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Introduction

In less than twenty fears, approximately one-quarter of the
institutions of, higher education have chosen faculty Eargaining agents to
represent their interests when dealing with their employer. Observers,
such as Crossland (1976}, Lieberman (1979) and Jascourt (1981) have
predicted that bargaini;z’ig will increase in popularity on public campuses
in the caming years. In the private sector, the condition may be
otherwise. The Yeshiva Decision has resulted in many private G
instit‘utions delaying further involvement with collective bargaining.
Fiske (1982, p. C,1.) sums up the private sector situation with a quote
from the AAUP's Jordan Kurland, "for the foreseeable future,” collective
bargaining is going nowhere in the private sector." The popularity of
collective bargaining is greater among community colleges than among
senicr institutions. Nearly 64 p’e‘rcent of the college campuses with
collective bargaining are two'year institutions (Academic Collective
Bargglng Informatlon Serv1es (ACBIS), 1982). There has beeri
considerable speculatlon on what this trend means for -higher educatlon,
and some research has been done on why faculty join unions. In addition,
there hj,s been limited research camparing faculty salary gains at
institutions with and without collective 'bargaini'ng. But there has been
no systematic research on whether two year colleges w1th bargammg
differ frcm institutions yithout bargaining in terms of such v1tal
institutional characteristice as financipal viapility (measured by several

different ratios which will be identified later), size and faculty

salaries.



Approximately 470 two year colleges have some fom of faculty

collective bargaining. The majority of the collective bargaining
agreements have been written sincg 1970. A substantial amount of
research has been conducted on the causes for the growth of collective

bargaining in two year institutions and the effects of these agreeaments

*

on faculty salaries (Garbarino, 1975; Ladd and Lipset, 1976; and .

Baldridge, 1978). Less effort“ has been made to determine the effects of .

bargaining on institutionral viability and the allocation of resources.
These issues are major a;j%as of concern as higher education enters lthe
eighties - a decade that is predicted to be detrimental to the health of
higher education because of declining or stabilized enrollments and

reduced "real" revenues.

k]

Statement of the Problem
" As noted, there hasbeen considerable research on the causes of
collective bargaining in higher education, while relatively little
attention has been given to the economic effects of unions on (1) an
institution's allocation of resources to instructional costs; (2) the
revenue sources; (3) cost per FTE student; and (4) faculty-student ratio.
Same research, with asnfliqting results, has‘ '_been’d)ne on the econamic
benefits of collc;ctive bargaining to faculty. %ccording to the
Government Bwployee ,Relatic;%s Béard (1979-1981), over 85 percent of
facult); strikes were the result o.f' econamic issues, Chamberlain, 1978;.
Leslie and Hu, 1977; and Caruthers and Orwig, 1979 speculate that
collective bargaining forces _the“institution to divert funds from
educational support programs or to raise tuition and fees to pay the

higher costs associated with contract settlements. However, their °
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studies did not collect substantial data to support their speculation.

‘Little attention was given to determining how the institutions adjusted

their revenues and/or expenditures to meet faculty salary demands at both
union and non-union institutions. Nor was any attention directed toward
studying the long-temm effects of such budgetary reallocations on the
institution's viability. °

Studies in the mid-1970's (Birnbaum, 1974 and 1976; Morgan and
Kearney, 1977; Brown and Stone, 1977; and Leslie and Hu, 1977) have
compared salary and compensation incdreases between institutions with and
without bargaining and found significant, positive gains by some faculty

unions. However, these findings were not uniform for all higher

education sectors. Birnbaum (1974, 1976) and Leslie and Hu (1977), found

[N

that faculty in two year institutions without collective bargaining fared
as well or better ‘than their colleagues at bargaining sister institutions.
Marshall, 1979; Guthrie-Morse, 1981; and Horn, 1981 in sliéhtly later
studies, found that when local cost of living adjustments are included,
faculty at two year institutions without collective bargaining enjoy
similar or greater average salaries, by as high as eight percent as those
in bargaining institutions. These studies, in general, have only looked
at the effect of collectlve bargaining on average faculty salary.
Collective bargainihg forces the administration to make decisions on
the percent of the budget to be allocated to faculty salaries at a tlme
when higher education is beset with a growmg nunber of f1nanc1al
problems. These problens result fram a leveling off or decrease in
"real" dollar approprlatlons, 1nflatlon, enrollment slowdown or declme,

1ncreased costs assoc1ated with a prolonged policy of deferred




maintenance, and the increasod costs of oanplying wito foderal amd shate

requlations, planning and evaluation progrims. It must he rocognizeed
that. the cost of sich compliance not only includes the direct costs
associated with the immediate task hut also includes the indirect oosts
in the form of planning and acquiring the personnel, equipment, time, aggd
materials to perform the tasks.

Minter and Bowen (1982c, p. 8) found that the faculty, along with
such items as maintenance and equipment replacement, have been made to
bear an increasing burden of the institution's financial adjustments.
Faculty, particularly in the public sector, have seen their salaries rise
less rapidly than the administrative and general service staff salaries
while their workload has increased and their working conditions
detériorated. From his studies of institutional viability, using a
series of financial indicators or operating ratios selected fram the
HEGIS data base, Bowen (1980, pp. 9-10) suggests that reducing the front
line expenditures in favor of behind-the-lines support may be an
important barometer of the health of higher education. In neither the
1980 study or the 1982 reports, were there any attempt to)differentiate
between union and non-union oolleges.

-~

i

Purpos; of the Study
'I‘he’p.lrpose of this study was to determ_ine if two year colleges with
faculty unions differ fram two year)oolleges without unions in terms of
mfé&ed institutional characteristics, including cer.:tain operating
ratios, drawn fram the HEGIS data base. The study will: R
J o1 campare the percé.rita‘ge of éxpenditures allocated to

instructional costs, including faculty salaries at two year
colleges with faculty collective bargaining and those without

. N
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tacalty bargaindeg;

Zeooampare the difforences 18 monies obrarmed from various
revenue sources between two year nstitations with and without
faculty rolloct jve harqaininq:

e determine the orducational costs per FIE student at two yoar
institntions with and without faculty collective barpining;

4. oomar:e the faculty-student ratio at two year institutions with
and without, faculty cx;ilm'tlw bargaining;

rerxanpari: the average faculty - “dl‘l“‘a ,;r Lwe year instatat 1ons
with and without, faculty oollective bargaining; and

.. oxapare average facualty salaries at t;n yoar institntions with
faculty collective bargaining acoording to the mhf;ml union
aff1liation.

Thee friloming variablee; will b ased in this study: 1

Ie  Faenlty salarics 7 s G rgpenditurs + MT

e frivge benefivs /OB & G exponddibures ¢ 41

i. total K & G expenditares v M/ PR stuadonts

4. tuition and frer rovonue / fotal eaarrent fund roegenoe

e gov't appropriations:  state / total current fund reviense

6. gov't appropriations: local / total current fund revenue

7. grants, gifts, ocontracts, endowment income / total current fund

B revenue .
8. FIE enrollment / number of faculty B
9. faculty salaries / number of faculty v“"
h . lo. insitructional cost / E & G expenditures + MT
11. size (FTE students) -~
§ 12. state
.. The'methodology involved obtaining data on and then comparing public

two year ocolleges to observe the effects of faculty collective bargaining
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full time faculty, two year campuses of a university, institutions

fram states where all of the two year institutions have faculty

bargaining units, and institutions who signed tbem initial colle-ctwe

bargaining agreement after 1976.

These exclusions resulted in a final population of 319 }Jubllc, two
year colleges, 189 of which had faculty bargaining ‘#nits and 13 ich .

did not have faculty bargaining. The 319 are located in the oll....ng

fourteen states: .
Californi‘a' . Maryland Oregon /
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mstitutions 1n the population, as (1) the institutions combined apd
{2} institutions divided according to the presence or absence of faculty

collective bargaining. ) : -~

Results ’ L
A profile of comunity colleges with collective bargaining and
without oollective bargaining was developed following the procedures’

outlined above. The profile of institutions was developed in five areas:

. instructional costs; sources of income, faculty/student 'ratia,

expenditures per FTE student, and average facultg salary. Table 1 shows
the percentage of E & G 'expenditures for hoth types of Ainstitutions for
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“han ko oanntingtions watn famuity bargaining,  The HEGIS lines that .
contribute to the residual sources include: govermment appropriations -

. i‘,‘derai, sales aad\s;n'rvims of educational activities, sales and services

o+ afixiliary enterprisds, sales and sorvices of hospitals, other sources,
- -y

and independent. operations. The t-tests on all sources of revenue ; |
. mtwean bhe two types of {nstitutions revealed significant differences
for sach revenue soutow, - :
Table 3 smmmarizgs the results of om;%aring means of institutions
with and with«_aut'famlt'y bargaining with rel?pec*t to faculty-student
ratici,_ E & G expenditures per FTE sltudentg,‘and average faculty salary. ‘ ’
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wioth faculty bargaining and 0.574 é; ingtitutiong without faculty
wirmining, compare very well with the NACUBD (1980) and Bowen (1981)
studies that oontain data on instructional costs. The NACUBO study of
Comparative Financial Statistics for cogmunity colleges (C'irim and

Dickmeyer, 1981) found the median for instructional expenditures in

'1979-80 to be 50,9 percent. Bowen (1981) used a different formula to

determine teaching expenditures but found a median of 56 percent in 7‘*
public, t:zo year colleges. The percentage of instructional costs that '
goes to salaries and benefits 1§ significantly higher in institutions»’

with faculty bargaining. Conversely, institutions withou® faculty
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TABLE 3 - COMPARISON OF VARIOUS INSTITUTIONAL RATIOS
BY THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF FACULTY

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

institutions
without CB

faculty-student ratio 1:56

o |
_ E*G expend/ FTE $1814

AVG FACULTY SALARY $16,645

18

institutions

_ with CB

1:48.7"
$2019

$17,175
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