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PROFESSORS AND UNIONS: A STUDY OF COLLECTIVE

The literaturelof higher education and the halls of academe have been )

BARGAINING IN THE ACADEMIC PROFESSION

. . s

M +

flooded in recent years by.polemi% debates about the appropriateness of .

collective bargainifhg by éollege and university faculty and the underlying
| .
causes and potential consequences of collective bargaining on campuses. It

has been suggested, for example,” that the rapid growth of this movement -

-
represents a response by faculty to the present era of retrenckment in higher

-

education which threatens the job security and economic status of faculty, the

emergence of powerful statewide boards which have shifted the locus of }mportant

5 N L . ’ ; 7
decision making authority from the campus to the capitol, the passage of recent

legislation which has formally granted the right of collective representation

-

to public employees, and -the era of student unrest in which many traditional

Y

faculty prerogatives were subjected to serious challenges. The postulated

Eonsequences of collective bargaining in the academic community include am
improvement of -faculty Job securit?'and enhancement of the eFodomic status

of the profession, an increase in the influence of faculty infthe campus
govefnance process, 4 {eQediation ot past discrimination against minop}ty énd
women faculty, a conferral of disproportioﬁate power to bargaining representa-
tives in campusﬂissues, an Increase in the centralization and bufeaucrntization

of campus and statewide administrations, an inhibition of institutional innovation

and responsiveness, and a greater polarization between faculty and administrators

- .

(5, 7, 9, 11, 15, 16, 17, 24).

While the percelved magnitude of these issdes varies from writer to

writer, most have shared a common tendency of assuming that these have been
»




universal causes and consequences. That is, there has been telatively little
effort to examine variations within the collective bargaining movement which

-

might suggest that these issues vary in relation fo the bargaining organiza-
tion and institutional aftiliation of faculty. For example, Keﬁerer and N

Baldridge (15) have concluded that the "unibn'adyocate" typically lacks the

doctorate, 1s a male of less than 40 years_gf age in either the humanitdes or

~— K4

social sciences, does not have tenure, has a greater teaching load and a lower

-
’ . i hd

saléfy than colleagues in gq?duéte Institutions, and so on. A somewhat similar:

profile was also found for union advocategs in the California state colleges
(12). While such profiles may accurately describe the typical- union advocate,

' \ . - ¥
they are likelv to mask wide variations between advocates of such different .

‘vt A

collective bargaining organizations as the American Assoclation of University

%

Professors (AAUP), American Federation of Teachers (AFT), and National Educa-

tion Association (NEA).

This possibility appears highly probable give; the disfinqti;e\historie§
and philosophies of the AAUP, AFT, and NEA (11, 20) and the broad diversity in
the characteristics nf faculty affiliated with these bargalning organizations
(16).. Furthermore; L.add and Lipset concluded that the differences they fo?nd
in the charactériétics of AAUP, AF%, and NEA members "corgéspond to expecta-
tions formed on the basis of the orgsaizatians' past role- and ideologies"

R ¢ J -
(16, p. 43). Such ronsistency between the distinctive roles and ideologiesv

of bargaining organizations and the salient characteristics of .their respective
. .
members suggests that there is wide variation within the collective bargaining

movement and It behooves researchers to examine these variations more systemati-

cally in their efforts to assess the potential consequences of 'this pehnomenon

. ‘&,,1‘ ~
to the future o! the ademr'c community.

/ ,
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The research by Ladd and Lipset (16) represented a major contribution |

. . ) < /
to this important ared of inquiry. However, they have cautioned that more

recent surveys are likely to discover changes in the distinctive character-

istics of faculty affiliated with either the AAUP, AFT, or NEA since their

study was conducted dufing the 1968-69 acadewnic year, well before the eol-

) s,
lective bargaining movement emerged as a prominent part of American higher

education (16, p. 43). In addition, their study did not examine whether the
A

overall differences between faculty affiligted with these three bargaining

4

organizations were comsistent across different types of ‘postsecondary insti-

tutions, an omission which appears to be particularly crucial. since Light (18)

has demonstrated the importance of institutional affiliation to the study. of

v

college and university faculty.

The priﬁary purposes of Ehis‘gﬁper are to determine (a) 1if there are '
significapt differences in the attit?des of faculty affiliaséd‘wibﬁ either the

lAAUP, AFT, or NEA toward the contemerary issues within the academic community
and the desired characteristics of their jobs and (b) if the resulting pverall

differences are consistent across different types of postsecondary institutions

propoéed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education (6).

£

RESEARCH PROCEDURES
Sample ,
This study was based on % stratified random sample of faculty who responded
toAqn extensive questionnaire dgveloped and admiaistered by ,.the Américan Council
on Education (ACE). A thorough description of the ACE quesgionnaire; sampling\

pr;cedure, and response rate has been presenfed by Bayer (4). The respondents
. 3
(N=53,029F were aftiliated with all types of postsecondary institutlons and heid

appointments in virtually all sectors of the academic profession. °

B ){3
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An attempt was made to select randomly 100 faculty who were affiliated
w1th either the AAUP, AFT, or NEA at each of the four major types of post-

.

secondary institutions (research universities, comprehensive colleges and

universities, liberal arts colleges, EWQ—year colleges and institutes)

L

proposed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educatisn (6). The random

K

" selection procedures were constrained by the restriction that respondentq

must have 1nd1cated either "strongly disagree" or "disagree with reservatinis"
to the following item in the ACEwquestionnaire: "Collective bargaining by ,
- faculty members has no place in a college or university." The purpose of the

sampling procedure was to obtain "pure types" (i.e., members of only one

+

bargaining organization) who were "advocates" of the a ropriateness of the
g PP

%
collective bargaAning movements.. Table 1 [ ‘esents the number, of faculty

> -

included in this study, stratified by their collective bargaining organization

3

>

and institutional affiliation.

(Insert Table 1 about here)

i

Inspection uf Table 1 shows that it was not possible to obtain a random

sample of 100 faculty in two of the twelve cells. AFT members at liberal arts
. )

' ) i}
culf%ges (n = 10) were delcted frqﬁ the study because of an inadequate sample
! N .
size.
7

Variables

JPersisting contlicts between faculty ana institutions of higher education

have been 2 primary impetus for the ccllective bargaining movement and a major

s .

portion of most existing bargaining agrieements concerns the condition of

faculty employment, {c.p., -alarv, tenure and promotion criceria,, ete.) (11, 17).

k%S
Two sets of items in the ACE quLstiﬂnnaire were selected for this studv since

Q H
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they were related tc areas of 'existing or potentlal conflict within the academic

comnunity and to the desired workiqé conditions (i.e., job characteristics) -
of faculty. The first set of items asked fatulty to indicate the imp?riaﬁce.

(4 = essential, 3 = Qery impottant, 2 =‘§omewhat,important; 1= pot-important

’

, or detrimental) they would attach to 17 job charqgteristics if they were con-

sidering other acadenrie career opportunities. 1ne setwnd set of items asked

faculty to indicate their agreement (4 = stronglyvagrée,'3 = agree with reserva-

s -

tions, 2 = Qisagree vith reservations, 1 = strongly disagree) with 28 issues

‘r\/

related to current or potential controversies in the academic community and

‘perceptions of their academic careers.

Statistical Analysés

kesponses to'the 45 ;Eems were factor analf!e& byithe p{incipal axis method
with tnity in-the diagonal. The linearity of eigenvalue curvature‘was e&amined‘
"by the scree test (8) whicﬁ indicated that nine factors should be retained for
rotation and analysis. An obiique rotaLio; (22) was performed and factor scores
were estimated and transfoiwed to standard scores with a mean of zkro and a
standard deviafion of one. -

1Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedures (25) were used to

exaﬁine the statistical significance of differences between faculty affiliated
N 1

. 8
s'with the AAUP, AFT, or NEA and to determine if the resulting differences were

congistent across the -four pres of postsecgndary institutions. A four by
three design was used. The independent variables were the four major types of
postgecondary institutions proposed b; the Cafnegie Commission on Higher
Efucation (r;search universities, comprehensive colleges and universities,
liberal arts colleges, two-vear colleges and Institutes) and the collegtive

*

bargaining organization with wbich'faculty were affiliated (AAUP, AFT, NEA).

]
i
|
|
|
g
i
|
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The nine standard scores derived from.-the factor analysis constituted the

dependent variables in the analysis.

RESULT®

Factor Aﬁalysts ) )
N < *

The pattern matrix (factor we}ghts) for the nine factor oblique solution
is presented in Table 2. Only variables with a factor weight of + .30 or
greater were used to develop the following definitions of gz;ulty who obtained
a high score on gécﬁ fgctor. The title of each factor was suggested by its

pattern of loadings (factor weights).

’

L

/// (Insert Table 2 about here.)

L

¢

Factor I ("Social Oppor.unities'). Faculty with a high score congfder
- . 4 »

a better community, better housing, better schools for their children, better

colleagues and students with whom to work, and better employment opportunities

.

for their spouses as important criteria in their consideration of possibie

career opportunities.

14

Factor 11 {"Conservative Orientation"). Faculty with a high score agree

that claims of discriminatory-practices against women students have been greatly

exaggerated and consider themselves to be politically conservative, They ao

not agree that there should-be prefepential hiring practices for minority and

women faculty, students should have represéntation of insgitutional gové?ning

beards, faculty promotions should be baseg (in part) on formal studént evaluations
? 3

of their teaching, and part-time facuiiy should be eligible for tenure.

Factor 111 ("Research Opportunities'). Faculty with a high score consider

- -

more time for research, smaller teaching loads, and better research facilities
4

as important criteria in thelr consideration of possible career opportunities.

»

|
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Fattor TV ("Success Orientation"). Faculty with a high score believe

[y

that they have been more successful than most men and women of ‘comparable
A '
age in their respective a:?demic disciplines. -

Factor V_ ("Institutional Aid Orientation'). Faculty with a high score
. \ ) ’
believe that federal aid to students (both undergraduate and graduate) should

be channeled through institutions rather than be given directly to students.

Factor VI ("Status Opportunities"). Faculty with a high score consider \.

’

h{gher academic rank,- better chancg for professional aévancement, higher

[y

.salary, and tenure as important criteria in their consideration of possible

’

career opportunities. - . ¢

Factor VIY ("P-cmotion Orientation'). Fatulty with a hfﬁh score believe
™ . .

that teaching efiectiveness should be fhe)primary criteria in pro%otion and

‘

tenure decisions and perceive that this 1is, in fact, the norm i{in their respec-

tive institutions and departments. They agree that teaching effectiveness,

‘got publications, should be the primary basis for academic promotibh and

r

consider themselves to be religious individuals. They do not agree,that

»

institutional demands Yor research productivity interfere with their effective- '

.

‘ . & ’
ness as teachers or that it is difficult to achieve tenure in their disgiplines

¥

if they do not publish.

b -

Factor VIII ("Teachin Qggortunitiest) Faculty with a high score consider
18 1

less pressure to publish fewer a}ministrat1Ve responsibilitt91 and more
opportunities to teach as imporfant considerations in their review of possible,
. .

career opportunities. They agree that institutional demands for greater research

interfere with .their teaching effectiveness. b} . . |

Factor IX ("Dissat{sfacfion Orientation'). Faculty with a high score agree

.

* ' B *

that they would not choose an academic life or, at least, would chocse another '

academic discipline ih they could begin their careers anew.

: - '« |}




-

B/ - . | . -

Multivariate Anaiysis of Variance

-

- The results of ‘the multivariate an2lysis of variance indicated that there
['s

weré statistically significant differences between faculty affiliated with the

26.10, df =

four types of postsecondary institutions (F = 27/2985) and faculty

:

affiliated - with the three collective bargaining organizations (F = 17.34, °

= 18/2044).1 Furthermore, there was a statistically significant (p < .001)

-

interaction (F = 1.93, = 45/4575) between institutional affiliation and .

collectiVe _bargaining organ‘zation aff111arion which indicated .that the overall

differehces between AAWP, AFT, and NEA facalty were not consistent across the

.

Because of the significant interaction term, it was necessary to make

four types of postsecondary ipstitutions.

. -

N 7
separate Interpretations of the differences‘between AAUP, QFT, and NEA faculfy

at each of the four types of postsecdndary'institutions. ;Stepwise multiple
)
discrimlnant analy51§\procedures (25) were used tc examine the specific nature

-

of the differences hetween AAUP AFT, and NEA faculty at each of the four

instituitional types. - \

-

r

-
»

Differences related to the institutional affiliation of faculty will not
be presrnted since they are not a primary focus of this study and have
been presented by Bayer (4). Institutional affiliation ,was Included as a

1.

design factor in thik study to ipermit the investigation of whether the
differences that emerged due to the bargaining organization aff{liation of
faculty were consistent across the four tvpes of pnstsecondarv Institutions’
(i.e.,

the interaction term).

-~
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Research Universities. Table 3 presents the group means for AAUP, AFT,

" and NEA faculty at cesearch universities and the step-down F-ratios of the

dependent variables.2
i

(Insert Table 3 about here)

The step—doyn F-ratios in Table 3 indicated that the three f\fulty groups
were significantly different on four of the nine variables. Faculty af-

fiiiated wit> the NFA obtained’/a significantly higher mean score on Promotion

4

Orientation than elther AAUP or AFT faculty, and AAUP faculty earned a

{
significdntly highér mean score on this variable than their colleagues
affiliated with the AFT; AET faculty earned a lower mean score on Conserva-

tive Orfentation than AAUP and NEA faculty;  and NEA faculty obtained a higher
l

E 3 «
mean score on Status Opportunities and a lpWer mean score on Research Oppor*
- 4

tunitieg than AAUP and AFT faculty. 5

éomprehensive Colleges and Universities. The step-down F-ratios in Table

-
4 indicated that five of the nine variables contributed sigrificantly to the

differentiation hetween these khree faculry groups.

(Tnsert Table 4 about here)

4

“Facultv affiliated with the NEA obtained a significantly higher mean score on

2

2. The step-down F-test 1s a test of gignificance for each var’ .ble wnen the
variance attributable to all precedjing variables in the analysis has been
removad (25). Tables 3 through € eiékﬁf a similar format and present the

‘  group means for faculty aseociated wi the respective collective bargaining
organizations and the step-down F-ratios of the nine dependent variables in
each of the analyses for faculty at the four types of postsecondary "insti-

- tutionq The variables are Jisted in each table in the order in Which they
erterea the stepwise analysi\

L . b
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Promoticn Orientation, Censervative Orj:ntation, Status Opportunities and °

Institutienal Aid 9rientation, and a lower mean score on Social Opportunities

LS

than AAUP and AFT faculty. There were no significant differences between

/ .
faculty affiliated with the AAUP aad AFT at comprehensive colleges and

universities.

~

Liberal Arts Colleges. Inspection of the step-downlz-ratfos in Table 5

,

v

indicated that three variatles contributed signiticantly to the differentiation

t

' between AAUP and NEA faculty at liberal arts colleges. -

L

[l
¥

-

(Insert Taéle 5 about here)

Faculty affiliated with the NEA obtained a higher meéan score on Promotion

Orientatiori’,‘ Status Opportunities, ands> Teach'in#f Opportunities than their \.
- ' ’ NP A .
celleagues affiliated with the AAUP. | . *

o

vIwo-Year Cclleges and Institutes. The step-down'F-ra:ios in Tablé 6

L 4

. S N 5
indicated that two of the nine variable?'%ontributed significagtly to the \

ol 4

differentiation between these three faculty groups.

&

| .

5 4
B b 7.

>

(Insert Table 6 abput here)

-, : . |

3

Faculty affiliated with the AFT obtained a lower mean score on Institutional

Ald Orientation than AAUP and NEA faculty, .and NEA faculty had a higher mean.

-,

- . »

score than AFT raculty -on Promotion Orientation. . . -




DISCUSSION
It was §uggested that the failure of moct research to examine the
relative importance of alternative causes and consequences of éollective
bargaining and to 6xpiore differences intthe characteristics of faculty

- [}
associated with various bargalning organizaticns might tend to mask wide
i c B

N var?aticns within the collective bargaining'movement. This contention was
supported .by earlier reseaxch which reflectéd broad divers ne
histories and philnsophies of tﬁe AAUP, AFT, ;nd NéA (11,-20) and the con-
sistency between the disg}nctive characteristics oé faculty affiliated witﬁ
the AAUP, AFT, and NEA and the respective organizations' traditional rolgs %né
- idéologiés (1A). The results of this‘study provide further evidEnce'that there

are wlae variations within the collective bargaining movement in terms of (a)

-

‘the relative importance of issues that differeﬂtiate faculty affiliated with

the three bargaining urganizations at different type of colleges and universities
. . \

and (b) the distinctive characteristiiﬁ'of facplty af: "liated with the AAUP,

A¥T, and NFA.

-

Collective Bargaining Issues. The.topics that dii "erentiated faculty
| /
- 1 -
who were affiliated with the three bargaining organizations might be con-

LI \ .

sidered-to belong to one of two categories. First, there are gencral issues

which appear to cut gcross the institutional affiliations of faculty and to

A

\\ be related to $ome of the more ;ressing conditions in higher educatic.. which

o | :

\ have been postrlated to be general causes of the em=rgence and growth of the

}

* coltective bargaining movement. For example, Kemerer and Baidridge succinctly
. . 3
note that 'the Jrive to form unions seems to be a protective reaction agalinst

external economic and social pressures, as well as a reflection of deep and
gUnulue condern crer internal issuyé of guvernance, tenuare, and grievaecce }‘
procedures' (15, p. 43). Foremost among the geneYal 1ssues are the attitudes

A ]

of AAUP, APT, and NEA faculty related to the criteria used in promotion and

—

O
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tenure proceedings sin<e Promotion drientétion contributed significantly to

the differentiation between faculty affiliated with these three bargaining
orgarizations at all four types of postsecondary institutions. A gecond .
zgenzral issue would appear to be faculty desires to improve their opportunities

for social, economic, -and professional advancement since Status Opportunities

.

contributed significantly to the differentiation between faculty affiliated

s with the AAUP, AFT, and NEA at all three types of four-year colleges and
- universities. A final general issue would appear to be faculty attitudes

toward such goverﬁance policies as preferential hiring practices for minority
“‘ '

F 3 . .
and women, student representation on governing boards, and the eligibility of 3

"

part-time faculty for tenure since Conservative Orientation contributed

significantly to the differentiation between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty at two

L3

” . , ;
types of postsecondary institutions. 1In sum, these three.general issues, and

the specificéitems‘they encompass appear tp 'be directly related ‘to the general

.

- cg?ditions that Kemerer and Baldridge (15) and others (35, 20, 2&) suggest.as

primary contributors to the emergence and'growth of thé collective bargailning

d, thére a}e specific issues which-appear to be relatgd to the

- .

distingtive naQufg of the four types of postsecondary institutions. For
' '
example, the primary characteristic of research univergities is the amount of

z

federal support they recelve for research activity and the number of Ph. D.'s

’ 3

they annually graduate (6):. Attitudes toward such Research Opportunities as
} - .
more time for research and better research facilities contributed significantly N
[
* N
to the differentiation between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty only at this one
N )

institutional type. Similarly, liberal arts cdllegea are characterized pri-

m&rily bv their greater teaching emphasis, and attitudes toward Teaching
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\

‘ﬁpportunitie;=confributed sigﬁlficantly to the differentiation between
bargaining organizstion members only at this type of institution. Com-
pfehensive qolleges and universities and two-year colleges and institutes
tend to attract,students with gre;ter need for financial support and
attitudes toward Institutional Aid Ofientation contributed significantly
to the differentiation between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty ag!only these two
types of institutions.3 i

These findings suggest that the relative importance of po;sible causes
and comsequences vary as a function of both the genéralizedfcbncern of‘faculty
toward external economic and social pressures and the specific.p;essureé that

result from the type of college or university in which they are employed. »The
complex resolution of these external and internal forces require further
investigation in order to understand more fully the conditions which’have

contributed to the rapid growth of the collective bargainipg movement,

Bargaining Organization Members. The relatidnship between individuals s

.

and organi%ations is a topic of both historical and current importance'inﬁ

thae study of complex organizations (1, 2, 10, 19, 22, 26). Barrett 3)

has demonstrated that the integration of individual goals and organizational
s .

objectives has important implications for bot%%the individual and the organi-

zation;- Holland (13) has shown that individuals have higher lgvels of J

achievement and satisfaction in organizations that are congruent- with their

personal competencies .ind values and that people search for organizations

3. Interestingly, the two variables relating to faculty perceptions about
their success in (Success Orientation) and satisfaction with (Dissatie-
faction Orienticls Y academic life did not contribute significantly to
the differentiation berween faculty assocfated with the three bargaining
organizations. This suggests that the issues of major concern to
collective bargaining members relate to more specific issues than tc
overall perceptions of success In and satisfaction with’ thely car-ers and

the academic 1ife styvle. : -

1
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~hat promote, reinforce, and reward thetr distinctive skills and attitudes.
Co-versely, they tend to leave organizationg that are not supportive of

their skills and values. This researck has important implications for those

” - -

who study and particiﬁate in the collective bargaining movement on campuses.

For example,'if baiﬁaining.organizat-ons have distinctive histories ‘and

-

ideologies and their respective«member§ have: characteristics that are con-
‘sistent with-these distinctive roles and philbsophies, it appears reasonable
to assume that the relative strength of these organizations and their ability
to attract and retain ﬁgmbers would be related to the exten; to which their

efforts are consistent with the aspira.ions and values of their respective

members. : .

.

With the notable exception of Ladd and Lipset's (16) study, the tendency

of most research not to differentiate between members of the AAUP, AFT, and

NEA has precluded the acquisition of knowledge about the distinctive character-

)
1stics of faculty affiliated with different bargaining organizations. The
results of this study clearly demonstrate that there ;re wide variations in
the aspirations and attitudes of AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty and that these
overall differences are not consistent across different types of postsecondary

. Institutions. For example, the higher mean score obtained by NEA faculty on

.

Promotion Orientation Lhan thelr AAUP and’AF? colleagues at research uni;ersities
and comprehensive colleges and universities,gtheir AAUP colle;gues at liberal
arts colleges{ and their AFT coileégues at two—yeér colleges and i{nstitutes
indicates that they believe that teacning effectivene;s, rather than publti-
cations, sgould be the primary criteria fur promotion and tenure decisions and
perceive that is, in tact, the case in their disciplines and inst{itutions.

They do not perceive that demands for research interfere with their teaching

effectiveness or that it is difficult to achieve tenure if they do not publish

\‘1‘ ’ ) ooy
ISRJ!; H
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actively. This conclusion is also applicable for faculéy affiliated with

the AAUP at research universities who obtain a higher mean score on Pro-
motion Orientation than AFT facult;?at similar universities. Faculty
affiliatéd with the NEA also pl?ce greatef emphasis on the opportunities for
higher academic rank dnd sal;ry, tenure, and a better chapce for professional
advancement (Status Opportunit&es) in considering possible career opportunities
than AAU? and AFT faculty at research universities and comprehensive collegesg -
and universities and AAUP faeulty at l}beral arts colleges.

AFT faculﬁy'sonsidef themsglvés to be more liberal (1.e., lowgr mean
score an Conservative Orientation) than AAUP and NEA facﬁlty at research
universities and NEA faculty at ¢omprehensive colleges and universities. Thia
somewhat more liberal attitude of AET faculty at these two types of post-
g ondary institutions is associated with their beliefs that there should ge
preferentiaf hiring practices for minority and women faculty, students should
have representation on institutional governing boards, and part-time faculty
should be eligible for tenure. Faculty affdliated with the AFT also obtained
a lower mean score on Institutional Aid Orientéfidn ;han AAUP and NEA faculty

at two-year colleges and institutes and NEA faculty at comprehensive colleges

and universities, indicating that AFT faculty at these two types of post-

-secondary . .institutions believe that federél aid to students should be glven
.~ i}

directly to students rather than be channeled through institutiens. In
addition, AAUP and AFT faculty at research universities consider such Research
Opportunities as more time for research and better research facilities 1s more

$
important critevia in their consideration of career opportunities than NEA

faculty; NEA facult+ at comprehensive colleges and universities consider Buch

Social-Opportunities as better housing, better community, and better employment
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; _
opportunities for their spouses as less important career cong}derations than
AAU? and AFT f;cdlty;' and NEA f;Ehlty at liberal arts colleges regard such
Teachinh Opportun}ties as less pressure to publish, féQér adminisﬁ;ative
responsibilities, and mére oppertunities to teach as more important criteria
in their cénsideration of ca;fér opportdﬁities than tgeir AAUP colleagues _
at similar institutions. ’

Such diversity in ;heiéharacteristics of AAYP, AFT, and NEA faculty at
these four types of postsecondary institutions and the distinctive h;stories
and 1deolbéies of these organieétions suggefts that their reséective opera-
tional~goals, stretegies! and tactics should be markedly differgnt. This
does not appear tg be the case, however, since Kemerer and Baid%idg; note
that despite rhetoric té the contrary, '"the different bargainng agents are

Il

becoming more alike in their ope;agional goals" and "their tactics and .
sFra£egies will also grow to resemble each ther" (15, p. 83). This contrast
between Fﬁé diversity of the roles and philosophies of bargéining organiza-
¥ions;36d the characteristics .6f their'respeqtive members and the simglgritz L
of tﬂeir operational ‘goals, strategies, and tactics has 1mpo;tant 1mp1fcat16ns

for the future of the coileétive bargaining movement and deserves gré;ter

attention by those who study* this phenomenon. Specifically, existing resaérch

on the rel;tionshig between 1néividﬁals'and orgahizations would suggest that

xthe strength of a bargaining organization and its ability to attract and retafn
members 18 positively related to the deéree to which that organization focuses

its efforts on resolving those issues of primary cgncern to its members and
1nc5rporates the distinctive values of its members in {ts operational goals and

strategies. This does not appear to be the case today since Lussier (21) concludes

that there are wide variations in the stated positions of national bargaining

T .




organizations and their respective local organizations. %his atudy‘demon-

strates that attempts to identify the distinctive values of faculty gffilfated
with the AAUP, AFT, and NEA must consider both the specific bargaining
organization and the type of college or university in which the 1ndgv1dual
works. Such efforts éight contribute to reducing the gap th;; apparently

exists between the rhetoric and reality of most collective bargaining
1]

organizations. .

i




ADDENDUM

: . )
A secondary cbjective of thisc study was to determine which collective

. - ' N
bargaining organization would most likely be selected by faculty who were

=

. -.‘k ’
not affiliated with any bargaining organization if they were askea to choose

+

between the AAUP, AFT, and NEA. A randomly selectea sample of 100 nonaffiliated -

, faculty at each of the four types of postsecondary 1;stitutions was obtained

and multiple classifigation analysis (MCA) procedures were used to determine

the most probable group menbership of th;se nonaffiliated faculty. The pre- -

dictor variables in the MCA were the nine,standard scores derived from the

factor analysis; the dependent ;ariables were faculty affiliated with the

AAUP, AFT, and NEA at each of the-four type§ of postsébnndary inatftutions.
Table 7 presents the probable group membe}ship'(AAUP, AFT, or NEA) of*

a random sample Of 100 faculty in eaé¢h of the four major institutional types

who were not affiliated with any collective bargaining organization.

(Insert Table 7 about here)

Inspection of Table 7 suggested that a gréater proportion.of nonaftiliated
faculty at research universities were likely to support the NEA (49 percenk)
than either the AAUP (30 percent) or‘the AFT (21 pefcent}l The same con-~
clusions appear to be warrantgd for nonaffiliated faculry at compre;ensive
colleges and universitiés since they were more similar to their NEA colleagues

(47 percent) than either their AFT (31 percent) or AAUP (22 percent) colleagues.

At liberal arts celleves, however, nonaffiliated faculty were more similar to

AAUP faculty (59 percent) than their NEA colleagues (41 percent). The results
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.
¢ ' o

for nonaffiliated faculty at two-year colleges and institutes were not as ™

LY

conclusive as those for faéulty at other types of colleges and universities.

. v

While more nonaffiliated faculty at two-year colleges and institutes were

more simiiar to their NEA colleagues (39‘bércent) than either their AFT *

(31 percent) or AAUP (30 percent) colleagues, this rather even distrfbutioq

£ ‘
did not support the development of strong conclusions.
I - ’
-
« P M . &
- : RN .
1 Y +
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Table 1
Sample Sizes, Stratified by Coliective Bargaining 4
I Organization and Ihstitutional Affiliation
\ L
Institutional Cqllective Bargaining Organization )
Affiliation - AAUP AFT NEA . TOTAL
Research universities 100 100 100 300
Comprehensiye colleges _ g .
and urfversities 100 - 100 100 . 300
Liberal arts colleges ° 100 * 100 200
Two-year colleges and A I
institutes 41 i 100 -, 100 241
v TOTAL 341 © 300 ] 400 1041
b
s -

s

* This cell was deleted from the study because of an inadequate sample
size (n‘= 10). .

. { o
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T4ble 3

Research Universities: Group Means and Step-down F Ratios

Group Means Step-down

Variables AFT F-Ratios”
Z

. 2 dokk
Promotion Orientation 61.38
* ok
Conservative Orientation 7.53
* &
5.64
*
Research Opportunities . 3.95

Status Opportui’ _jes

Success Orientation : ’ 2.22‘

Dissatisfaction Orientation 1,96

Social Opportunities - 1.04
. ]

- Institutional Aid Orientation 0.50

Teaching Opportunities . 0.41

3 4f = 2/297

* p<..05‘

* %k P -




i Table 4.
Comprehensive Colleges and Univarsitiesi Group Means and Step-down F-Ratlos
. . Group Means : Step-down
Variables . AAUP AFT NEA F-Ratios®
Promotion Orientation -0.15 LO.ll 0732 17.54***
Coﬁservat;ve Orientatioé ) -0.01 -0.21 0.35 7.34***
Status Opportunities -0.09 - -0.10 0.23 4.52*
Soéial Opportunities : 0.12 0.15 -0.25 6.22* —
Tnstitutibnal Aid Orientation 0.04 -0.18 0.26 3.15*
Dissatisfaction rientation -0.09 -0.06 °  0.06 1.78
Success Orientation: \ -0.11 -0.14 " 0.26 1.50
Research Opportunities . 0.32 0.42 -0.08 ©1.20
Teacﬁing Opportuniéies -0.13 °~ -0.06 0.06 - 0.16
\ .
3 4f = 2/297
*. p < .05
** p < .01
*k*x p < 001
s
33




Tahle 5

Liberal Arts Cdlleges: Group Means and Step-down F-Ratios

1

) Group Means Step-down
Variables AAUP NEA F-Ratios®
*ekk
Promotion Orientation -0.1, 0.55 65.10
Status Opporignities —O.é5>" 0.03 '9.17**
%eaching Opportunities 20.22 0.10 3.95*
N
Research Opportunities 0.09 -0.11 " 2.75
Conservative Orientation ~0.21 0.09 1.50
Institutional Aid Orientation -0.20 -0.03 1.32
Success Orientation ~-0.20 -0.01 0.33
Social Opportunities 0.00 ~-0.08 0.24
-0.10 0.05

Dissatisﬂaction Orientation

0.02

df = 1/198 .
* p .05
% p < 0]

x%k p < 001




Two-Year Colleges and Institutes:

-

Table 6

>

Group Means and Step-Down F-Ratios-

Teaching Opportunities

Group Means Step-down

Variables AAUP . AFT NEA F-Ratios®

Ingtitutional Aid OrieAtation 0.12 -0.25 0.28 8.33***

Promocion Orientation 0.58 0.42 . 0.76 5.41""
Success Orientation ~0.10  -0.09 0.21 1.85
Status Opportunities -0.)1 -0.21 -0.63 1.29'
Conservative Orlentation 0.10  -0.19 0.25 0.79
|\ Research Opportunities -0.19 -0.26 -0.40 0.61
Dissatisfactién Orientation 0.01 -0.17 ~0.02 0.25
Social Opportunities -0.06 -0.03 -0.14 0.33
4 0.21 0.00 0.08. 0.56

2 df = 2/238
* R < .05
*% p < 01

*%k p < ,001

i
;
|
|
i
i
3
i
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Table 7

Most Probable Group Membership of Nonaffiliated

Faculty by Institutional Type
’ R .

-

L]

Institutinnal Tyre of Host Probable

Nonaffiliated Faculty . Bargaining Organization
AAUP AFT NEA
Research Universities, 30 21 - 49
" Comprehensive colleges and ‘
universities 22 31 47
Liberal arts colleges 59 * . 41
Two-year colleges and . .
institutes 30 31 : 39

L4 ~ [

a
* This cell was deleted from the study because of an inadequate sample size.




