of the I.
G. 1. definition of Off-Campus Learning, as a

. 50
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v process goal an institution may pursue, form a kind
of scale. They include: (short term) time away

from the campus in travel, work-study, VISTA work,
etc.; arranging for students to study on several
campuses during their undergraduate years; awarding
degrees for supervised study off the campus;

awarding degrees entirely on the basis of performadce
on an examination.

(20) Accountability/Efficiency is defined to include
use of cost criteria in deciding among program alter-
natives, concern for program efficiency (not further
defined), accountabiliiy to-funding sources for pro-
gram effectiveness (not defined), and regular sub-

- . mission of evidence that the institution is achieving
stated goals.93

! ‘

3 - The preliminary Institutional Goals Inventory was
v . /
utilized by Norman Uhl in his study, Identifying Institutional

7

Goals. Utilizing coefficient alpha, a generalization of the
Kuder-Richardson Formula 20, to measure internal consistency

Uhl reported the reliability foénd for fougteen of the

‘ .
twenty scales now in the revised Institutional Goals Inven-

*

Q:f' tory.94 These are reported in Table 1. The .Goals for

California Higher Education study, utilized by the Educa-
tional Testing Service for norming.of the Institutional

Goals Inventory, reported the reliability ‘of the goal area

9;Educational Testing Service, Descriptions of .
1. G. I. Goal Area (Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testihg
Service, 1972). . (Mimeographed)
Norman Uhl, Identifying Institutional Goals
(Durham, N. C.: National Laboratory for Higher Education,
1971), pp. 18-20.

("! ,.




scales as reported in Table 2.9% thl reported that support

for the validity of the Institutional Goals Inventory was
obtained by having rive specialists in higher education who

had not participated in his study but who had familiarity

Table 1

Reliability of Preliminary 1. G. I. Goal Areas

Goal Goal Present Preferred
Number Area Importance Importance
2 Intellectual Orientation .81 .74
3 Individual Personal

Development .89 77

6 Traditional Religlousness 97 .95
7 Vocational Preparation 77 .76
8 Advanced Training .75 .73
9 Research .82 .76

10 Meeting Local Needs 77 .83
11 Public Service .85 .85
12 Social Egalitarianism .53 77
13 Social Criticism/Activism .73 .69
14 Freedom . .78 .01
15 Democratic Governance .78 .73
17 Intelleclual/Aesthetic

Envirohment .79 .61
18 Innovatjion .52 .31

with the institutions sampled select the institutions they
thought would attach the greatest and least impertance to

each goal area. This method yielded results consistent with

95Norman Uhl, letter to Lynn W, Lindeman, July 6,
1973,

92
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Table 2

RELIABILITY OF I.G.I. GOAL AREAS

Goaf Goal Present Preferred
Number Area Importance Importance
1 Academic Development .61 72
2 Intellectual Orientation 75 .73
3 Individual Perscnal
Development .94 .93
4 Humanism/Altruism .88 .89
5 Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness «90 .81
6 Traditional Religiousness .98 .98
7 Vocational Preparation .97 .93
8 Advanced Training \Hym .89 .99
9 Research .94 .96
10 Meeting Local Needs .91 .93
11 Public Service .80 .66
12 Social Egalitarianism .91 .91
13 Social Criticism/Activism .84 . « 80
14 Freedom .99 .91
15 Democratic Governance .93 .84
16 Community 97 76
17 Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment .80 . «74
18 Innovation 92 .83
19 Off -Campus Learning «99 .71
20 Accountability/Efficiency 75 77

-

test results, e.g., church-affiliated institutions placed a

greater importance on Religious Orientation than did public

. . . 96 . . .
institutions, (See Appendix B for specimen instrument)

/

[}

I
1
\

\

90Norman Uhl, IdentifyingrInstitutional Goals,

pp. 27-30. T
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4 -

Institutional Functioning Inventory University of
Oklahoma Modification

The developmental work on the Institutional
Functioning Inventory (Il. F. 1.) began early in 1967 when a
group at Educational Testing Service began discussions with
Earl MeGrath and his associates at Teachers College,
Columbia University, on developing an instrument to measure
institutional vitality. By the summer of 1967 a format for
the instrument had been established and twelve dimensions
of institutional functions identified. 1In February of 1968
seventy-two college faculty Wwere administered the experi-
mental I',F' 1.97

fgé University of Oklahoma Modification of the
Institutional Functiqﬁing Inventory was developed by
revising the Educational Testing Service Institutional
Functioning Inventory to conform toc the tweﬁty goal areas of

-

the Institutional Guals Inventory, where appropriate to the
new scale existing Institutional Fupctioaing Inventory

’ ” '
jtems were used in the Institutional Functioning Inventory

r

University of Oklahoma Modification, (I. F. I.-M). Forty-

five new items were written for the 1. F. 1.-M. Each of the

4

twenty inventory areas of the instrument -contain six items

97Richard E. Peterson, John A. Centra, Rodney T.
Hardnett, ard Robert Pinn, Institutional Functioning In-
ventory Preliminary Manual (Princeton, N. J.: _Educational
Testing Service, 1970), PP. 3-9. 54
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for a total of one-~hundred-twenty items,

The first draft of the Institutional Functioning
Inventory-University of Oklahoma Modification which was
developed by Herbert R. Hengst and Robert L. Lynn, was
examined by eight practitioners in higher education to
evaluate the appropriateness of each item to its scale,

As a result, the first draft was modified. This instrument
is designed to elicit perceptions of what institutional
functions are.

_ The twenty, scales within the Institutional Func-
tioning Inventory-University of Oklahoma Modification were
constructed to correspond to the twenty goal areas of the
Institutional Goals Inventory. The I,F,I.-M, function
areas are as follows:

1. Academic Development
2. Intellectual Orientation
3. Individual Personal Development
4, Humanism/Altruism
5. Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
6. Traditional Religiousness
7. Vocational Preparation
8. Advanced Training
9. Research
10. Meeting Local Needs
11, Public Service
12, Soc¢ial Egalitarianism
13, Social Criticism/Activism
14, Freedom
- 15. Democratic Governance
16, Community '
"17. 1Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment
18. Innovation
19, Off-Campus Learning
20, 'Accountgbility/Efficiency
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A reliability test was conducted on the I.F.I1.,-M.
during the Spring of 1973. A sample of thirty-eight persons,
inciuding students, faculty and administrators, was utilized.,
The test-retest reliability poefficients are reported in

Table 3. (See Appendix C for specimen instrument.)

Table 3

I.F.I.-M. Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients

Function Function Reliability
Numoer Area ~ Coefficients
1 Academic Development 64
2 Intellectual Orientation .71
3 Individual Personal

Development .69
4 Humanism/Altruism .61
5 Cultural Aesthetic Awareness 65
& Traditional Religiousness .83
7 Vocational Preparation .52 i -
8 Advanced Training 37
9 Research « 56

10 Meeting Local Needs .73

11 Public Service .68

12 " Social Egalitarianism .74

13 Social Criticism/Activism 77

14 Freedom .73

15 Democratic Governance .84

16 Community .79

17 Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environment .08

18 Innovation .88

19 Off-Campus Learning c .73

20 Accountability/Efficiency .63

o6
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Collective Negotiations Scale

The Collective Negotiations Scale, referred to as the
C. W. Scale, 'was used to measure attitudes toward the use of
collective negotiations 1in higher education. The C. N. Scale
is a modification of a scale developed by Patrick Carlton for
measuring the attitudes of North Carolina teachers tcward
collective negotiat?ons

Carlton's scale was a thirty item, Likert-type
scale designed to élicit attitudes toward collective nego-
tiatidns on the part of éeachers. The scale was based on
three assumptions: (1) that attitudes are quantitatively
identifiabié and can therefore be assigned score values;
(2) that attitudes lie along 4 continuum from strongly
didfavor to equally strong f;vor; (3) that collective nego-
tiations is made up of at least two complimentary facets,
the negotiations process, and suff?éient coercive force to
assure near equality of the parties involved., Thége were -
assumed to be non-separable chéx;acteristics.g9
Carlton reported that 104 items were initially

written, expressing various opinions about collective

negotiations. These items were then submitted to a panel

L98Patrick Carlton, Attitudes of Certificated
Instructional Personwmel in North .Carolina Toward Questions
qoncerning_pollective Negotiations and Sanctions, Unpublished
Doctoralgsissertatfon, University of North Carolina, 1966.

Ibid., p. 68 : .-
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of one-hundred educators who wrote a critical analysis of
them.‘ An 1tem anal;sis of the results was performed and the
thirty items with the most discriminatory power were selected
for the final scale. The split-half reliability of Carlton's

scale was reported to be .84,

¢

In 1970 John W. Moore modified the Carlton scale for

-

use with higher education faCulty.loo The modification was

accomplished primarily through word substitution, such as
using the word "faculty" to replace the word '"teacher'",
"college'" to replace 'school", etc. Coefficient alpha, a

measure of internal consistency for the C. N. Sca.e as

_ ~

modified, was computed by Moorevas an index of reliability

. .
of the scale. The process is equivalent to the Kuder-
Richardson Formula 20 method f?r computing the reliability
nf a écale. The reliability coefficient was reported to be.
.92 for the pilot sample with a standard error of 4.39.
Moore also performed an item analysisjand facth aﬁalysis. v
These anal;y'ses lead to the elimination of fiye.items from
the or-ginal scale, Five new items were constructed and -

added to the remaining twenty-five items. A panel of higher

education students attested to the face validity of the new

10055hn w. Moore, The Attitudes of Pénngylvania
Community College Faculty Toward Collective Negotiations in
Relation_ to Their Sense of Power and Sense of Mobility.

o8
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scale. The reliability index, coefficient alpha, was again
computed on the new C.N, Scale and found to be .96 and tﬁe
standard error of measufement was 4.50. The C.N. Scale, as
modified Sy Moore, was utilized in this study to measure

attitudes toward collective negotiations. (See Appendix D

N\
A

for specimen instrument,)

Procedure for Collection of Data.

1

o Permission to conduct the study wasg requested from

LY
] -~

the President and the Chairman of the Faculty Senate of the
institution sampled. After a review of the prospectus of

this study, approval and endorsement was granted by the

_ Predident and the Chairman of the Faculty Senate.
The first phase in data collection was to obtain a
.current listing of faculty and administrative officers and

¢

staff of the University. From this list, three-hundred

faculty were identified utilizing a table of random numbers. |

_Proceeding from the first faculty member selected at random

- through the list of randomly selected’faculty members, each
individual was contacted via phone to confirm their current
status and availability as a sample'subjéct.

{ The second pgase in the data collection process
involved sending a letter explafning the purpose of the
study and the three questionnaire; to the réndomly’selected

~

sample of faculty and the identified administrative officers

o, ' - §£)
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and staff in April of 1973. One follow-up letter was sent
during May of 1973 to faculty members and administrators who
had not responded to the earlier request. (See Appendix E -

for specimen letters.)

Statistical Methodology

The principle interest of the study is the relation-
ship between attitudes toward collective negotiations and
perception of institutional goals, preferred inskitutional
go§ls and institutional functions. A four stage analysis
of the data was necessitated.

The fifst stage of analysis dealt with the data
obtained from the Collective Negotiations Scale, and had
for its purpose the determination of group ene and group
three to be compared in the study. Group one were faculty
hayiﬁg favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations,
scoring one standard deviation above the mean on the
Collective Negotiations SCale. Group three were those
faculty having unfavorable attitudes toward collective
negotiations, scoring one sténdard deviation below the
mean on the Collective Negotiations Scale. Group two was
designated to be the administrator respondents. One
standard deviation 5£ove and below the mean on the

Collective Negotiations Scale was selected to determine

group one and three membership so as to maximize group

[4

Q ¢ ' 60
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differences based on the Collective Negotiations Scale
scores. To compute the total score fo; each respondent,
the mean score of the respondents, and the standard devia-
tiog of the respondents on the Collective Negotiations

Scale, the University of California Biomedical Progfém, BMD
* f

101 : Y
This program computes simple averages

01D, was utilized.
and measures of dispersion. The following measures were
computed by this program on the Collective Negotiations
Scale: mn~ n, variance, standard deviation, staﬁdard error
of mean, and range. This program, and all other computer
programs used in this sctudy, are on file at the Merrick
Computer Center of the University of Oklahoma.

The second stage of analysis dealt with data ob-

-

tained by the Institutional Goals Inventory. A multiple
s
analysis of variance was computed for the three groups
across all goal areas of the instrument, This procedure
was used to determine if there was a systematic difference
in variance amoné ;he three groups of the sample over the
twenty goal areas in both the "is' and '"should be' compo-
nents of the ijgtrumept. If systematic variance is found,
.
a one-way analysis of variance will be computed on each

goal scale to determine on what goal scales the variance

1°1w. J. Dixon, (ed.), Biomedicai Computer Program
(Berkeley, Calif,.,: University of California Press, 1970),

pp. 42-49,
Ci
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occurred. Individual gpmparisons will then be computed,
using the Scheffé method, on tﬂose aoal scales where signi-
ficént differences were foqnd, in order to determine which
group was varying. This procedure provides information as
to whether or not there was significant group differences

. in the perception of the importance attached to perceived

institutional goals, "is" component of the instrument, and
- &

-

preferred institutional goals, "should be" coﬁponent of the
instrument,

The University of Oklahoma Multiple Analysis of
vVariance Program was utilized for some of the above compu-

102 this program performs univariate and multi-

tations.
variate analysis of variance, analysis of covariance, and
of regression, It pfovides an exact solution in the

or thogonal or non-orthogonal case. Qptions in the program
.include single or multiple degree of freedom contrasts in
the main effects or interactions, transformctions of
variables, and orthogonal polynomial contrasts with equal
or unequally spared points. The program alsc provides for
reanalysis with different criteria, covariates, éontrasts,

J

and models. The following measures were computed by this

program for the Institutional Goals Inventory .responses for

102 .
0 Elliot Cramer and L. L. Thurston, O. U. Manova

Program (Chapel Hill, N,C.: Psxchometric Laboratory, Uni-
versity of North Carolina, n.d.). :
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both the "is" and '"should be" components of the instrument:
means and standard deviations for each group on each scale,
multiple anova, a test of significance using approximate F
test for multivariate analysis of variance, Univariate F
tests over all goal scales, the sum of the squares, degrees
of freedom, mean squares within, and significance level,

The Scheffée method for unéqual cells was hand computed for
those goal scales where significant group variance was found.

The third stage of analysis was to determine if
there were significant group differences on the perceived
emphgsis placed on institutional functions. The same pro=-
cedures, computer programs, and computations were used in
this stage as in the previous stage of analysis on the data
obtained from the Institutional Functioning Inventory-Uni-
versity of Oklahoma Modification.

The fourth stage of analysis dealt with data ob-
tained from the Administratien of the Collective Negotiations
Scale and the career-demographic information cn sample mem-
bers. This stage determined if there was any significant
relationship between attitudes toward collective negotiations
and the selected demographic variables of tenure, age, sex,
rank, university-wide committee membership, faculty senate

membership and terminal degree status.

69
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The relationship between the demographic variables

and the Collective Negotiations Scale:

ko

University of California Biomedical Program, BMD 03D, was

computed by

utilizing the Pierson Product Mome elation. The

utii;zed for correlation coefficient computation.lo3

~2

A simple percentage analysis of the response

patterns to the Collective Negotiations Scyle was completed,

Summary
The purpose of this chapter has beﬂ present a

description of the manner in which the problem and hypo-

4
theses were investigated. The problem elements were identi-
fied as faculty attitudes toward collective negotiations and
their perceptions of institutional goals, preferred institu-
tional goals, and institutional functions, .

Three instruments were utilized to collect data on
the variables, tﬁe Institutional Goals Inventory, the
Institutional Functioning Inventory-University of Oklahoma
Modification, and the Collective Negotiations Scale. The.
instruments were distributed to a randomly selected sample

of three-~hundred faculty and fifty administrators. Seventy

percent of the sample responded.

"

103Dixon, Biomedical Computer Program, pp. 60-66.
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The faculty respondents were dichotomized based on

their Collective Negotiations Scale scores. The two faculty

!
/

groups were characterized as those faculty having favorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations, and those faculty
_having unfavorable attitudes toward collective negotiations.
The two faculty groups and the administrator group were
then compared on the basis of their scores on the Insti-
tutional Goals Inventory and the Institutional Functioning
Inventory-University of Oklahoma Modification.

A multiple analysis of variance was computed for
the three groups across all goal and function scales of
the instruments to determine 1f there was systematic dif-
ference in variance among the three groups. If systematic
variance is found, a one-way analysis of variance will be
computed on each goal and function scale to determine on
what scales significant variance occurred. .The Scheffé
method will be utilized for those scale areas where signi-
ficant variance was found, to determine how the groups were
varying. A Pierson Product Moment correlation was computed

-

to determine the relationship between the selected demo-

»

graphic variables of the respondent faculty and their
attitudes toward collective negotiations, based on Col-

/

lective Negotiations Scale scores. A simple analysis of

. Go



response patterns to the Collective Negotiations Scale was
completed, The above analytical procedures provided the

data for testing the hypotheses of the study.




CHAPTER 1V

PRESENTAT ION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA N

The findings and statistical analyses given in this
chapter is based upon data obtained from the administration
of: (1) the Collective Negotiations Scale; (2) the Insti-
tutional Goals Inventory; and (3) the Institutional
Functioning Inventory-University of Oklahoma Modification.

Ccllective Negotiations Scale scores were utilized
to divide and dichotomize the faculty respondents into two
groups. Those faculty scoring one standard deviation above
the mean on the C.N.S. were designated as having favorable
attitudes toward collective neqgotiations. Those faculty
scoring one standard deviation below the mean on the C.N.S.
were designated as having unfavorable attitudes toward
collective negotiations, {See Table 4)

The three groups, (1) those faculty baving favorable

attitudes toward collective negotiations, (2) administrators,

- (3) those faculty having unfavorable attitudes toward

collective negotions, constituted the three test groups.
The groups were compared on the data obtained from the
administration of the Institutional Goals Inventory for
both the perceivedi?agl and preferred goal compénentsj and
- ' 58
67
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the Institutional Functioning Inventory. The data obtained
was arranged so that the statistical analyses described 1in
Chapter 111 could be performed. All hypotheses were tested
by using the Approximate F Test for multiple variate analy-
sis of variance, or the Pierson Product Moment Correlation
coefficient, The Approxiﬁéte F Test for multiple variate
analysis of variance was used to test Hop, Hop, and °o3.

The Pierson Product Moment Correlation coefficient was used
to test Hogq. A confidence lJevel of 0.05 was used throughout
to test the significance of difference, The actual levels

of sianificance achieved are reported in the appropriate

tables.
Table 4
ADMINISTRATOR - AND FACULTY GROUPS AS DEFINED
BY THE OOLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS SCALE
-
GROUP % SD +1 -1
SD SD
Group Two-Administrators 73,76 16,26 90.02 57.50
All Respondent Faculty 79.20 17.40 96,60 61,80
Group One- Faculty Scoring -
+1 SD 106 .41 5.33 111.74 101.08
Group Three- Faculty

Scoring -1 SD 58.50 12.11 70,61 46 .39

The first null hypothesis was: There is no signi-
ficant difference of agreement on the perceived importance
of institutional goals among administrators, faculty with

favorable attitudes toward c%%iective negotiations, and
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favulty who do not have favorable attifuges towa{d collec~
tive negotiations as measured by the Collective Negotiations
S;ale. The testing of this hypothesis waé accomplished
through comparing the test groups on the basis of their
scores on the perceived goal; component of the Institutional
Goals Inventory, Utilizing the Approximate F Test to test

significance, the hypothesis was significant at the ,001

4,

level, and thus rejected. (See Table 5) The three groups

differed significantly in their perceptions of the importance

Table 5

APPROXIMATE F TEST RESULTS FOR THE INSTITUTIONAL
GOALS INVENTORY: PERCEIVED GCALS

F D.F. Hyp. D.F. Err. P Less
Than
2.136 40 146 . 001

of institutional goals. Table 6 provides a comparison of
the grand mean and group means for each goal area of the
instrument,

Because a sigpnificant difference was found among
the groups on their perceptions of the impcrtance attached
to institutipnal goals, Univariate F Tests were computed to
determine over which of the twenty goal area scales signifi-
cant differences occurred. It was found that there were

significant differences among the groups at the .05 level
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of confidence over eight goal areas: Academic Development,
Humanism/Altraism, Advanced Training, Social Egalitarianism,
Research, Freedom, Democratic Governance, and Community.

The Univariate F Test findings are reported in Table 7.

Table 7

INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY F TEST RESULTS

P Less
Goal Area F(2,29) Mean S0 Than
1 Academic Development 4,243 1,604 .017%
2 Intellectual Orientation 2,883 1.482 061
-3  Individual Personal
Development 1.225 0.474 + 299
4 Humanism/Altruism 3.367 1,467 .030*
5 Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness 0.632 0.238 «534
6 Traditional Religious-
ness 0.354 0,102 703
7 Vocational Preparation 0.810 0.275 .448
8 Advanced Training 7.768 2.307 «O01*
9 Research 3.244 1,121 .044*
10 Meeting Local Needs 0.113 0,041 . 893
11 Public Service 1,215 0.485 .301
12 Social Egalitarianism 3.345 1.379 .040*
13 Social Criticism/
Activism 2.763 1.280 .068
14 Freedom 7.532 4.407 0C1*
15 Democratic Governance 4.639 2.655 012*%
16 Community 3.961 2.193 022 %
17 1Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment 2.042 0.761 .136
18 Innovation 0.708 0.277 .495
19 Off-Campus Learning 1.141 0.348 .324
20 Accountavility/
Efficiency 0.132 0.080 .877

*Significant at .05 level
On those goal area scales where the Univariate F

test indicated a significant difference among the groups,

: 71
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a Scheffé Post Hoc comparison test was conducted to deter-
mine which of the three groups was diffefing significantly
from each other. Table 8 summarizes the Scheffé test
findings indicating in which group comparisons, the critical
value was exceeded, Group One, those faculty having favor-
able attitudes toward collective negotiations, were found to
score lower than group two, the administrators, on the Iﬁsti-
tutional Goals Inventory perceived goals component over seven
goal area scales: Academic Development, Humanism/Altruism,
Advanced Training, Research, Freedom, Democratic Governance,
and Community. Group One scored lower than Group Three,

those faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward collective

- negotiations, on only one goal area scale, that of freedom,

Table 8

FINDINGS OF SCHEFFE TEST
PERCEIVED GOAL AREA COMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS

Goal Area 1¢2 1< 3 2<1 243 3<1 3¢2

Academic Development
Humanism/Altruism

XX XX

Advanced Training X
Research

Social Egalitarianism X

Freedom X X

Dempcratic Governance X

Community X

Group One: Those faculty with favorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations
Group Two: Administrators
Group Three: Those faculty with unfavorable atti-
tudes toward collective negotiations

‘ - .. f’l
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The administrator aroup scored lower than Group Three on the
Social Egalitarianisﬁ scale, but higher than Group.One on
the Advanced Training Scale. '

Facuity with favorable attitudes toward collective
negotiations were found to vary significantly from adminis-
trators, while those faculty who have unfavorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations did not vary significantly
in their perceptio&lof the importance attached to an insti-
tutional goal area.g In every instance, Group One scored
lower than Group Two on the scales tested, Faculty who
favor collective negotiations do not perceive the university
to be placing as great an emphasis on six of the goalvareas
tested as do the administrator group.

The second null hypothesis was: There is no signi-
ficant difference of agreement on the importance of preferred
institutional goals among administrators, faculty with
favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations, and
faculty who do not have favorable attitudes toward collec-
tive negotiations as measured by the Institutional Goals
Inventory and the Collective Negotiations Scale. The testing
of this hypothesis ;;s accomplished throygn comparing the
test groups on the basis of their scores on the preferred

goals component, (should be component), of the Institutional

Goals Inventory. The Approximate F Test for significance

73
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was used, the hypothesis was significant at the .002 level,
and thus was rejected., (See Table 9) The three groups
differed significantly in their perception of the importance
that should be attached to institutional goals., Table 10
provides a comparison of the grand mean and group means for

each goal area of the preferred goal component of the instru-

ment.
Table 9
APPROXIMATE F TEST RESULTS FOR THE
INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY: PREFERRED GOALS
F D.F .Hyp. D.,F.Err, P Less Than
1,937 40. 146 002

Because a significant difference was found among the
groups on their perception of the importance that should be
attached to an institutional goal, Univariate F Tests were
computed to determine over which of the twenty goal area
scales significant differences occurred. It was found that
there were significant differences among the groups at the
.05 level of confidence over eight goal areas: Traditional
Religiousness, Vocational Preparation, Social Criticism/
Activism, Freedom, Democratic Governance, Innovation, Off-

1

Campus Learning,'and Accountability/Efficiency. The Uni-
™~

variate F Test findings are reported in Table 11.

On those goal area scales where the Univeriate F
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Table 11

1.G.1.-PREFERRED GOALS QOMPONENT F TEST RESULTS

P Less

Goal Area F(2,29) Mean SQ Than
1 Academic Development 0.050 0.015 .951
2 Intellectual Orientation 1.5681 0.461 .192
3 1Individual Persoral

Development 0.674 0.549 . 512
4 Humaqism/Altruism 2.417 2.361 .095
5 Cultyral/Aesthetic

AW4T eness 1,229 0.714 .297
6 Traditional Religiousness 4.924 3.503 009 *
7 Vncational Preparation 3.589 1.971 L032%
8 Advanced Training 1.357 0.476 «263
9 Research 0.386 0.177 .681

10 Meeting Local Needs 2,275 1.310 «109

11 Public Service 2.677 1 583 074

12 Social Egalitarianism 2.832 1.852 .064

13 Social Criticism/Activism 4,915 4,525 - 009 *

14 Freedom 9,524 6.574 «001*

15 Democratic Governance 6.401 3.662 .002%*

16 Community 0.045 0.014 .956

17 Intellectual/Aesthetic

Environment 0,560 0,197 .573

18 Innovation 4,225 1,971 .018*

19 Off-Campus Learning 6.275 3.675 .003*

20 Accountability/Efficiency 6.891 4,311 .002%

*Significant at .05 level
test indicated a significant difference among the groups, a
Scheffé Post Hoc Comparisons test was conducted to determine
which of the three groups was differing from each other
significantly. Table 12 summarizes the Scheffé'test
findings, indicating on what group comparisons the critical
value was exceeded.

Group One, those faculty having favorable attitudes

.76
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Table 12

F INDINGS OF SCHEFFE TEST PREFERRED GOAL AREA
CQOMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS

Goal Area 1¢ 2 1< 3 2<1 2<¢3 3<1 32

Traditional Religious-

ness X
Vocational Preparation x
Social Criticism/

Activism x
Freedom X X
Democratic Governance X
Innovation X
Off-Campus Learning X X
Accountability/

Efficiency x X

Group One: Faculty with favorable attitudes toward
collective negotiations
Group Two: Administrators
Group Three: Faculty with unfavorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations

toward collective negotiations were found to score higher
than Group Three, those faculty with unfavorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations, on four goal area scales:
Social Criticism/Activism, Freedom, Democratig_ﬁevernance,
and Off-Campus Learning. Those with favorable at®tudes
toward collective negotiations felt the institution should
be placing greater emphasis on the goal areas of Social
Criticism/Activism, Freedom, Democratic Governance, and Off-

Campus lLearning compared to the group with unfavorable

attitudes toward collective negotiations. Group One scored

(]
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lower than Group Three on two goal scale areas: Traditional
Reliagiousness and Accountability/Efficiency. Those who do
not have favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations
desired a greater emphasis on the institutional goal areas
of Traditional Religiousness and Accountability/Efficiency
than did those faculty favoring collective negotiations.
Group Two, administrators, also desired that the goal area
of Aécountability/Efficiency be given greater emphasis than
did Group One. On the one goal area scale of Accountability/
Efficiency both the administrator group and unfavorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations group felt the
goal should receive greater emphasislthan did those faculty
with favorable attitudes toward colléctive negotiations.
It is also interesting to note that on tha goal scale area
of Freedom those faculty favoring collective negptiations
felt that it should be accorded greater emphasis than did
either the administrator group or faculty group with
unfavorable attitudes toward collective negotiations.

while significant difference on what importance,
should be attached to institutional goals occurred nine
times between Groups One and Two and Groups One and Three,
differences between Groups Two and Three occurred only
twice. The faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward

collective negotiations scored lower than the administrator

| | 18
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group on the goal scale areas of Innovation and Of f -Campus
Learning., They did not feel that these areas should be
given as great an emphasis as did the administrator group.
The third null hypothesis was: There is no signi-
ficant difference of agreement on the perceived emphasis
given an institutional practice amoné administrators,
faculty with favorable attitudes toward collective negotia-

tions and faculty who do not have favorable atdatudes toward

collective negotiations as measured by the I
" Functioning Inventory-University of Oklahoma
and the Collective Negotiations Scale. The

hypothesis was accomplished fhrough compariso
groups on the basis of their scores on the Unijgiggi
Oklahoma Modification of. the Institutional Fun-k'

ventory. The Approximate F Test for significan .J;as used,
the hypothesis was significant at the ,001 leve
rejected., (See Table 13) Tne three groups didf%;? signi-~

ficantly in their perception of the degree to wh é"the

Table 13

APPROXIMATE F TEST RESULTS FOR THE
INSTITUTIONAL FUNCTIONING INVENTORY

P Less
F D.F. Hyp. D.F. Err. Than
2.185 40, 146, .001

19
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instituéion was performinag in the funqtibn area§ tested,
Table 14 provides a comparison of the grand mean and group
means for each function area of the University of Oklahoma
Modification of the Institutional Functioning Inventory,

Because a significant difference was found among
the groups on their perception of the emphasis being given
the institutional functions tested, Univariate F Tests were
computed to determine over which of the twenty functions
area scales significant differences occurred. It was féund
that there were significant differences among the groups at
the ,05 level of confidence over fourteen function areas:
Academic Development, Intellectual Orientation, Humanism/
Altruism, Traditional Religiousness, Advanced Training,
Public Service, Social Egalitarianism, Social Criticism/
Activism, Freedom, Democratic Governance, Commqnity, In-
tellectual/Aesthetic Environment, Innovation, and Account-
ability/Efficiency. The Univariate F Test findings are
reported in Table 15.

On those function area scales where the Univariate
F Test indicated a significant difference among the groups,
a Scheffé Post Hoc Comparison Test was conducted to deter-.
mine which of the three groups were differing significantly
from each other, Table 16 summarizes the Scheffé test
findings, indicating on what group comparisons the critical

value was exceeded.

80



72

899° 985 °¢C LyB8°C 60G6°<C LIp*C AouaToTIFI/A1TTTQEIUNODDY 0T

9.6° 88 °C vi1s°e .l8€°C GLG°C puturea] sndwed-330 61

3 4T 6.Le°C 0c9°c A 2 24 LTI6 T uorjeaouul 8T

90 ° sg86°Z XA 980° € o¥L°C JUDWUOX TAUY

5T113Yylsay/TenioaIdiul LI

ges*® c8s°¢ L69°C £89°¢C £02°¢C Ajtunmuod 9f
cos”* £0Ss°C 989°¢C 19L°C gcc°c acueulanod orjeadouwag S1
GLS® 16L°C 0L8°¢C c16°C LLs*c wmopaaxd ¥I1
ves® I86°¢C LoL ¢ 6L9°¢ €SE’C WSTAT3OV/WSTIOTITID [BTID0S €T
LBS°® 8cZ°¢ ovs e zZ81’e SL6°C wstuerxeiyrrebyg reroos 21
LEY® £e0° € 1<% XA EET E 62L°C 20TAI3S OTIqnd 1T
62L® FATAN gov°* ¢ o12* ¢ co1°¢ spaaN T1e201 butri@an Ol
SEQ* 168°¢ 956°¢C G66°C 9¢€9°¢c yoxeasay 6 —
806 * 0S1°€E pee*e 001°€ 820°€ futurerl paduespy g P
€19° 6veE° € 182282 LEV E £E91° € uotiexedaxd [eUOIIED0A L

{6G* ~— 886°T 9¢c*"¢c ce6°1 c6.L" 1 ssausnorbrITay TEUOTIIPERIL-"O

ocy*® GZLE CEL®E Q9L € vL9°E ssauaxemy OT31aylisay/reIniino § _
8ve* 1.9°C €LL e zeL*e S0Ss°¢ usINI}IV/USTUCUNy ¥

68¢€° s08°c LEG®T ogL*c 6G.°2 1ududoranadg TeuOoslIdd TenprATpUl €

LEE® pobv° LGS °*C sgs*c 80g° < UOT3EIUdTIO [ENIDATIDIUI

oge* S8G°¢C vL°C L19°¢ 66¢£°C juaudoraaadq OtTwapedy I

*a’s X sapni1 Ty SI03}®I131S sapnitiiv
pueIro pueio afqeaocaeyun -~ITUTWPY arqexoaey ealy uoriouny

Yyl M YITM
£3noe4y AyInoeyd

NOI1VDI 41 AOW VWOHVINO 40 ALISHIAINN-AHOLNIANI ONINOILONNA TYNOILNIILISNI
FHL ¥O4 NVIW ANVIO ANV SNVIW dNOYD 40 NOSIJVdWCO

1 3719Vl




73

Table 15

INSTITUTIONAL FUNCTIONING INVENTORY-~UNIVERSITY OF
OKLAHOMA MODIFICATION F TEST RESULTS

P Less
Function Area F(2,29) Mean SQ Than
1 Academic Development 7.161 0.915 .001*
2 Intellectual Orientation 5.484 0.569 006 *
3 1Individual Personal
Development 2.674 0.391 074
4 Humanism/Altruism 5,905 0.647 .004*
5 Cultural/Aesthetic
Awareness 0.389 0.070 679
6 Traditional Religiousness 6,347 1.732 «003*
7 Vocational Preparation 2.173 0.797 «120
8 Advanced Training 3.165 0.781 047+
9 Research ' 2.754 1.069 069
10 Meeting Local Needs 2.048 1.066 «13°
11 Public Service 6.045 2.212 «003 %
12 Social Egalitarianism 8,352 2.489 001 %
13 Social Criticism/Activism 4,574 1.212 013
14 Freedom 3.382 1,064 .038*
15 Democratic Governance 13.125 2.634 <001 *
16 Community 6.730 2.473 «002*
17 Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment 6.050 1.401 003+
18 Innovation 12,649 4.141 «001*
19 Off-Campus Learning 0.902 0.300 . 409
20 Accountability/Efficiency 3.719 1.507 .028%

*Significant at .05 level

Group One, those faculty having favorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations were found to score signifi-
cantly lower than the administrative group in nine of the
function areas. Group One also scored lower than Group
Three, those faculty having unfavorable attitudes toward
collective negotiatioss, on thirteen of the function areas.

Only on one function area did the administrative group and

: Q | 252
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Table 16

FINDINGS OF SCHEFFE TEST FUNCTION AREA
COMPARISONS BETWEEN GROUPS
&

Functicn Area 1<2 1<3 2<1 2<3 3«1 3¢2
Academic Development X
Intellectual
Orientation X X
Humanism/Altruism b X
Traditional Religious-
ness X X
Advanced Training X
Public Service X X
Social Egalitarianism X X

Social Criticism/

Activism X
Freedom X
Democratic Governance X X
Community X X |
Intellectual/Aesthetic
Environment X X
Innovation X X
Accountability/
Efficiency X

Group One: Faculty with favorable attitudes toward
collective negotiations
Group Two: Administrators
Group Three: Faculty with unfavorable attitudes
toward collective negotiations

faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward collective .nego-
tiations differ significantly, on the Social Egalitarianism
scale the administrators scored lower.

While the administrator group and faculty group
with unfavorable attitudes toward ccllective negotiations

did not differ significantly in their perception of the

emphasis being given twelve of the thirteen institutional

: 83



function areas tested, the faculty aroup with favorable
attitudes toward collective neagotiations did differ signi-
ficantly. In every case the faculty group with favorable
attitudes toward collective negotiations scored lower than
the other two aroups. The faculty with favorable attitudes
toward collect&ve neqotiations did not feel that the insti-
tutional function areas of Academic Development, Intellectual
Orientation, Humanism/Altruism, Traditional Religiousness,
Advanced Trainina, Public Service, Social Egalitarianism,
Social Criticism/Activism, Freedom, Democratic Governance,
Community, Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment, Innovation,
and Accountability/Efficiency were being given as great an
emphasis as perceived by the administrator and faculty group
with unfaverable attitudes toward coliective nedo alioiS.

The fourth null hypothesis was: There is no signi-
ficant relationship between the selected biographic-career
characteristics of tenure, age, sex, rank, university-wide
committee membership, faculty senate membership, terminal
degree status and attitudes toward collective negotiations
as measured by the Collective Negotiations Scale. The
testir@\of this hypoth~s3is was accomplished thﬁou?h_com-

n

parison|of test scores of all faculty respondents on the

7 84
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Collective Negotiations Scale on the basis of the selected
[ ]

biographic-career variables. The Pierson Product Moment

Correlation Coefficient was used to test the significance

at the .05 level of confidence, the hypothesis was not

L3

” rejected. (See Table 17)

TABLE 17

PIERSON PRODUCT MOMENT QORRELATION RESULTS

r required

Variable r Correlation 2t .05 level
1 Age -.068 .19
2 Rank -.055 .19
3 Tenure -.,0733 .19
4 Terminal Degree Status -.066 .19
5 Sex +.075 .19
6 Facul’, Senate
Membership +.084 .19
7 University-wide Committee
Membership +.040 «19

while age, rank, tenure, and terminal degree status
was inversely related to collective negotiations scores, the
correlation level did not reach significance. Male faculty
tended to score lower than female faculty on the collective
negotiations scale, but a significant correlation was not
attained, The faculty who are not members of any university-
. wide committees and those faculty who are not members of the
faculty senate tefded to score higher than other facuity who

were members on the Collective Negotiations Scale, but a
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significant correlation level was not reached. None of the
biographic-career variables tested was found significantly
related to attitudes toward collective negotiations as
measured by the Collective Negotiations Scale.

One of the purposes of this study was to assess the
general attitude orientation of university faculty toward
collective negotiations. 1In order to determine th2 recep-

"
tiveness of university faculty to the use of collective
negotiations in higher education, an analysis of the
respondents to selected items on the Collective Negotiations
Scale was under taken.

~he items were organized into three categories for
the purpose of analysis: (1) items pertaining to attitudes
toward collective action; (2) 1items pertaining to atti-
tudes toward the use of sanctions; and (3) items pertaining
to attitudes toward faculty withholding their services.

The categorizations above were made on the basis of the
assumption that they represent increasing levels of militancy.
For purposes of clearer discussion of the faculty response
patterns to the Collective Negotiations Scale, the two agree-
ment responses of the instrument have been collapsed into

one category, '"agreement', and the two disagreement responses
of the instrument into one category, rdisagreement".,

The faculty percentages of responses to each response

89



choice for the 15 items in the collective action category
are reported in Table 18. An analysis of the faculty
responses to the items indicate that university.faculty are
favorable disposed toward collective negotiations., Approxi-
mately 80 percent aagreed that faculty should be able to
organize and bargain collectively, (Item 5) Over 70 per-
cent agreed that collective neqgotiations is an effective
way for faculty to participate in determining the conditions
of their employment. (Item 1) Fifty percent of the faculty
sampled agreed that collective negotiations is a acod way
to unite tnhe teaching profession into a powerful political
body, (Item 1l¢) and 61 percent felt that collective nego-
tiations could bring areater order to education. (Item 30)

Approximately ovw percent of the faculty sampled
agreed that collective negotiations is an effective way to
limit the unilzteral authority of the governing board, (Item
2) while only approximately 15 percent agreed that collec
tive negoiiations is an infringement of the authority of the
governing board. (Item 15) Only about 37 percent thought
that collectively negotiated agreements placed undesirable
restri~ticns on the administraticon. (Item 17)

Approximately 47 percent agreed that coilective
negotiations is primarrly a ccercive technique that will

have detrimental effects on higher education. (Item 7) A

87
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TABLE 18

FACULTY PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSE CHOICE FOR ITEMS
OF THE QOLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS SCALE
CATEGORIZED AS MEASURES OF ATTITUDES
TOWARD COLLECTIVE ACTION

Item Percentages
Number AS A D DS

b
(Y8
°

(91

i. I think collective nego- 47.1 21.1 8.3
tiations is an effective
way for faculty to par-
ticipate in determining
the conditions of their

employment.

4]

. I think collective nego- 24.9 43.9 25.9 5,3
tiations is an effective
way for faculty to limit
the unilateral authority
of the governing board.

5. Faculty members should be 30.4 50.0 13.2 6.4
able to oraanize freely and
to bargain collectively in
their working conditions.

7. 1 feel that collective 16 .6 20.5 46 .3 16,6
negotiations is primarily
a coercive technique that
will have detrimental effects
on higher education.

9., I believe that militan< 13.2 30.9 38.7 17.2
faculty organizations are
made up of a large number
of malcontents and misfits.

11. I feel that the good faculty 4.9 29.3 40.5 25.3
members can always get the
salary thev need without
resorting to collective nego-
tiations.

12. 1 believe that collective 5.4 \ 16,6 53.7 24,3
bargaining alias collective
negotiations, is beneath the 88
the dignity of college faculty

o : members
EMC * e .




15,

lo,

17.

18,

20.

30.

80

TABLE 18 (continued)

I feel that collective 2.5
negotiations is an infringe-
ment on the authority of the
aoverning board and should

be resisted. .

1 think collective neqgo- 6.9
tiations is a good wayizo

unite the tea_-nhlng pro-

fession into a powerful
political body.

1 think that collectively 1.3
neqotiated written labor
agreements place undesir-

able restrictions on the
administration,

I think collective nego- 10.2
tiations can provide a

vehicle whereby faculty

members galn greater on-
the-job dignity and inde-
pendence in perform’ng

their functions.

1 believe the many leaders 8.4
in the drive for collective
negotiations are power

seekers who do not have the
best interests of education

at heart.

The local faculty organi- 10,2
zation should seck to

regulate standards for

hiring of new faculty

members.

I feel that it is unwise 12,7
to establish educational
policies and practices

through ccllective nego-
tiations.

I think collective nego- 8.8

tiations can bring greater
order (nd system to education,

QQ

43 .6

30.9

44,9

47 .8

28.3

52.2

63,7

38.2

3047

43,8

32.2

50.7

28 .3

21.1

10.7

14,2

11.3

1.7
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smaller number, 41 percent, agreed that it was unwise to
establish educational policies and practices through collec-
tive negotiations, (Item 28) g =4

Fifty-five percent agreed that collective negotia«~
tions can provide a vehicle where faculty can gain greater
on-the-job dignity and independence. (Item 18) Only 22
percent agreed that collective negotiations is below the
dignity of faculty members. (Item 12) A larger number,

34 percent, adgdreed that good faculty members can always get
the salary they need without resorting to collective nego~
tiations., (Jtem 11)

Faculty responses to items pertaining to the utili-
zation of sanctions are reported in Table 19. Faculty
reaponses to the items in the use of sanctions cateqgory
ceem to indicate that university faculty have favorable
attitudes toward the use of a number of forms of sanctions.
Over 73 percent agreed that faculty have a right to impose
sanctions on governing boards under certain circumstances,
(Item 21) Approximately 86 percent agreed that when a
governing board denies the requests of thé faculty, faculty
have a right to present throse facts to the public and their
progggggdaal associates, (Item 29) Over 78 percent agreed
that faculty organizations at local, state, and national
levels should publicizé unfair practices by a governing

( board through various mass media. (Item 6) °¢

-

1
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TABLE 19

FACULTY PERCENTAGES OF RESPONSE CHOICE FOR ITEMS
OF THE QOLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS SCALE
CATEGORIZED AS MEASURES OF
ATTITUDES TOWARD SANCTIONS

Item Percentages
Number AS A D DS

6., Faculty organizations at local, 27.5 41.2 24.0 7.3
state, and national levels
should publicize unfair prac-
tices by a governing board
through the media such as TV,
radio, newspapers, and maga-
zines.

21, I think faculty i.embers have 13.9 64,2 17.9 4,0
a right to impose sanctions on
governing boards under certain
circumstances,

n
O
L ]

o,

22, 1 think that sanctlons are a 11.3 44.8 34,
step forward in acceptance of
’ faculty responsibility for
self-discipline and for
insistence upon conditions
conducive to an effective
program of education.

23. I believe sanctions are a means 10.3 48.3 32.5 8.9
i of improving educational
opportunities and eliminating
conditions detrimental to pro-
fessional service.

24. 1 believe that censure by means 17.6 54.6 22.9 4.9
of articles in professional
association journals, special
study reports, newspapers, Or
other mass media is a legitimate
technique for faculty use.

91
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TABLE 19 (continued)

27. I believe that any faculty 10.2 19.5 49.8 20.5
sanction or other coercive
méasure is completely unpro-
fessional.

29, I believe that when the 27,0 59.2 12.3 1.5
governirg board denies the
request:s of the faculty, the
faculty has a right to present
the facts to the public and to
their professional assoclates
employed in other colleges.,

Nearly 59 percent agreed that sanctions are a means
of improving educational opportunifﬂes and eliminating con-
ditions detrimental to professional service (Item 23).
Approximately 56 percent agreed that sanctions are a step
forward in the acceptance of faculty responsibility for
self- iliscipline %nd for the insistence upon conditions con-
ducive to effective educational programs. (ltem 22)

Seventy-two percen: aqreed that certain forms of
censure were legitimate techniques for use by faculty (Item
24). Only 29 percent believed that faculty sanctions or
other coercive measures were completely unprofessional (Item
27) .

An analysis of the items pertaining to the with-

hclding of faculty services indicated that such militant

and severe action is viewed unfavorably by the majority of

g2
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university faculty. The percentzges of responses to each
item in this cateaory appear in Table 20.

Fifty-three percent agreed that faculty members
should be able to withhold services when a satisfactory
agreement between their organization and the governing
board cannot be reached. (Item 3) Approximately 54 per-
cent agreed that faculty services were not sO necessary to
the public welfare as to necessitate the forfeiture of the
right of faculty to strike., (Item 26) Over the question
on the position that faculty as public employees should not
strike, the faculty was evenly divided. (Item 25)

The majority of the faculty sampled felt that
collective negotiations should omit the threat of with-
holding services. (Item 4) Approximately 62 percent agreed
that faculty members should not strike in order to enforce
their demands. (Item 10)

Fifty-two percent agreed that strikes, sanctions,
boycntts, mandated arbitration or mediation are improper
procedures to be used by public university faculty members.
{Item 13) Fifty-one percent felt that a faculty member
cannot withhold his services without violating professional
ethics and trust. (Item 14) Approximately 80 percent felt
that strikes on the part of iaculty members are an undesir-

able aspect of collective negotiations. (Item 8)

93
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TABLE 20

FACULTY PERCENTAGES OF RESFONSE CHOICE FOR ITEMS
OF THE OOLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS SCALE
CATEGORIZED AS MEASURES OF ATTITUDES

TOWARD WITHHOLDING SERVICES

Item
Numb

er

Percentages

AS A

D

DS

10.

13,

14,

Faculty members should be able
to withhold their services
when satisfactory agreement
between their organization and
the governing board cannot be
reached.

Collective negotiations should
if possible omit the threat of
withholding services.

I feel that strikes on the part
of faculty members are an unde-
sir-ble aspect of collective
negotiations.

Faculty members should not
strike in order to enforce
their demands.

I believe that strikes,
sanctions, boycotts, mandated
arbitration or mediation are
improper prncedures to be used
bv faculty who are dic-atisfied
with their conditions of employ-
ment . )

I feel that a faculty member
cannot withhold his services
without violating professional
ethics and trust,

18,0 35.6

28,4 52.9

33.7 45.9

24,0 38,2

15.7 ., 36.8

18,5 32.7

94

35.6

14,2

14.1

28.4

32.8

25,56

10.8

14.7

13,2
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TABLE 20 (continued)

25, 1 feel that the traditional 14,3 36.F 36,9 12,3
position that faculty members,
as public employees, may not
strike is in the best interest
of public higher education.

26, 1 don't feel that the services 12.3 41,9 39,9 5.9
of the faculty are so necessary
to the public welfare as to
necessitate the forfeiture of
the right of faculty to strike,

Summarz

This chapter presents the statistical analysis and
findings of the data ceclicctid through the administration
of the instruments described in Chapter III. The chapter
deals in turn with each of the four hypotheses and a simple
analysis of response patterns to the Collective Negotiations
Scale., The multiple variate analysis of variance was used
to test the first three hypotheses and the Univariate F
Test and Scheffé Post Hoc Comparison test for explanatory
purboses. The fourth hypothesis was tested through th;
Pierson Product Moment Correlation. Simple percentages
were used for the analysis of reséonses to the Collective
Negotiations Scale,

Three of thé four null hypotheses were rejected,
Hypothesis 1 was found significant at the .001 level‘of con-

fidence, there was a relationship between attitudes toward
- L

. 95
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collective negotiations and perceived importance of insti-
tutional goalg. Hypothesis 2 was found s.gnificant at the
.002 level of confidence, there was a relationship between
attitudes toward collective negotiations and the preferred
importance of institutional goals. Hypothesis 3 was found
significant at the .001 .evel of confidence, there was a
relationship between attitudes toward collective negotia-
tions and perception of the emphasis being given institu-
tional functions. Hypothesis 4 was not rejected. No
correlation between age, sex, rank, tenure, terminal degree
status, university-wide committee membership, or faculty
senate membership and attitudes toward collective negotia-
tions was found. Faculty scores on the Collective Nego-
tiations Scale indicated generally favorable attitudes
toward the concept of collective negotiations, but less

favorable attitudesftoward the use of sanctions.

94



CHAFPTER V

SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS,
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The concept of institutional goals has become cen-
tral to the study of organizations. Such organizational
theorists as March, Simon, Perrow, Thompson, and McEwen view
goals as significant variables in the administrative process.
However, in the study of administration of higher education,
the investigation of institutional goals has been confined
primarily to goal identification, Such studiesfhave not
considered goals &s organizational variables nor the
relation of goals to other variables such as the phenomenon
of collective bargaining treated in this study.

Collective bargaining in higher education is of
recent vintage. Those studies complefed to date have
principally investigated demographic variables and attitudes
toward collective ..egotiations. Institutional variables
that could influence faculty attitudes toward collective
ne otiations have largely been ignored. Since institutional

goals have beccme central to the study of organizations, the

relation of goals and bargaining should be investigated,
88
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The work of a number of organization theorists.
support the idea that institutional goals and bargaining
are.relatéd.l March and Simon postulgte that when goals are
not shared, or when shared goals are not dperatio$a1, bar-
gaininé will result, Perrow notes that éogls ate shape&

by competition within the organization. Thompson and

‘McEwen view goals as constraint sets, and bargainirng as a

‘decision process in goal selection. In, this study, it is

hypothesized that‘thé&e is a relation between institutional

goal perception and attitddes toward collective negoti;tions.

Three inst?umqnts'were utilized to collect date on
the variables treated in the study, the Institutional Goals

, : : PN
Inventory, the Institutional Functioning Inventory-Univer«.

sity of Oklahoma Mbdification, and the Collective Negotia- -
i ) - '

tions Scale. The instruments were distributed to & randomly

selected sample of three-hundred faculty and fifty adminis-
trators. Seventy percent of the sample responded.

The multiple variate analysis of variance was used

to test th® first three hypotheses, and the Univariate F

Test and theffé Post Hoc Comparison Test.was utilized for

W

. ‘ » : )
- explanatory purposes., The fourth hypothesis was tested

through ‘the Pierson Product Moment Correlation. Simple

percentages were used for the Analysis of respohse; to the

- e - -

- Collective Negotiations Scale. o . ' 1

L4 N - B
-~ . . &
.
- - . - - . +
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The bas%c problem of this research has been to

determine if there is a relationship betwégn the perception

. i N N ’ . ' -

of institutional goals and functions in. higher education
. ¥ i . \

and attitudés toward collegtive negotiations. Through the

testing of the research hypotheses, it was determined that

1]

a relétionship does exist between attitudes ‘toward ccllec-

s ( ’

C ) A . _ -
tive negotiations and the perception.of importance attached

. b . "
to ‘nstitutiomal goals and functions,

-

Research hypothesis One: There is no %ignificant

' . - ' -
difference of agreement on the perceived importance of
/

\.- ‘f . . .
institutional goals among administrators, faculty with

L

-

favorable attitudes toward 60112qtive negotiations and

faculty who do not have favoraﬁlg attitudes toward

collective-negotia;ions. This hypothesis was found signi-

-

ficant at the .Q01 level of confidence and thus rejected.
!

A significant difference occurred among the groups on their
T A ~

'pgrceptions of the impoXtance attached to institutional

-
Cov

goals. Significant differences in the perception of the
/ - o E

-

- importapce attached to ingiitutiopaL gbals was noted over,

eight goal argas;\ In seven ofhth; goal areas where signi-
ficant a;fferences”were found, it Qas the faculty with .
favbrable attitudes toward~coliective negotiafiqns‘that
differed from the administtatpr group; |

Faculty with favorable attitudes toward collective
; | 4
r ' )

U e -

L9}
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i - 1] L4 - * - L - - ' n‘
negotiations peérceived the institution as giving less Y
importance to tvhe following-seven goal areas than did the

. ’ * [ .

-~

" administrator group.
(1) Academic.Development. The acquisition of ,
' - general and specialized knowledge, preparation of
students for advanced €cholarly: study, and main-
tenance of high intellectual standards on the
-~ campus .

L] . -

(4) Humanism/Altruism, Respect for diverse
‘ cultures, commitment to working for world peace, -
. - consciousness of tHe important moral issues of

the time, and goncern about the welfare of man

generally.g‘

oLy L I (8) Advanced Training. :The items comprising the
' goal area have to do with developing/mmintaining
‘. a strong and comprehesive graduate school, pro-

'~ viding programs in the "traditiomal professions"
(law, medicine, etc.), and condygcting advariced
study in specialized problem areas--as through a .,
multi-disciplinary institute or center. =

4 ¢

(9) Research, The Research goal of the I.G.I.
invoIve;:Boing contract studies for external
t agencies, conducting basic research in the natural
- and social sciénces,’ and seeking generally to -
. extend .the frontiers of knowledge through scientific
. " research. ' '

: } . T .
| (14) Freedom, 1In the .I., Freedom is defined ~
f,j S as protecting the right $f faculty to present
T cantroversial ideas in tflte clagsroom, not. preventing
students from hearing coftroversial points of
- view, placing no restrictions .on off~campus poli-
tical activities by faculty or students, and . \F
ensuring faculty and students the freedom to choose
their own life cycles. - : K o oo

L]
gt

/

1

A - (15) Democratic Governance. ' The central notion
of this goal, as here conceived, is the opportunity
Lo - for participation--participation in the decisions -
that affect one's working afd learning life., As
defined in the I.G.I., Democratic Governance means
decentrhlitﬁd!decision-maging; arrangements by

’/

o - H Y I'

ERIC - -7 ' (T 400 .

W
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4

‘which students,- faculty, administrators, and '
governing board members gan: (all) be 51gqrf1cdnt1y
involved in campus governaqce opportunity for
individuals to participate in all decisions -

responsive to the concerns of everyone at the
v o institution, S

- '(16) Community. In the I.G.I., Community is
defined as ma1nta1n1ng a climaté in which there
is faculty commitment to the general, welfare of
, the 1nst1tut10n, open 'and candid communication,
- open and amicable alrlng ‘of differences, ande
mutual trust and respect among students. faculty,
. and admlnlstrators. .

-

Faculty with favorable attitudes toward collective nego=-

‘- ~.affecting them, and governance that is genuinely ———

tiations temd to see the institution as placing less-emphasis

on the maintenance of high scholarship,-development of
. strong professional programs, conducting basic research, and

wdrking for a commitment to the welfare of man than did the

i -

., administrator group. Interestingly, those faculty with

-

favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations perceive

. .tﬁe goals of académic freedom, the participation of faculty
Kn:decision—making, and the devefapmeht of trust and oeen
comm;nicatiens on the campes to‘be receiving less emphasis
' A,
“Mat the instiidtion than the administrator.greﬁp.

[

+*

-

. _
Research hypothesxs Two: There is no significant

)
dlfference of agreement on the 1mportanqg,of preferred
-\l\ ‘\ A.'
institutional goals among administrators, %aculty with
M
t;‘
favorable attitudes toward collective negotlatlons, and

,u

faculty who do not have favorable attitudes tqward collec- -

o~ 104 K
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-~ o )

" e

-

- tive negotiations. This hypothesis was significant at the

R «

.OOZ_leveirof confidence and thus rejected. A significant.
- : . - L * L]
: . difference among thk groups on their perception of the
[ . A .
. : —t _ s .
. importance of preferred institutional goals was noted over

¢

.
_ _eight goal areas.

» -

LA

. - In four'qf the goal areas where significant‘dif-

-

ferences were found, those facul@y'with favorable attitudes

> .

: >
toward collective negotiations scored higher than those ’ -

. - M -

- faculty who do not have favorable attitudes toward collec-.

1

tive negotiations; Faculty with favorable attitudes toward
T, . * Y

collective negotiations felt that thé following goal areas

should be given giea¢er emphasis- than did the faculty Qho
. { . . .
- do ‘not have favorable attitudes toward collective negotia-

4

tions: ° | -\

(13) ‘Social Criticism/Activism. Providing .

criticism of prevailing American values, ef fering

ideas for changing social in€titutions judgéa to-

‘ be defective, helping students to learn how to b
bring about change in American society, and being
engaged, as’ an institution, in working for basic
changes in Aamerican society.

-

(14) Freedom, In the I.G.Il., Freedom is defined
as protecting the right of faculty to present - o
‘coptroversial ideas in theé classroom, not pre-
venting students from hearing controversial . N
\points of view, placing no restrictions on off - AR
;- campus political activities by faculty or students,: ‘.
., and ensuring faculty and students the freedom to
choose their own life cycles. L.
(15) Democratic Governance. The central notion
of this goal, as here conceived, is the opportunity
. for participation--participation iq_the decisions
that affect-one's working and learning life.: As -
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. . . ™~
, : . s,
/ defined in -the 1,G.I1., Democratic Governapce means
) decentralized decision-making; arrangements by °

which students, faculty, administrators, and -
governing board members can (all) be 51gn1f1cant1y

~ - involved in campus governance, opportunity for
individuals to participate in all decisions

. . affecting them, and governance that is genuinely

f responsive to the concerns of everyone at the

- institution, ’

. ~ (19) Off-Campus Learning. The elements of the -
. 1.G.1. definition of Qff-Campus lLearning, as a

process goal an institution may pursue, form a
kind of scale. They.include: (short term) time
away from the campus. in travel, work-study, VISTA

-. work, etc.; arranging for students to study on

\ . several campuses during their undergraduate years;

.awarding degrees for supervised study off the

campus; awarding degrees entirely on the basis of

performance on an examination.

Faculty with favorhbie attitudes tbward collective negotia-

b4

. tions feit'that the institution shoéld be giving‘greater
piiority to thé criticism,of American society fof improve-
ment, p:ov;dlng greater opp0ftun1ty for faculty and student\

'1nput into deelslon-maklng, enSurlng freedom of life styles,
and promoting of f ~campus 1earn1ng opportunities.
Inférestingly,.those faculty faboring colléctive
negdtiafions scored significantly lowef than the Othgr two
test groups on the goallarea of Accduntability/Efficiéncy.
Those faCulty with favorable -attitudeés toward=collect1y9
negotlations did not feel #hat cost crlterxa should be used
in deciding any .program or that accountability fqr program
éffectiveness_should be as ihport#nt as did the adminiéfrator
' - - 4

group’ or those faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward

. . LY
L . .
"
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collective négotiations. Those faculty with favorable

- -t

attitudes toward collébtiqg negotiations also felt that

v vocational preparation or the education of students in a
particular religious heritaée should be of low iﬁstitgtiongl_
importance comparéd to the administrator group in the case
‘of vocational preparation and the faculty group not'favoring

collective negotiations in the case of religious. training.

- -

Those facultyfwitﬁ unfavorable attituder toward

collective negotiations did not ;Iel that Innovation or

Off -Campus Learning should be of as great an importance to

-ff []

N the institution as did the administrator group.

Research @ypothesis Three: There is no significant
' i

difference of agreement in the perceived emphasis given an

v
-

institutional practice apong administrators, faculty with

‘fayorable attitudes toward collective negotiatiohs, and

faculty who do not have favorable attitudes toward collec-
. 4 .

tive negotiations. This hypothesis was found significant

at the +001 level of confidence and thus rejected.- A

7 B

significant difference among the groups on their petception.

of the emphasis being. given institutional practices was
. \

“ ) > .
noted over fifteen function areas. . In all fifteen function

[

: . ;

areas where differences in the groups perceptions of the
T i

emphasis given institutional practices was noted, it was

' . » - L] -
those faculty favoring collective negotiations who scored

ERIC ' e W
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lower than the comparison groups of administrators and/or

ficulty with unfavorable attitudes toward collective nego=-
»
tiations.

»

v
sIn the eight function areas that follow, those
faculty favoring collective nege ‘ations scored significantly

‘lJower than both the other test ggoups:
~— _
(2) Intellectual Ogientation. Developing student
familiarity with research and rroblem solving
methods, the ability to synthesize knowledge from
many sources, the capacity for self-directed
Jearning, and a commitment to life-long l@arning.

(4) Humanism/Altruism. Developifig student
respect for diverse cultures, commnitment to
working for world peace, consciousness of the
important moral issues of the time, and concern
about the welfare of man generally,

(6) Traditional Religiousness. Educating

students in a particular religious heritage,
helping them to se¢ the potentialities of full-time
religious work, developing students' abilitiy to
defend a thealogica4 position, and fostering’ their
dedication to serving God in everyday life.

(11) Public Service. Werking with ggfernmental
agencies in social and environmental licy forma-
tion, committing institutional resoylices to-the
solution of major social and envirogental problems,
training people from dishdvantaged fommunities, °
and generally being responsive to regional and
national priorities in planning educational programs.

7 (15) Democratic Governance., Providing for
decentralized decision-making; arrangements by
which students, faculty, administrator$, and

. governing board members can (all) be significantly
involved in campus governance, opportunity for
individuals to participate in all decisions
affecting them, and governance that is- genuinely

. responsive to the concerns of everyone at the
institution, :

( 109 .
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(16) Communztz Communitz is defined as
encouraging a climate in which there is faculty
commitment to the general welfare of the insti- T3 N
! ’ tution, open and candid communication, open and
~ amicable airing of differences, and mutual trust
‘ and Kespect among students, facnlty, and ’ .
admlnlstrators.

(17) Intellectual/Aesthetic Envxronment. ‘Pro-
viding a rich program of  cultural events, a campus

) climate that facilitates studept free-time invplve-
ment in intellectual and cultural activities, an, .
encironment in which students and faculty can _
easily interact informally, and a reputatidh'as an .
intellectually exciting campus., S

(18) Innovation, Encouraging a climate in which
) continuous innovation is -an accepted way of life,
A it means established procedures for readily
- initigting curricular or instructional innovations,
~ard, more specifically, it means experimentation
with new approaches to (1) individualized instruc-
tion and (2) evaluating and grading student per-
formance.

L]

Those faculty with favorable attitudes toward collective

negotiations felt the institution was performing to a

-

— lesser degree in those function areas givén above than -did
the ,6ther two test groups.
In the six function areas following, those faculty

W s . . . L

with favorable attitu%?s toward collective - ‘negotiations

scored lower than those faculfy with unfavorable attitudes

* . ~ : . .
’ ' toward collective negotiatiors, but not significantly lower

" than the administrator group: .

(1) Academic Develgpment. Has to’'do with pro-’
viding students with t‘he opportunity for acqu151-
tion of general and specialiZed knowledge, prepara-
tion of students for advanced schalarly: study, land

- ' maintenance of high intellectual standards on the
campus , -

-;’ h ]
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. 1
(8) Advanced Tgiining Providing for develeping/
maintaining.a strong and comprehensive graduate
school, providing programs in the "traditional
profess1ons" (law, medicine, etc.), and condycting
advanced study in specialized problem areas--as

.through a multi-disciplinary institute or center.

(12) Social Egg}xtarxanlsm. Providing open
admissions .and meaningful education for all

admj tted, providing educational experiences
relevant to the evolving interests of (1) minority
groups, and (2) women, and offering remedial work
in basic skills, '

(13) Social Criticism/Activism. Means providing
criticism of prevailing American values, offering
ideas for changing social institutions Judged to .
be defective, helping students to learn how to '
bring about change in American society, and being.
engaged,” as an institution, in worklng for basic
changes/ih American soc1ety..

(14) - Freedom. Freedom is defined as protecting
the right of faculty td present controversial ideas
in the classroom, not preventing students from
hearing controversial points of view, placing no
restrictions on off-campus political activities

by faculty or students, and ensuring faculty and
students the freedom to choose their own 11fe
cycles.

* &

(20) Accountabilitx/Efficiencx Utilization of >

cost criteria in deciding among program alterna-

tives, expressing concern for program efficiency,
fostering accoun bility to funding sources for ‘e
program effectiveness, and regular submitting ‘of
evidence that the 1nst1tut10n is achieving stated
goals. » . .

The composite that emerges is that faculty with favorable . -

I
h]

attitudes toward collective negotiations view the institu- '

tion as not performing as effectively as the administrators

or faculty with unfaborable attitudes toward collective

\

&=

bargaining_in the function areas tested. K

Jl ° ’
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‘Research hyputhesis Four: -There is no significant

relationship between selected biographic-Careet character=-

» S

istics of tenufe, age, sex, rﬁnk, terminal degreé statu;,
university-wide éommitteé membersﬁip, faculty éehatg
mgmbef;hip and faqulty attitudes toward collective negotia-
tioms, No signi%icant correlation bétween the biographic-

{ .
caree}‘cha;ac%fristics and scores on the Collecfive Nego-
tiations Scale was found, thus the hypothesis was not
- rd
3

rejected. Previous studies cited in Chapter Il had found
ége, tenure, and rank related to attitudes toward collective
negotiations. Thpse studies, hewever, had been conducted

in highly industrialized and unionized geogxaﬁhic areas.

This study tends to indicate that for the population sampled,

the biographic-carqi; variables'could not be used as pre-

"

i

dictors of attitudes toward collective negotiations,

" One of the purposes of this study was tc assess the

-
-

. . . . N
general attitude orientation of university faculty toward

collective negotiations. An analysis of pﬂe data collected

from the administration of the Collective Negotiations

écgle indicates that the majority-of.UniversiEy faculty e

sampled have favorable aititudes toward the use éf collec-

*

tive negotisntions in higher education, but there was less

consensus over whethef_co]lective negotiations could bring -

’

improvement to higher education. There is considerable
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.

donsensus that faculty'habe the right to utilize sanctions,

: : \ ] .
however, there is little favor expressed toward the various

" forms of sanctions, particularly withholding of.#ervices,

. s

Conclusions.

In relation to current theory, the f}ndings con-
tritute to the premise that institutional goals can be
treated as orgaﬁiZationaﬁ variables, and, that such
characteristics of goals as shared or not sharéd, subject
to competition, ana open to bargaining, are related to
attitudes toward bargaining, More specifically, the &Gudy
has added to organizational theory 4n higher education by
demonstratina that ‘institutional goals can be treated as
variables with results useful 3o administr?tion'and faculty.
'As administrators bécome'increasingly involved in dea1§ng

with the forms of collective bargaining spreading irito

*

" higher education, data on institutional goals and functions

may contribute to institutional strategies for working

through the prdblemq

7/

¢ The findings of this stud> suppert the conclusion

that there is a relationship between faculty perception of
institutional goals and functions, and their attitudes

toward collective negotiations., Faculty with favorable

-~ ¢

attitudes toward collective nedotiatlohs differ markedly.

in their perception of the importance accorded institutional

t

03

,
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.goals and the emphasxs belng given rnstitutional functlons

- / M
, .

from those faculty with unfavorhble attitudes toward
. . -, )
collective negotiations. Howeyer,"aculty havihg unfav ‘

.able attitudes toward collective negotiations do not tend
' 1 %

to disagree with administrators as to the importance
\ ' \
t ‘ _ .
accorded institutional goals or the emphasis given institu-

tional functions. .. ’ \ -~
dhe findings resulting from the testing of the Lo T

, ‘
first three hypotheses of this study t&nd to affirm March ' "

" and Simon's theory of formal organlzatlons related to the/

decision-making process. Mafch and Simén postulated that- ' }

-~ . \ -
o R . .
. . - .

gj}!!@n goals are nct shared, or when shared goals are not -

ope‘e’ional, the dec;51on piocess will be reached by‘pre-’
dominantly bargainihg processes, ‘This study has sﬁoen
that those faculty having‘fﬁéorable attitudes'tow;td‘”

collectiv;‘negotiations;vbargainingd differ ié their per-

_ceptions of the importance attached to perceived and pre-

LI ) -~
ferred institutional goals more frequéhtly than adminis-~ ! .
. ' . .8 . - ",
trators or faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward ¢ ! .

collectivé negqtiatidns. : .

-

Faculty having favorable attitudes toward co%lecd&ve

negotiatiens'have a marKedly differeént perception of t“f

o \ . . -

role realnty of the institution than the admlnlstrators ‘and

7

faculty wath unfavorable at{:;;dée toward collectlve nego-~ s

e -
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tiations. They see ébals as being éccordgd less importance
and functions g#VEn less eﬁphasis“than che other grouﬁs.'

. ¢«

|
. &Faculty supportive of colledtive negotiations do not rate .

. 0 './\

B |

' goals having to do with the faculty role in the institution

nFaCulty favoring collective negotiationé felt that less

between those in hierarchical positions and specialists.

'- R '/’\' o \
the institution,as high in according importance to goals
or achieving functions as ‘do the administrators and faculty ' .
Iy ) - ’ R R .

# “~

L

. RN S .
with unfavorable attitﬁ?es toward collegtive negotiations.

This tends to support Victor Thompson's theory that conflicte

L4

in organizations is due to differing perceptions of reality

“ r -

The percejved importance accorded institutional ol { ' ‘
¢ - , e e . T

4

are significantly related to pf@itudﬁg toward cecllective
negotiations. Those faculty favoring collective negotia-
tions gerékiveg the ingstitution as according less importance

- - \L . l «.’
to -the goal areas of Treedom, %fyécratic governance, and

cbmmunity than did the administrators and!faculty with
L) v

- ,
unfavorable attitudes ‘toward collective negotiations.

/

J
academic freedom and\less freedom to chogse their own life

style were Seigglaccorded by t*g‘institutioﬂ Ephn did the
other groups. They also perceived significhht;y 1e§s insti-
tgkional commitment to greater facult&Qparticip;tién in §
. , - - ' ; ,
governance and in decisions affecting them than the other ,

groups. Faculty with unfavorable attitudes toward collec-

-

- ~.
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‘have favorable attitudes toward collective negotiations

b . 103

. »
v . ’
’

Ftive negotiations and administrators agreed that the insti-’

\ .
tution had a greater commitment to encouraging open and
candid communications/and mutual trust between faculty and

administrators t{an did those faculty fagbring collective

. A

3,

negotiations. \\
~ f *

~ " Not only did faculty favoripg collective negotla-
tions see those goal areas having to do with the faculty

role in the institution accorded less 1mportance'than d1d s

L - .
the faculty with unfavorable attﬁtudes toward collective
»

negotiations, but they preferred a greater 1mportance be

accorded those goal areas than did the other groups.

P

Faculty favoring collective negotiafions thus appear dis-
satisfied with the priority being given those goals which
wpuld allow for greater faculty participation in institu-

tional decision-making, while those faculty with unfavorable
R .

attitudes toward collective~negotiatidns do not appear dis-

satlsfled or differ from the admlnlstrators in the pre-
” tﬁ{
ferred empha91s that shou"’be given the goal areas of

_ freedom, democratic governance, and communlty. Faculty who

<4

; {
feel thatffaculgy-should play a greater'role in institu-

tional decis&on-making.'

while/ those favoring bargaining desire a greater

. - M —

role for faculty in gove}nédce, they would prefer that the/

. i >

112 -
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-goal of accountability not be accorded as high an impor tahce

-

~ .

— in the instigutiir as the administrators and faculty with

unfavorable attitudes towaﬁd bargaining. Faculty with .

. . ot - . L
favorable attitudes toward bargaining perceivéd the insti=-
. ‘ s A . o : /

-

. . _ ) . ) ( >
tution as according accountability a greater 1mportance

than the oiher.groups, and prefefgkd that accountability -

[

be accorded less importance than the administrators and

fachty with unfiavorable attitudes toward collective nego=-

A J

[

\\" tiations.

\ This study indicates that lack of consensus between
; administrators and faculty on institutional goals may be of

greater importance than biographic-career variables in a
, . . .

faculty's decision to elect colledtive bargaining as’a

- decision-making process in higher education. While a

\

number of other studies have indicated a significant

’ [l -
correlation between age, rank, tenure, and attitudes toward

\.\ -

collective negotiations, this study does not find a signi-
ficant correlation. WhiLg no correlation beitween demogrqphic;
D / . . . ¥
variables apd attitudes toward collective bargaining was

v

4 f [

found, a relationship wag\qonfirmed to -exigst between goal
. . i . ‘ .
h perception and attiWudes toward collgctive. negotiationms,

' P v .
University faculty, based on those Sampled in this
" study, view collective fﬁbulfy pressure as legitimate.

While faculty feel that they should havl the option of
. )
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-utilizing bargaining, there is hesitance in endorsing the
. \\./
type of aggressive actions agalnst the administration and

~
governing board that are often required in the bargaining

—

. process.

- Implications- and Suggestions for Further Resear2h 
This study implies that be determining the degree r

-”

of goal consensus among faculty and between faculty' and .

! - ' ‘ )
administrators, an index of a faculty's propensity to

’ ptlllze collectlve bargaining can be determined. Additional
f
research is needed to confirm or refute that dlfferena\f be-

. tween adm;nlstrators and faculty in institutidnal goal per-
R ception is related to attitudes towa;% bargaining. Tt 1is
recommended ihat eimilar studies be conducted QEﬁlizing
- . o/ . .
'> ' samples from geographically diverse universities as well as;
other ;ypes of higher educatioﬁ institutions,

. i . ' . 'This study imglies thatyit is impoftant to gai

| in;ofhation'on thoge institﬁfiohal variaﬁles felated'fyl

- -
.

< ~faculty attltudes toward collectlve negotlatlons. Because

v ’

o jhuman behav1or 1s a result\\ﬂ.lnteractlon of a person and

his envxroqpent, it is important that those varlables in

v . " the 1nst1tutfbnal environment related to facuhty attitudes

\ .
\ \
toward 0011ecti¥<;bargaininé be identified. It is recom-

e - rende@\Fhat studiks be conducted to identify institutional
(Y . . .

: ' S !

. variables related to attitudes toward collective Aegotiae )

La - ‘ . \
\ _ N N\ ‘I
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etions, : a .

settin ‘“nd attitﬁdgs tBWafa cglléctive negotigtidns based.

>
\ .
This study implies that an.administration should

&
of

- =3

. /. v ' .
encourage goal consensus in order to decreaAse:. the propenslwty

of a faculty to utilize collective negotiations. Conver- ™\

gence of goal perception has been demonstrated by using the

Delpni method. 1t is;recommende? that studies be conducted

[&]

5 . / N
to determine if convergence of goal. perception reduces
- ) -
- .

favorable attitydes toward colchtive negotiations, Research

A -
R e

should be conducted into methods of bringing about increased

goal consensus.
¢
) ¢
oy -

This study implies that the more democratic gover-

) \ -

nance is at an dinstltutien, the less‘bropensity a faculty
will have to utilize collective negotiations., Studies

should be conducted to compare the faculty rcle.in goal

[ S

L) N

-

on a variety of institutional governing patterns. Research L -
. - . ) o

should also be -done to determineiif administrative leadgrw - 3 r
. ' ‘ ? . ?’ ' ‘/.

- .

ship pattérns are related to‘at;ithdes toward callective

negotiatjons. = Ry ' o ‘
’ R - ] : ’ (j -
. This study impl}gs that faculty feel that the .
&N . - ; H T ; .
‘ukiiigation of collective negotiatiaps will increase the ' . e
. ‘ N : . A

¢ ’ - : \

faéplfy'S'pdrticipation in.institutional goal formulation.

P

Reéednéh_§houid be conducted to determine if a facultd - -

. ,

does increase ié; role in goal formulation ahd ngtitutional ’

.‘. ' _. 3 . .\
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decisionémaking'by utilizing collective negotiations.
\‘ .« - . A
This study implies that an administration desfring, -

r

to reduce a féculty‘s propensity to bargaining should ‘seek

3

to collegialize its relationship with the faculty. It is

1

recommended 'that studies be conducted to determine 4f the
degree of colleéialitg between faculty and administ:ators.

is related to the propensity to favor bargaining.
v : . ‘ ' -
. This study implies that while faculty desires a

greater role in governance'and ?oal formulation, they do
not desire to be held accountabie for theii'decisions.
Rese%rch is ,recommended to identify ways of increasing o
accountability that are ;cceptaéie to faculty. '

The inéreased utilization of cpllective negotia-
N\ . . )
tions as a decision-making process in higher education

' -

-

requires that further studies investigate and evaluate tpg\
{ _

~impligations of col}ective negotiatioﬁgqhi:a decision-making

— g , \ Ne—

process, How will ph?gaining effect all the constituencies

i

-

. - IR .
.of Bigher education amd will it ‘alter institutjional life,

and if so, how?

rx
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APPENDIX A

RANDOM SAMPLE BY DEPARTMENT AND RANK
ADMINISTRATOR SAMPL7 RETURNS BY TITLE

COMPARISON OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS
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RANDOM SAMPLE BY DEPARTMENT AND RANK

" Department -
. S

R

Professor

Associate Assistant
ProfessqQr Professcr

R

NR S R

g

Instructor
R NR

Accounting
Aerospace

A. M. N, E,
"Anthropology
Archi & Env,

Design.

Art & Art

- .Hist .
Astronomy
Aviation

Bot., & Micro,
Bus. Ad.
Bus, Com.Law
Chem. Eng.
Chemistry
Civ. Eng.
Classics
Dance

thma

Econ,
“Education
Elec. Eng."
Engineering
English
Env, Sci, '
Finance
Fine Arts
Geography
Geol,., Eng. .
Geology. .
Health, P,E,

& Rec, '’
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b . / \{\: .
) 7 .
o " Atspciate Assistant
Department Rrofessor Professor Professor Instructor ¢
.S P NR S5 R NRS R NR S R 'NR
!
Info .~Coms- T - - .
- Sci, 0° 0 2 2 0’
s Journalism 2.-1.. 1 0. 4 2 2 1 .1
~  Law 4 4 2 1 1 2 1 10
' Lib. Sei. & . 4 . .
" Lib, Staff O , 3 2 16 4 2 4 2 2
v Lib, Stu. . O o - . 0 0
Management 2 2 1 1 1 1 O
MarKeting c1 1 1 1 1 1 o
"} Math, 14 3° 1 4 4 8 7 1 0
Met. Bng. 0 1 1 0 o)
- Meteor., 1 1 1 1 1 1. 0
Mil. Sci. 0 2 2 2 2 0
Mod, Lang. 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
Music 9 8 1 5 4 1 5 4 1 3 2 1
.« . Nav#l Sci. 1 1 o 1 1 11
Pet. Eng. 1 1 1 1 1 1 o. ¢
, Pharm, 1 .1 ‘0 _ 2 2 1 1
- #hilosophy 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Phys. Ther. 0 1 1 0 0
{Physics 3 3 1 13 2 10
‘) Pol, Sei. , 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 0
: Psych, 0 1 1 2 1 1 0
) Reg. & City ’ . :
_ ? plan, o 0 .0 0
vt . Soce Wke 3 2 1.1 1 4 3 1 1° 1
b » ‘Sociology 0 ¢ y « T 3 3 0 "o
' ' Speech Com., = 2 2 g 1 1 1 2 1 1
v 0 - N 0 0
‘v Zoology . 2 2 3 3 1. . 1 0 '
'X.No. Dept. IR R S
Listed. = 3 3 1 1 "3 .'3 -0
- - .Y o

Rank Totals\ 97 72 15 78 ,52 26 102 71\51 23 15 8
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ADMINISTRATOR SAMPLE RETURNS BY TITLE

— —p
Title Sample ' Respondents Non-
- Number Respondents
-y .
. . . '.,,
Vice President 4 2 . 2
Associate V. P. 2 2 o
Assistant V. P. 6 5 bl
Dean ‘ 8 6 2
r"’ .
Associate Dean: 3 /I 3 0
- Assistant Dean 10 5 5
Director 17 12 5
Totals - 50 35 15
[4)
\
A
[
——
- ‘ » :
' i Y.
1 .
-
'
\ ) ‘ \"

J -
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. COMPARISON OF SAMPLE RESPONDENTS AND NONRESPONDENTS

-l

— -

h PERCENTAGES OF FACULTY IN SAMPLE RESPONDENTS

. " AND SAMPLE NONRESPONDENTS BY SELECTED
. DEMOGRAPHICAL VARIABLES
. . ] Percentages
Variable Sample Sample
) . Respondents - Nonrespondents

Rank: f
Professor .34 ' .28
Associate Professor - «25. 29
Assistant Professor .34 ’ «34
Instructor .07 .09

Sex: , Jo ) ’
Male : ‘ .88 .89

KR -Female ' .12 . w11

Length of Institutional e ‘
Service: 4
Five years or less ) .45 .48
More than five years 3" ¢, 55 52

Tenure: ' . ‘. . ‘
Tenured ' _ .68 .71
Non-tenured | o W32 «29

\ Disciprine:

' Biblogical Sciences 052 .022
Physical Sciences - .105 » ,057
Mathematics # ). 071 . *022

' - Social Sciences . - " <090 © 200
_ Humanities o % .052 .034
) . Fine Arts | _ 119 .133
Education ~ _ - «100 044
) Business - . .048 . 044
Engineering - .148 222
Other _ ' .215 ] 222
A )
$ ' ]
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