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PROFESSORS AND UNIONS: A STUDY OF COLLECTIVE

BARGAINING IN THE ACADEMIC PROFESSION

The literature of higher education and the halls of academe have been

flooded in recent years by.polemic debats abodt the appropriateness of

collective bargaining by College and university faculty and the dnderlying
t

causes and_ potential consequences of collective bargaining on campuses. It

has been suggested, for example,tthat the rapid growth of this movement

represents a.responseby faculty to the present era of retrenchment in higher

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

emergence of powerful statewide boards which have shifted the locus or important

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

_faculty prerogatives were subjected to serious challenges. The postulated

consequences of collective bargaining in the academic community include an-

improvement of faculty job securitv'and enhancement of the economic status

of the profession, an increase in the influence of faculty in tie campus

governance process, a Temediation or past discrimination against minority and

women faculty, a conferral of disproportionate power to bargaining representa

tives in campus issues, an increase in the centralization and bureaucratization

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 perceived magnitude of these issues 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 to the bargaining organiza-

tion and institutional affiliation of faculty. For example, Kemerer and

Baldridge (15) have concluded that the "union advocate" typically lacks the

doctorate, is a male of less than 40 years of age in either the humanftdes or

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

salary than colleagues in graduate institutions, and so on. A somewhat similar

profile was also found for union advocatqs in the California state colleges

(12). While such profiles Tay accurately describe the typicaTunion advocate,

they are likely to mask wide variations between advocAtes of such different

collective bargaining organizations as the American Association of University

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

tion Association, (NEA).

This possibility appears highly probable given the distinctive,histories

and philosophies pf the AAUP, AFT, and NEA (11, 20) and the broad diversity in

the characteristics of faculty affiliated with these bargaining organizations

(1'6). Furthermore, Ladd and Lipset concluded that the differences they found

in the characteristics of AAUP, AFT, and NEA members "correspond to expecta-

tions formed on the basis of the organizations' past role and ideologies"

(16, p. 43). Such consistency between the distinctive roles and ideologies

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 effort, to Assess the potential consequences ofthis pehnomenon

to the future of the t,Idem,f community.
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The research by Ladd and Lipset (16) represented a major contribution

to this important area of inquiry. However, they haVe cautioned that more

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

istics of faculty affiliateti with either the AAUP, AFT, orNEIsince their

study was conducted dutling the 1968-69 academic year, well before the Gol-

lective bargaining movement emerged as a prominent part of American higher

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

overall differences between faculty affiliated with these three bargaining

f

organizations were consistent 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

college and university, faculty.

The primary purposes of this ',per are to determine (a) if there are

significant differences in the attit7des of faculty affiliated witfi either the

AAUP, AFT, or NEA toward the contemptrary issues within the academic community

and the desired characteristics of their jobs and (b) if the resulting overall

differences are consistent across different types of postsecondary institutions

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

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Sample

This study was based on a stratified random sample of faculty who responded

to an extensive questionnaire developed and administered by,the American Council

on Education (ACE). A thorough description of the ACE questionnaire, sampling

procedure, and response rate has been presented by Bayer (4). The' respondents

(N=53,029Y were affiiiated_with 411 types of postsecondary institutions and held

appointments in virtually all sectors of the academic profession.
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An attempt was made to select randomly 100 faculty who were affiliated

with 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, two-year colleges and institutes)

proposed by the Carnegie Commission on'lligher Educati3n (6). The random

selection procedures were constrained by the restriction that respondents

must have indicated either,"strongly disagro' or "disagree with reservatioas"

to the following item in the ACEssquestionnaire: "Collective bargaining by f

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) whd were "advocates" of the appropriateness of the

collective bargaining, movemen Table 1 resents the number, of faculty

included in this study, stratified by theft- collective bargaining organization

and institutional affiliation.

s.

(Insert Table 1 abOut here)

Inspection of Table I 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

coleeges (n 10) were deleted fro, the study because of an inadequate sample

size.

Variables

,Persisting conflicts between faculty and institutions of higher education

have been a primary impetus for the collective bargaining movement and a major

portion of most exi3ting bargaining agreements concerns the condition of

faculty erployme:0, Aarv, tenure and promotion eriteriaetc,) .(11,' 17).

Two sets of items in the ACE questionnaire were selected for this study since
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they were related tc areas of'existing or potential conflict within the'academic

community and to the desired working conditions (i.e., job characteristics)

of faculty. The first set of items asked fatulty to indicate the impriance

(4 = essential, 3 = very important, 2 =esomewhat, important; 1 = not-important

or detrimental) they would attach to 17 jbb charajteristics if they were con-

sidering other academie carer opportunities. lne setNnd set of items asked

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

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

related to current:or potential controversies in the academic community and

-perceptions of their academic careers.

Statistical Analyses

.41

Responses to the 45 items were factor analyzed by the pincipal axis method

with unity in-the 'diagonal. The linearity of eigenvalue curvature was examined,

by the scree test (8) which indicated thatine factors should be retained for

rotation and analysis. An oblique rotation (22) was performed and factor scores

were estimated and transformed to standard scores with a mean of zero and a

standard deviation of one.

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

examine the statistical -significance of differences between faculty affiliated

L
with the AAUP, AFT, or NEA and to determine if the resulting differences were

consistent across the-four types of postsecondary institutions. A four by

three design was used. The independent variables were the four major typed bf

postsecondary institutions proposed by the Carnegie Commission on Higher

4

Education (research universities, comprehensive colleges and universities,

liberal arts collegeg, two-year colleges and institutes) and the colleotive

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



6

The nine standard scores derived from-the factor analysis constituted the

dependent variables in the analysis.

RESULT''

Factor Analysis

The pattern matrix (factor weights) for the nine factor oblique solution

is presented in Table 2. Only variables with a factor weight of + .30 or

greaser were used to develop the following definitions of faculty who obtained

a high score on each f9.ctor. The title of each factor was suggested by its

pattern of loadings (factor weights).

(Insert Table 2 about here.)

Factor I '( "Social OpporLunities") Faculty with a high score conS1der

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 possible

career opportunities.

Factor II ("Conservative Orientation"). Faculty with a high score agree

that claims of discriminator/.practices against women students have been greatly

exaggerated and consider themselves to be politically conservative. They do

not agree that there shouqd-he preferential hiring practices for minority and

women faculty, students should have'representatron of institutional govei-ning

boards, faculty promotions should he based (in part) on formal student evaluations

of their teaching, and part-time faculty should be etigible for tenure.

Ftor ill ("Re:.earch (pPortunities"). Faculty with a high score consider

I

more time for reseAt,h, smaller teaching loads, and better research facilities

as important criteria in their consideration of possible career opportunities.



FAtor 'V ("Success Orientation"). Faculty with a high score believe

that they have been more successful than most men and women of.comparable

age in their respective a 'fdemic 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

higher academic rank, better chance for professional advancement, higher

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

career opportunities.

Factor VII" l'"?1-6motion Orientation"). Fatulty with a high score believe

that teaching efiectiveness should be the3primary criteria in promotion and

tenure decisions and perceive that 'this is, in fact, the norm in their respec-

tive institutions and departments. They agree that teaching effectiveness,

not publications, should be the primary basis for academic proipotion and

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

institutional demands for research prOducpivity interfere with their effective-

ness as teachers or that it is difficult to achieve tenure in their disciplines

if they do not publish.

Factor VIII ("Teaching Opportunities". Faculty with a high score consider

'd\-less pressure to publish, fewer administrativeinistrative responsibilitte3, and more

opportunities to teach as important considerations in their review of possible

career opportunities. They agree that institutional demands for greater research

interfere with their teaching effectiveness.

Factor IX ("Dis'satisfaction Orientation"). Faculty with a high score agree

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

academic discipline

C

lk they could begin their careers anew.

a
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Multivariate Analysis of Variance

The results of the multivariate analysis of- variance indicated that there

were statistically significant differences between faculty affiliated with the

four types of postsecondary institutions (F = 26.10,-df - 27/2985) and faculty

affiliatedwi.th the three collective bargaining organizations (F = 17.34,

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

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

collective bargaining organization affiliation which indicated.that the overall

differehces between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty were not consistent across the.

four types of postsecondary institutions.

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

separate interpretations of the differences, between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty

at each of the four types of postsecohdary institutions. Stepwise multiple

_discriminant analysis procedures (25) were used to examine the specific nature

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

institutional types.

1. Differences related to the institutional affiliation of faculty will not
he presented since they are not a primary focus of this study and have
been presented by Bayer (4). Institutiotial affiliation was included as a
design factor in thifi study to permit the investigation of whether the
differences that emerged due to the bargaining organization affiliation of
_faculty were consistent across the four tvpes of postsecondary institutions
(i.e., the intent, tion term).

A W.
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Research Universities. Table 3 presents the group means for AAUP, AFT,

and NEA faculty at research universities and the step-down F-ratios o:f the

dependent variables.
2

(Insert Table 3 atout'here)

The step-down F-ratios in Table 3 indicated that the three rarity groups

were sig0ficantly different on four of the nine variables. Faculty af-

filiated with the NEA obtained'a significantly higher mean score on Promotion

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

significantly higher mean score on this variable than their colleagues

affiliated with the AFT; AFT faculty earned a lower mean score an -Conserva-

tive Orfentation'thanAAUP and NEA faculty; and NEA faculty obtained a higher

mean score on Status Opportunities and a 1

tenitiep than AAUP and AFT faculty.

r mean score on Research Oppor-

o

r.f

6mprehenoive Colleges and Universities. The step -down F-ratlos in Table

4 indicated that five of the nine variables contributed significantly to the

differentiation between these khree faculty groups.

(Insert Table 4 about here)

Faculty affiliated with the NEA obtained a significantly higher mean score on

2. The step-down F-test is a test of significance for each vari,ble waen the
variance attributable tR all preced ng variables in the analysis has been

removed (25). Tables 3 Through 6 ar of a, similar format and present-the

group means for faculty associated wi the respective collective bargaining
orghnizations and the step-down F-ratios of the' ine dependent variables in
each of the analyses for faculty at the four types of postsecondary-insti-

tutions. The variables areisted in each table in the order in.Ighich they

et terea the stepwise analysih-

I
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Promotion Orientation, Conservative Orientation, Status Opportunities and

Institutional Aid Orientation, and a lower mean score on Social Opportunities

than AAUP and AFT faculty. There were no significant differ'ences between

faculty affiliated with the AAUP aad AFT at comprehensive college, and

universities.

Liberal Arts Colleges. Inspection of the step -down F-ratios in Table 5

indicated that three variables contributed signiticantly to the differentiation

between AAUP and NEA faculty at liberal "arts colleges.

(Insert Table 5 about here)

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

Orientation, Status Opportunities, and;TeachInglOpportunities than their

colleagues affiliated with the AAUP.

,Two-Year Colleges and Institutes. The step-down.,F-fatlos in Table 6

ifidicated that two of the nine variabldS-4Contributed signififailay to the

differentiation between these three faculty groups.

(Insert Table 6 about here)

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

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

score than AFT acultv -on Promotion Orientation.

f 1 9
.
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DISCUSSION

It was suggested that the failure of most research to examine the

relative importance of alternative causes and consequences of collective

bargaining and to explore differences in the characteristics of faculty

associated with various bargaining organizations might tend to mask'wide

variatfons within the collective bargaining movement. This contention was

supported.by earlier research which reflected broad diver; ne

histories and philosophies of the AAUP, AFT, and NEA (11, 20) and the con-

sistency between the distjuctive characteristics of faculty affiliated with

the AAUP, AFT, and NEA and the respective organizations' traditional roles and

ideologis (16). The results of this study provide further evidence that there

are wfae variationF within the collective bargaining movement in terms,o1 (a)

Ihe relative impottances of issues that differentiate faCulty affiliated with

the three bargaining organizations at different type of colleges and universities

and (b)'the distinctive characteristiirsof faculty affiliated with the AAUP,

AFT, and NEA.

Collective Bargaining Issues. The topics that dii-erentiated faculty
/

who were affiliated with the three bargaining organizations might be con-

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

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

be related to fiome of the more Iressing conditions in higher educatio_ which

\have been postdated to be general causes of the emergence and growth of the

'coll'ective bargaining movement. For example, Kemerer'and Baidridge succinctly
J

note that 'the drive to form unions seems to be a protective reaction .against

external economiL and social pressures, as well as a reflection of deep and

gc nu ne c,)ncern .c.7er Internal issue' of governance, tenure, And griev-,:s, e

procedures" (15, p. 43). Foremost among the genAal issues are the attitudes
.

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

i 3
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tenure proceedings ein-le Promotion Orientation contributed siinificantly to

the differentiation between faculty affiliated with these three bargaining

organizations at all four types of postsecondary institutions. A second

`=general 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

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 governance policies as preferential, hiring practices for minority

and women, student representation on governing boards, and the eligibility of

part-time faculty for tenure since Conservative Orientation contributed

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

r.

types of pbstsecondary institutions. In sum, these thr-e-,general issues, and

the specificAtems they encompass appear tp'be directly related 1to the general

corditions that Kemerer and Baldridge (15) and others (-'3,'20, 24) suggest.as

mary contribut'or.S to the emergence and'growth of the collective bargaining

, there are specific issues which appear to be relatd to the

distinctive nature of the four types of postsecondary institutions. For

example, the primary characteristic of research universities is the amount of

federal suPort they receive for research activity and the number of Ph. D.'s

they annually graduate (6).. Attitudes toward such Research Opportunities as

more time for research and better research facilities contributed significantly
4

to the differentiation between AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty only at this one

institutional type. Similarly, liberal arts college8 are characterized pri-

marily by their greater teaching emphasis, and attitudes toward Tear-fling

4
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l`Opportunities contributed sigdificantly to the differentiation between

bargaining organization members only at this type of institution. Com-

prehensiVe colleges and universities and two-year colleges and institutes

tend to attract, students with greater need for financial support and

attitudes toward Institutional Aid Orientation contributed significantly

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

types of institutions.
3

These findings suggest that the relative importance of possible causes

and consequences vary as a function of both the generalizedtconcern of faculty

toward external economic and social pressures and the specific piessures 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 tf-1 g conditions whichhave

contributed to the rapid growth of the collective bargaining movement,

Bargaining Or&anization Members. The relatidnship between individuals

and organizations is a topic of both historical and current importance 'in-

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

has demonstrated that the integration of individual goals and organizational

CF:

objectives has important implications for both-the individual and the organi-

zation. Holland (13) has shown that individuals have higher levels of I

achievement and satisfaction in organizations that are congruent with their

personal competencies tnd 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 (Dissatis-

faction Orientith 1 academic life did not contribute significantly to
the differentiation between faculty associated with the three bargaining

organizations. This suggests that the issues of major concern to
collective bargaining members relate to more specific issuer: than 0:
overall perceptions of success in and satisfaction with'thel/ careers and

the academic life stle.
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-hat promote, reinforce, and reward their distinctive skills and attitudes.

Co-versely, they teed to leave organizations that are not supportive of

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

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

For example, if bakaining organizations haye distinctive histories and

ideologies and their respective-members have characteristiae that are con-

.sistent with these distinctive roles and philosophies, it appears reasonable

to assume that the relative strength of these organizations and their ability

to attract and retain members would be related to the extent to which their

efforts are consistent with the aspirations and values of their respective

members.

With the notable exception of Ladd and Upset'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-

istics of faculty affiliated with different bargaining organizations. The

results of this study clearly demonstrate that there are 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 than their AAUP and AFT colleagues at research universities

and comprehensive colleges and universities, their AAUP colleagues at liberal

arts colleges, and their AFT colleagues at tiro -year colleges and institutes

indicates that they believe that teaching effectiveness, rather than publi-

cations, should be the primary criteria for promotion and tenure decisions and

perceive that is, in tact, the case in their disciplines and institutions.

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



actively. This conclusion is also applicable for facul affiliated with

15

the AAUP at research universities who obtain a higher mean score on Pro-

motion Orientation than AFT faculty at similar universities. Faculty

affiliated with the NEA also place greatIF emphasis on the opportunities for

higher academic rank and salary, tenure, and a better chance for professional

advancement (Status Opportunities) in considering possible career opportunities

than AAUP and AFT faculty at research universities and-comprehensive college,

and universities and AAUP faculty at liberal arts colleges.

AFT faculty-consider themselves to be more liberal (i.e., lower mean

score on Conservative Orientation) than AAUP and NEA faculty at research

universities and NEA faculty at Comprehensive colleges and universities. This

somewhat more liberal attitude of AFT faculty at these two types of post-

ondary institutions is associated with their beliefs that there should be

preferential 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 affIliated with the AFT also obtained

a lower mean score on Institutional Aid Orientation than 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-

-secondaryJnstitutions believe that feder aid to students should be given

directly to students rather than be channeled through institutions. In

addition, AAUP and AFT faculty at research universities consider such Research

Opportunities as more time for research and better research facilities as more

important critefia in their consideration of career opportunities than NEA

faculty; NEA f3oultv at rnmprehensive colleges and universities consider Auch

Social.Opportunities as better housing, better community, and better employment

11
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opportunities for their spouses as less important career considerations than

AAUP and AFT faculty; and NEA facUlty at liberal arts colleges regard such

Teaching Opportunities as less pressure to publish, fewer administrative

responsibilities, and more opportunities to teach as more important criteria

in their consideration of career opportunities than their AAUP colleagues

at similar institutions.

Such diversity in the characteristics of AAUP, AFT, and NEA faculty at

these four types of postsecondary institutions and the distinctive histories

and ideologies of these organizations suggests that their respective opera-
.

tional goals, strategies, and tactics should be markedly differqnt. This

does not appear to be the case, however, since Kemerer and Baldridge note

that despite rhetoric to the contrary, "the different bargaining agents are

becoming more anke in their operational goals" and "their tactics and

strategies will also grow to resemble each other" (15, p. 83). This contrast

between the diversity of the roles and philosophies of bargaining organiza-

tionsAnd the characteristicsdiof their"respective members and the similarity

of their operational .goals, strategies, and tactics has important implications

for the future of the collective bargaining movement and deserves greater

attention by those who study this phenomenon. Specifically, existing research

on the relationship between individuals and organizations would suggest that

the strength of a bargaining organization and its ability to attract and'retafn

members is positively related to the degree to which that organization focuses

Its efforts on resolving those issues of primary concern to its members and

incorporates the distinctive values of its members in its operational goals and-
.

strategtes. 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

iK
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1

organizations and their respective local organizations. This study demon-

strates that attempts to identify the distinctive values of faculty affiliated

with the AAUP, AFT, and NEA must consider both the specific bargaining

organization and the type of college Or university in which the individual

wprks. Such efforts might contribute to rediicing the gap that apparently

exists between the rhetoric and reality of most collective bargaining
4

organizitions.

N.,

c
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ADDENDUM

t

A secondary objective of this study was to determine which collective

bargaining organization would most likely be selected by faculty who were

not affiligted with any bargaining organization if they were askea to choose

between the AAUP, AFT, and NEA. A randomly selected samplfe of 100 nonaffiliated

faculty at each of the four types of postsecondary institutions was obtained

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

the most probable group membership of these nonaffiliated faculty. The pre

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

factor analysis; the dependent variables were faculty affiliated with the

AAUP, AFT,,and NEA at each of the'four types of postsecundary institutions.

Table 7 presents the probable group membership (AAUP, AFT, or NEA) of

a random sample of 100 faculty in each of the four major institfttional types

who were not affiliated with any collective bargaining organization.

(InsertJable 7 about here)

Inspection of Table 7 suggested that a greater proportion of nonaffiliated

faculty at research universities were likely to support the NEA (49 percent)

thanfeither the AAUP (30 percent) or the AFT (21 percent). The same con
:

elusions appear to be warranted for nonaffiliated faculty at comprehensive

colleges and universities since they were more similar to their NEA colleagues

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

At liberal art3 collesws, however, nonaffiliated faculty were mote similar to

AAUP faculty (59 pet-tent) than their NEA colleagues (41 percent). The results
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for nonaffiliated faculty at two-year colleges and institutes were not as
4

conclusive as those for faculty at other types of colleges and universities.
' t ,

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

more simiiar to their NEA colleagues (39 percent) than either their AFT t

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

did not support the development of strong coqclusions.

I

2:1

,

.\
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Table 1

Sample Sizes, Stratified by Collective Bargaining

Organization and Institutional Affiliation

4.

Institutional

Affiliation

Cqllective BauainingOrganization

-TOTAL'AAUP AFT NEA

Research universities 100 100 100 300

Comprehensive colleges_
and u4kiwersities 100 10.0 100 _ 300

Libeial arts colleges 100 * 100 200

Two-year colleges and
institutes 41 100 100 241

.---

TOTAL 341 300 400 1641
1

a

* This cell was deleted from the study because of an inadequate sample
size (n = 10).
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Table 3

Research Universities: Group Means and Step-down F Ratios

Variables

Group Means Step-down i

F-Ratiosa
P

AAUP AFT NEA

I
A ***

Promotion Orientation -0.94 -1.22 -0.19 61.38

***
Conservative Orientation -0,15 -0.56 0.03 7.53

* *
Status Opportunities -0.12 -0.16 0.41 5.64

*
Research Opportunities 0.22 0.25 -0.27 3.95

Success Orientation -0.03 -0.05 0.13 2.22

Dissatisfaction Orientation -0.06 0.00 0.23 1,96

Social Opportunities 0.05 0.28 -0.18 1.04

NI
institutional Aid Orientation -0.03 -0.19 0.06 0.50

Teaching Opportunities 0.03 0.00 0.15 0.41

a
df = 2/297

* p < .05

** p ' .01

*** p < .001

3 0
10

.



Table 4

Comprehensive Colleges and Universities: Group Means and Step-down F-Ratios

Variables

Group Means

AAUP AFT NEA

Step-down

F-Ratios
a

Promotion Orientation

Conservative Orientation

Status Opportunities

Social Opportunities

Institutional Aid Orientation

Dissatisfaction Orientation

Success Orientation-

Research Opportunities

Teaching Opportunities

***
-0.15 -0.11 0.) 35 17.54

***
-0.01 -0.21 0.35 7.34

*
-0.09 -0.10 0.23 4.52

*
0.12 0.15 -0.25 4.22

*
0.04 0.26 3.15

-0.09 -0.06 0.06 1.78

-0.11 -0.14 0.26 1.50

0.32 0.42 -0.08 1.20

-0.13 -0.06 0.00 0.16

= 2/297

p < .05

** p < .01

*** p < .001

:31.



Variables

Table 5

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

Group Means Step-down

AAUP NEA F-Ratios
a

-..

.

***
Promotion Orientation -0.1J 0.55 65.10

**
Status Opportunities -0.25 0.03 9.17

*
Teaching Opportunities -0.22 0.10 3.95

Research Opportunities 0.09 -0.11 ,
2.75

. _

Conservative Orientation -0.21 0.09 1.90

Instittitional Aid Orientation -0.20 -0.03 1.32

Success Orientation -0.20 -0.01 0.33

Social Opportunities 0.00 -0.08 0.24

Dissatisfaction Orientation -0.10 0.02 0.05

a
df = 1/198

* p e .05

** p < .01

*** p < .001

AI

32



Table 6

Two-Year Colleges and Institutes: Group Means and Step-Down F-Ratios-

....

Variables AAUP

Institutional Aid Orientation 0.12

Promotion Orientation 0.58

Success Orientation -0.10

Status Opportunities -0.)1

Conservative Orientation 0.10

Research Opportunities -0.19

Dissatisfaction Orientation 0.01

Social Opportunities -0.06

Teaching Opportunities 0.21

Group Means

AFT

-0.25

fi

6.42

-0.09

-0.21

-0.19

-0.26

-0.17

-0.03

0.00

Step-down

F-RatiosaNEA

***
0.28 8.33

**
0.76 5.41

0.21 1.85

-0.03 1.29.

0.25 0.79

-0.40 0.61

-0.02 0.25
1

-0.14 0.33

0.08- 0.56

a
df = 2/238

* Q < .05

** p <- .01

* * * p < .001

r
3 1

)

N



f

Table 7

Most Probable Group Membership of Nonaffiliated

Faculty by Institutional Type
r

Institutional Type of
Nonaffiliated Faculty

Most Probable

Bargainin& 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 )1 39,

ilr

a

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

J

I


