
3i LC

THE ATTITUDES OF PRESIDENTS AND CHIEF ACADEMIC

OFFICERS TOWARD FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

IN TEXAS' COMMUNITY AND JUNIOR COLLEGES

DISSERTATION

Presented to the Graduate Council of the

North Texas State University in Partial

Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

Doctor of Education

By

Joseph C. Birmingham, B. S., M. Ed.

Denton, Texas

August, 1978



9115

Birmingham, Joseph C., The Attitudes of Presidents and

Chief Academic Officers Toward Faculty Collective Bargaining

in Texas' Community and Junior Colleges. Doctor of Education

(Higher Education Administration), August, 1978, 122 pp., 6

tables, bibliography, 45 titles.

The problem of this study was to collect, analyze, and

interpret the attitudes of administrators in Texas' community

and junior colleges with respect to faculty collective bar-

gaining. The purposes of the study were (1) to assess the

attitudes of administrators in higher education institutions

in Texas toward faculty collective bargaining, and (2) to

determine if a relationship exists between attitudes of

administrators toward faculty collective bargaining and

seventeen independent variables.

The instrument utilized in this study was composed of

two parts. Part I included personal and institutional data.

Part II was the Collective Negotiations Instrument, a Likert-

type design to assess attitudes toward faculty collective

bargaining.

The population for this study was all presidents,

chancellors, and chief academic officers in Texas' public

and private community and junior colleges accredited by the

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. One hundred
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twenty-two subjects were sent questionnaires. Eighty-seven

returned questionnaires were utilized for analysis.

The data were analyzed through the statistical procedure

of multiple linear regression. Multiple regression was a

method of analyzing the collective and separate contributions

of seventeen independent variables to the variation of a

dependent variable, the scores on the Collective Negotiations

Instrument. Eighteen models were tested to determine if any

independent variable was a statistically significant predictor

of attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining. After the

data were analyzed, none of the seventeen variables were found

to make a statistically significant unique contribution to the

prediction of the total score on the Collective Negotiations

Instrument.

The conclusions to the study were (1) the attitudes of

administrators toward faculty collective bargaining indicated

that this process was not facilitative of the goals and

objectives of higher education; (2) although a hypothesis was

not constructed to analyze faculty characteristics, the data

indicated that the attitudes of administrators regarding the

characteristics of faculty participating in collective bar-

gaining varied from individual to individual in an inconsistent

pattern; and (3) the attitudes of administrators toward faculty

collective bargaining, as measured by the seventeen independent

variables, could not be predicted.
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The following recommendations were offered to suggest

action that should be taken regarding faculty collective

bargaining in Texas, and to assist with future research in

this area. Administrators in Texas should begin to educate

themselves about the intricacies and procedures of faculty

collective bargaining. This training should at a minimum

include such topics as the history and philosophy of col-

lective bargaining in higher education, the legal aspects

of collective bargaining, how unions are organized and

recognized, contract negotiation and contract administration.

Also, the training should include proactive procedures and

methods which would minimize the need for faculty collective

bargaining. Strikes are a part of the faculty collective

bargaining process in higher education, and when this fact is

considered with the attitudes found in this study toward

strikes, administrators in Texas' community and junior colleges

should begin to educate themselves specifically about the

nature of faculty strikes, their origin, and their prevention.

Further, experimental studies should be conducted to determine

if administrators' attitudes toward collective bargaining

change after receiving some type of educational treatment in

pre- and post-test situations. Also, the entire management

team in Texas' community and junior colleges should acquire

factual data descriptive of faculty members who are involved

in collective bargaining in unionized institutions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Faculty collective bargaining in higher education in the

United States has been developing at an extremely rapid pace

(2). In 1960 not one higher education institution had a

bargaining agent for faculties. However, Semas (16) reported

in May, 1977, in the Chronicle of Higher Education that 544

campuses had selected bargaining agents affecting over 100,000

faculty members.

Many reasons for faculties selecting bargaining agents

have been put forth:

1. Economic inequities on the campus itself as a

result of individual bargaining;

2. Economic conditions of higher education as a

whole;

3. General failure of faculty senates as an effective

means of faculty governance;

4. The inability of faculty senates to protect

academic freedom;

5. A growing sense of threat to position and occu-

pation;

6. The autocracy of top college management.
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Practically every issue of the Chronicle of Higher

Education has reported the status or results of current

collective bargaining elections. Several other studies have

been conducted to aid in the analysis of this trend in higher

education (10, 14, 15, 20, 21). These have focused almost

exclusively on faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining

as related to their personal characteristics. However, this

study examined the attitudes of top level administrative

personnel in community and junior colleges in Texas providing

descriptive and analytical data to better understand another

critical aspect of faculty collective bargaining.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to collect, analyze, and

interpret the attitudes of administrators in Texas' community

and junior colleges with respect to faculty collective bar-

gaining.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were as follows:

1. To assess the attitudes of administrators in higher

education institutions in Texas toward faculty collective

bargaining;

2. Specifically to determine if a relationship exists

between attitudes of administrators toward faculty collective

bargaining and the following variables:
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a. position

b. public or independent (private)

c. sex

d. race

e. age

f. salary range

g. highest earned academic degree

h. possession of faculty rank

i. possession of tenure

j. years of administrative experience in higher

education

k. years of teaching experience in higher education

1. employment in a state which permitted faculty

collective bargaining in higher education

m. previous employment where faculty collective

bargaining existed

n. position held where faculty collective bargaining

existed

o. membership in the collective bargaining unit

p. membership in a professional organization which

advocated faculty collective bargaining

q. the number (headcount) of students enrolled in

credit courses at the institution.
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Hypotheses

In this study the following major hypotheses were inves-

tigated:

1. Attitudes of Presidents and Chief Academic Officers

toward faculty collective bargaining will differ;

2. Attitudes of administrators toward faculty collective

bargaining at public institutions and at independent (private)

institutions will differ;

3. Attitudes of male and female administrators toward

faculty collective bargaining will differ;

4. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators of various races will differ;

5. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators of various age groups will differ;

6. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators of various salary ranges will differ;

7. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators with various earned academic degrees will differ;

8. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators who possessed faculty rank will differ from

attitudes of administrators with no faculty rank;

9. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators with academic tenure and administrators without

academic tenure will differ;
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10. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators with varying years of administrative experience

in higher education will differ;

11. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators with varying years of teaching experience in

higher education will differ;

12. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators previously employed in a state which permitted

faculty collective bargaining in higher education institutions

will differ from those who had previous employment in a state

which did not permit faculty collective bargaining;

13. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators previously employed at a higher education insti-

tution where faculty collective bargaining existed will differ

from those who were previously employed at a higher education

institution where faculty collective bargaining did not exist;

14. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators who were previously employed, in varying positions,

where faculty collective bargaining existed, will differ;

15. Of those employed by institutions in varying positions

that had faculty collective bargaining, attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining of administrators who were members of the

bargaining unit will differ from those who were not members of

the bargaining unit;
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16. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators who were members of a professional organization

which advocated faculty collective bargaining will differ from

those who were not members of organizations which advocated

faculty collective bargaining;

17. Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

administrators in institutions of varying student enrollments

(headcount) in credit courses will differ.

Significance of the Study

The significance and need for this study was supported

in several ways. If attitudes were effective reactions which

predispose people to behave in certain ways, as indicated by

Shaw and Wright (18), information concerning the attitudes of

administrators toward faculty collective bargaining provided

insight into the possible course of events in Texas.

Of those recent studies conducted, most have dealt with

faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining. Specifically,

demographic variables related to attitudes toward collective

bargaining by faculty have been emphasized. These studies

were conducted in Florida, California, the Washington, D.C.

area, Illinois, and Massachusetts. Although community college

faculty were the target in many studies, some were conducted

with concerns about university faculties (14, 22). This study

investigated exclusively administrator attitudes and determined
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the existence or non-existence of significant differences

with designated personal and institutional variables.

With the trend toward collective bargaining well-

established and evident as illustrated by the numbers of

states and institutions now involved, the opportunity to

initiate a study of this nature in Texas was unique for

several reasons. Texas had no enabling legislation to

permit collective bargaining for public employees, which

included faculty in higher education. In fact, it had a law

which specifically prohibited collective bargaining by public

employees. Excluded from this legislation, however, were

fire and police employees. The "Fire and Police Employee

Relations Act of 1973" established legal procedures for these

public employees to bargain collectively with employers (12).

In addition to the above legal statutes concerned with

public employee collective bargaining, Texas was one of

twenty states that enacted a "right-to-work" statute (18).

This law, based on similar provisions stated in the National

Labor Relations Act, was to protect the rights of private

sector employees. Miller (9) indicated that the term "right-

to-work" was an intentional misnomer that the real purpose

of the phrase was to diminish the labor movement by prohibiting

union security clauses in collective bargaining agreements.

Although "right-to-work" laws were applicable only to the

private sector employees, their existence in a state was
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considered another factor in discouraging union organization

and growth. Thus, Texas was considered legally and opera-

tionally a state with minimum activity in regard to unionization,

particularly in the public employee sector.

A federal collective bargaining statute governing all

public employees was believed to be imminent when an over-

whelmingly Democratic, labor-supported Congress was elected

in 1974. However, on June 24, 1976, the Supreme Court ruled

in National League of Cities vs. Usery. that teachers and all

other non-federal employees were removed from the jurisdiction

of federal wage and hour protections. This ruling essentially

dismissed the possibility of a federal collective bargaining

statute for public employees

State legislatures were pressured to enact enabling

legislation, as evidenced by twenty-four states enacting laws

permitting bargaining for some faculties, beginning in 1965.

Timeliness of the study was particularly significant

considering faculty union activity at the federal level.

Semas (17) reported that the National Education Association

and the American Federation of Teachers (A.F.L.-C.I.0) were

trying to get Congress to give collective bargaining rights

to employees of all states and local governing agencies,

including colleges. The A.F.L.-C.I.O.'s new Public Employee

Department, which included the American Federation of Teachers,
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made federal bargaining legislation one of its major legislative

priorities. Semas (17) also reported eight states were given

good chance to pass enabling legislation soon.

Although no collective bargaining legislation has been

passed in Texas relative to public employees, activity in

several legislative sessions was significant. According to

Hooser (7) bills were introduced in both the Texas House and

Senate in 1973, 1975, and 1977. One collective bargaining

bill was introduced in 1975 specifically relating to teachers

in higher education. Although none of these bills were passed,

increased legislative concern and activity related to collective

bargaining and public employees was evident.

This investigation yielded information relative to faculty

collective bargaining which could not have been obtained if

the repeal of existing legislation occurred or the enactment

of new labor legislation was imminent. The collection and

analysis of data before the presence of faculty collective

bargaining provided the base for comparative studies regarding

attitudes of administrators. The timeliness of the proposed

study was unique as related to the history and anticipated

future of the collective bargaining movement.

Collective bargaining inferred serious implications for

faculty-administrator relationships, personnel policies and

practices for faculty, the financial structure of higher

education, and the programs of higher education. Attitudes,
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as stated above, were considered as predictors of behavior.

Therefore, the attitudes of administrators toward collective

bargaining were considered as important descriptors of future

faculty-administration relationships (11). This study

specifically assessed those attitudes.

Two studies recommended research related to attitudes

of administrators toward faculty collective bargaining.

Oxhandler's (14) study of attitudes toward collective bar-

gaining by faculty, students, and administrators was conducted

in two public colleges in California in 1975. He stated

"research nationwide, statewide, or systemwide in scope is

needed to help identify patterns, commonalities, and differ-

ences" relating to attitudes of higher education personnel.

Additionally, Brown (4), who studied faculty attitudes in

four community colleges in Florida in 1975, recommended that

"a scale be administered to college administrators on the

same variables."

Finally, if faculty collective bargaining in higher

education institutions in Texas did become an imminent reality,

the attitudes of administrators as antecedents of behavior

could have been of value in estimating the ease of adaptation in

a mandatory collective bargaining environment.

Definitions of Terms

1. Collective Bargaining.
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. . . continuing institutional relationship
between an employer entity (government or private)
and labor organization (union or association)
representing exclusively a defined group of
employees of said employer (appropriate bargaining
unit) concerned with the negotiation, adminis-
tration, interpretation, and enforcement of a
written agreement covering joint understandings
as to wages or salaries, rates of pay, hours of
work, and other conditions of employment (5).

Collective negotiations was used synonymously with

collective bargaining.

2. Administrators. Full-time professional employees of

community and junior colleges whose primary responsibilities

were management of personnel, policy, programs, and budgeting.

3. Attitude.

An attitude is a personal disposition common
to individuals but possessed in different degrees,
which impels them to react to objects, situations,
or propositions in ways that can be favorable.
While attitudes are subject to change, their
direction and strength are sufficiently enduring
to justify treating them as personality traits.
The logic behind the use of opinions to measure
attitudes is that there is assumed to be a positive
correlation between what people say on a subject
and what they will do about it (18).

4. Sanctions. It is a term applied to coercive acts of

various kinds, varying in intensity from verbal warning to

withholding of services (7). Sanctions of all types are used

to gain concessions from the employer; as well, employers often

use sanctions to gain concessions from employees.

Delimitations

This investigation was delimited in the following

manners.
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1. The study utilized community and junior colleges in

Texas accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and

Schools that grant Associate degrees.

2. The study used as subjects those administrators

consistently excluded from bargaining units, specifically

including presidents, chancellors, and chief academic affairs

officers.

3. The study was concerned only with faculty collective

bargaining and did not refer to other professional personnel

in higher education or to other non-professional classified

personnel.

Basic Assumptions

For the purposes of this study the following basic

assumptions were made:

1. That administrators were significant to the collective

bargaining process as it occurred in higher education;

2. That administrators had attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The purpose of this investigation was to collect, analyze,

and interpret the attitudes of administrators in higher edu-

cation toward faculty collective bargaining. A thorough

search of the literature was undertaken to locate and review

studies which were related to the topic of attitudes of higher

education personnel toward faculty collective bargaining.

Studies dealing with administrators' attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining were reviewed first. Secondly, research

studies investigating attitudes of both faculty and adminis-

trators toward faculty collective bargaining were reviewed.

Research on attitudes of faculty toward faculty collective

bargaining then was reviewed. And finally, research studies

which investigated the attitudes toward faculty collective

bargaining of various other involved higher education personnel

such as trustees and students were located and reviewed.

Studies Investigating Attitudes of Administrators
Toward Faculty Collective Bargaining

The effect of faculty collective bargaining on the admin-

istration of higher education has already been realized, even

though only in existence less than a decade. Brick stated:

15
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With effective faculty leadership in collective
bargaining, with a contract which preserves the tradi-
tional collegial structure in appointment, promotion,
and academic policy, and with a spirit of goodwill
between the university president and the faculty
leadership, the polarization will tend to diminish
rather than increase (3, p. 2).

Lombardi (15) indicated administrators must prepare for

faculty collective bargaining. He stated that it would be

unrealistic for a board of trustees and a chief administrator

to exclude from their planning the probability of collective

bargaining.

Campbell (5, p. 25) stated that the attitude and posture

a president of a higher education institution has toward

faculty collective bargaining is critical to the harmony of

the institution. He also stated that the administration must

join the collective bargaining movement with a sense of opti-

mism and challenge.

A comprehensive review of the literature revealed little

research had been conducted specifically investigating solely

administrators' attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining.

However, two studies were completed and reported in recent

years which described the attitudes of administrators toward

faculty collective bargaining.

Kemmerer and Baldridge (13) reported that presidents felt

that collective bargaining had decreased their power. This

longitudinal study, the Stanford Project on Academic Governance

completed in 1975, was conducted in a nationwide sample of 240
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institutions with a 100 percent response from presidents.

The authors stated that "presidents on unionized campuses

felt that they had lost power to unionized faculty (13, p.

165)." However, the authors believed that there is actually

a shift toward greater administrative power; that the problems

of negotiating and administering the complex provisions of

contracts compound the difficulties of administration; and

that collective bargaining will realign many of the major

power blocks in the traditional academic setting.

One investigation concerned with the perceptions of

executive administrators was completed by House (12). He

examined the perceptions of administrators toward faculty

collective bargaining in relationship to their roles in

decision-making and administrative functions. Utilized in

his study were four-year institutions which had been operating

with a collectively negotiated faculty agreement or contract

for at least one year. Fourteen executive administrators,

including presidents, chief academic affairs officers, and

deans, were interviewed. Each person reacted to a list of

thirty-eight decision-making items. Three levels of change

were noted by the administrators: changes in the institu-

tional environment to which they were required to make

adjustment; specific adjustments to administrative procedures

as a result of collective bargaining; and changes in officers'

attitudes as a result of the bargaining process. He further
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reported that administrators felt procedures for staff-related

matters were much more formalized. They felt that they were

becoming more rigid and bureaucratic in their administrative

behavior. House concluded that the adversarial relationship

which was created through collective bargaining reduced the

opportunity for administrators to exercise informal leadership

styles, which were the sources of much personal satisfaction.

Studies Investigating Attitudes of Faculty
and Administrators Toward Faculty

Collective Bargaining

A review of the literature indicated two studies were

completed which focused on the attitudes both of faculty and

administrators toward faculty collective bargaining. In each

study, comparisons of responses were made between the two

groups.

A study was conducted by Eaves (8) on faculty and admin-

istrators' attitudes toward collective bargaining in the

North Carolina Community College System. One purpose was to

determine the relationship of these attitudes to specific

socio-economic, job satisfaction, and administrative style

factors. Eaves submitted an instrument to 100 full-time

faculty and 22 executive administrators which consisted of

24 socio-economic, 40 job satisfaction, 15 administrative

style, and 16 collective bargaining variables. He found that

specific socio-economic, job satisfaction, and administrative

style factors were valid predictors of respondents' attitudes
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toward collective bargaining. The data further indicated

that faculty and administrators were polarized with respect

to job satisfaction, perception of administrative style, and

attitudes toward collective bargaining. Faculty were pre-

dominantly characterized by the perception that administrators

used autocratic styles. And conversely, administrators felt

their management style was moderately democratic. Further,

administrators expressed a high degree of job satisfaction

and held extreme negative perceptions and motivational dis-

positions toward collective bargaining.

Hansen (11) conducted a study at the College of DuPage

on the attitudes toward and expectations concerning collective

bargaining held by college faculty and administrators. The

results indicated statistically significant differences in

the responses of the two groups, with faculty indicating a

slight tendency for agreement with the concept of collective

bargaining and administrators indicating a very slight dis-

agreement. However, no decided preference either for or

against the concept of collective bargaining was expressed

by either group.

Studies Investigating Attitudes of Faculty
Toward Faculty Collective Bargaining

A review of the literature indicated that the majority

of studies dealing with attitudes toward faculty collective

bargaining have been conducted in terms of faculty attitudes
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solely. The purpose in most studies was to determine

descriptive characteristics about faculty correlated to

their attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining.

The attitudes of community college faculty in Pennsylvania

were surveyed by Moore (17) to investigate the relationship

between faculty sense of power and sense of mobility, and

faculty attitudes toward collective negotiations. Also, he

was concerned with the relationship of certain biographical

variables and faculty attitudes toward faculty collective

negotiations. Moore utilized all full-time faculty employed

in ten of the twelve community colleges in Pennsylvania as

the population for the study. He discovered a significant

negative correlation between faculty sense of power and their

attitudes toward collective negotiations. Faculty with a

high sense of mobility possessed more militant attitudes than

faculty with a low sense of mobility. The most militant

attitudes were held by faculty who were relatively young,

male, non-Protestant, and liberal in political orientation.

They also taught in non-science fields, held no tenure, and

were low in the academic ranks. Generally faculty were

favorable in their attitudes toward faculty collective nego-

tiations.

Carr and Van Eyck (6) reported the results of a 1969

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education survey of faculty in

higher education in the United States. A questionnaire was
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sent to 100,315 faculty members in 78 universities, 168 four-

year colleges, 43 junior colleges, and 14 predominantly black

colleges. Usable returns were received from 59.8 percent of

the group receiving the questionnaire. Among other items

the respondents were asked to indicate their attitudes about

collective bargaining, labor unions, strikes by faculty, and

also levels of satisfaction with teaching loads and institu-

tional governance systems.

Carr and Van Eyck reported for the entire population

surveyed that nontenured faculty, younger faculty, and faculty

in disciplines except engineering and medicine supported

collective bargaining for faculty. They indicated that the

more dissatisfied the respondent was with the administration

of the institution, the more favorable attitude toward col-

lective bargaining. If the respondent indicated a lack of

participation in governance at the institution, an attitude

toward support of collective bargaining was often found.

Faculty members who favored collective bargaining were more

dissatisfied with the institutional salary schedules than

with their own salaries, teaching loads, and the administration

of the institutions, and they gave lower ratings to the effec-

tiveness of faculty senates and councils. They also stated

that faculty at two-year and predominantly black colleges were

more favorable to collective bargaining. Carr and Van Eyck

further reported that the largest divergence of opinion between
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those who favored and opposed collective bargaining was over

the issue of the faculty strike. Support of the strike was

greatest at private universities and least at the two-year

colleges. Forty percent of faculty over fifty-one years of

age opposed striking, and 70 percent of faculty thirty-five

years of age and below favored the strike as a legitimate

bargaining tool.

Cline (7) conducted a study utilizing the community

college faculty in Colorado. His purposes were to investigate

the attitudes of faculty toward collective bargaining as

related to their perceptions of management styles or systems

used at their colleges; to determine attitudes as related to

selected biographical and career variables; and to investigate

the predictability of faculty attitude toward collective nego-

tiations. Cline's instrument had three sections: a collective

negotiations scale, a profile of management style scale, and

a biographical and career information section. He found that

generally the faculty expressed favorable attitudes toward

collective negotiations. Cline found significant a relation-

ship between perception of management style and attitude toward

collective bargaining. That is, the more authoritatively

perceived management style, the more favorable attitude toward

faculty collective bargaining. He also found that faculty at

state-governed community colleges were more favorable to

collective bargaining than were those at locally governed

community colleges.
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Ladd and Lipset (14) conducted two extensive surveys to

determine a wide variety of descriptive factors concerning

collective bargaining in higher education. The first survey,

in 1969, was a questionnaire mailed to 60,000 academic faculty

members. The second survey was conducted during 1972 and 1973

with 500 faculty polled through telephone interviews. A

stratified random sample of colleges and faculty used in the

1969 study was selected for the telephone survey.

Ladd and Lipset investigated the opinions of faculty

relating to quality of school, type of institution, tenure,

research grants received, salary, and age. They also deter-

mined opinions relating to general political orientation, such

as liberalism-conservatism scales, campus activism scales, and

university governance scales. Other characteristics of faculty

surveyed included social background, career satisfaction, union

membership, and professional status. The results of Ladd and

Lipset's extensive surveys indicated certain characteristics

of college faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining.

They found that faculty had more favorable attitudes toward

collective bargaining if the person was younger, more liberal

in political ideology, performed less research, his salary

was lower, and was nontenured.

Begin and Browne (2) reported reasons why thirteen of

fifteen community college faculties in New Jersey chose to

unionize. The information they obtained was from interviews
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with over 100 faculty members and administrators knowledgeable

about bargaining in their respective institutions. Faculties

believed they had little effective participation in governance,

and they were also in favor of collective bargaining because

of dissatisfaction with economic benefits, particularly salary

levels. Some faculty indicated pro-bargaining attitudes because

of concerns over job security. They concluded by stating that

authoritarian administration, ineffective participation or

non-participation in governance, and economic inequities

heavily influenced faculty attitudes at a majority of New

Jersey's community colleges.

Minus (16) conducted a study to compare faculty members'

attitudes toward collective negotiations in the Washington,

D. C., area at selected public higher education institutions

with faculty members' attitudes toward collective negotiations

at selected private higher education institutions. The three

independent variables were public and private, tenured and

nontenured, and black and non-black faculty. He found, using

a questionnaire composed of the independent variables and a

collective negotiations scale, a significant difference in the

attitudes of faculty at public higher education institutions

and faculty at private institutions, with public faculty having

more favorable attitudes toward bargaining. Nontenured faculty

had more favorable attitudes than tenured faculty. And, he

reported that black faculty were more favorable to collective

bargaining than non-black faculty.
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An extensive study of faculty members in nine state

universities in Florida found that three factors influenced

attitudes toward collective bargaining. Wilkinson (23)

reported that professionalism highly influenced faculty

attitudes toward bargaining while power/authority/influence

and personal security and freedom had less influence. He

concluded that those faculty who favored collective bargaining

believed it was a way to maintain and promote professionalism.

Those who were not in favor of collective bargaining believed

it was unprofessional behavior. Wilkinson determined that the

older, higher-salaried, more active professionally faculty

members had unfavorable attitudes toward collective bargaining

while younger, lower-salaried faculty with heavier teaching

loads and less sponsored research had more favorable attitudes

toward collective bargaining. Wilkinson's 1974 study was

completed just prior to the enactment of a Florida law per-

mitting collective bargaining for faculty in higher education,

which became effective in 1975.

Brown (4) explored the relationship of certain variables

on faculty attitudes toward collective negotiations in a

select set of community colleges. The purposes of the study

were to examine the relationship between institutional

governance, liberalism-conservatism, student role and the

expressed attitudes of a select set of community college

faculties toward the concept of collective bargaining, and
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to identify differences between the attitudes of faculty

members in selected community colleges. Independent variables

were correlated with scores on the Collective Negotiations

Instrument for four types of community college faculties in

Florida. Brown concluded from his study that community college

governance was more positively related to negotiation attitudes

than community college faculty perceptions of their liberal-

conservative selves and student role in university involvement.

Also he concluded that faculty salaries and benefits incre-

ments were not related in a positive, significant direction

to Collective Negotiation scores for community college fac-

ulties. He also found that the type of community college,

rural or urban, does not significantly affect attitudes toward

collective negotiations. Brown's investigation in 1975 also

was conducted prior to state legislation permitting faculty

collective bargaining.

Wilkinson's (23) study, as well as Brown's (4), both

conducted prior to effective state legislation, supported the

timeliness and significance of this study, in that Texas had

no legislation enabling bargaining at the time the study was

conducted. This will permit future comparative studies as

the status of collective bargaining in Texas changes.

Thorpe (21) investigated the attitudes of faculty members

at Florida A & M University toward collective bargaining before

collective bargaining laws became effective in that state.



27

The study sought to determine whether or not there was a

significant relationship between a faculty member's per-

ception of shared authority and his attitude toward collective

bargaining. It also surveyed faculty attitudes toward col-

lective bargaining as they are associated with the following

faculty characteristics and demographic variables: rank, age,

sex, race, faculty salary perception, tenure status, and

organizational membership. A Likert-type scaled research

questionnaire was sent to all full-time faculty members at

Florida A & M University. Of the seven demographic variables,

rank, age, salary perception, and tenure were found to be

significantly correlated with the dependent variable, col-

lective bargaining attitudes, at the .05 level. Race, sex,

and organizational membership were not found to be significant.

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education sponsored

an independent research project reported by Garbarino in

association with Aussieker (9). The research was conducted

in 1969 with a follow-up in 1975. The questionnaire was mailed

to over 100,000 faculty members across the nation. Carr and

Van Eyck (6) reported extensively the results of the 1969

study. Garbarino and Aussieker specifically analyzed and

compared the results of the 1969 and 1975 research studies.

They found that there was an increase of 13 percent of faculty

who agreed with the statement, "Collective bargaining has a

place in higher education" between 1969 and 1975, going from
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59 percent to 72 percent. In 1969, 46 percent agreed with

the statement, "There are circumstances in which a faculty

strike would be legitimate," and in 1975, 62 percent of

faculty agreed, an increase of 16 percent. Garbarino and

Aussieker further indicated an increase in the study that

55 percent in 1969 and 63 percent in 1975 agreed with the

statement, "Faculty members should be more militant in

defending their interests." Other variables as type of

institution, self-described political leaning, evaluation

of personal salary level, evaluation of effectiveness of

faculty, and evaluation of administration were compared with

the attitudes of faculty toward faculty collective bargaining.

In terms of evaluation of administration, Garbarino and

Aussieker indicated that when faculty favored collective

bargaining they were also more critical of the performance

of administration.

A recent study by Gress (10) sought to define the

strength of bivariate relationships between a measure of

collective bargaining attitude and each of fourteen other

measures. Further, the study investigated the nature of

multivariate relationships between the attitude measure used

as the criterion and the fourteen predictor measures taken

as a group. Questionnaires were distributed to 1,588 faculty

members at three higher education institutions in Ohio. Gress

discovered statistically significant correlates with the
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following: perceptions of campus issues, highest earned

degree, higher education experience, type of institution,

rank, tenure status, institutional compensation, and extent

of professional activity. Marital status, discipline,

appointment status, and age were not significant correlates.

Gress further investigated twenty-four underlying factors of

perceptions of bargaining issues. The results of the study

suggested courses of action for individual faculty, campus

organizers, and institutional officials, such as increased

faculty participation in institutional decision-making.and

increased understanding of collective bargaining.

Smith (20) determined the differences in attitude toward

selected aspects of collective bargaining among full-time

faculty members employed in the Virginia Community College

system. Variables analyzed for statistically significant

differences were the respondents' academic rank, length of

full-time employment in the system, and major teaching assign-

ment. Smith concluded that the variables of academic rank

and length of full-time employment were not factors in faculty

attitudes toward collective negotiations, sanctions, and

withholding of faculty services; that faculty would engage in

collective action but would not strike; and that faculty mem-

bers were not certain what persons were included in the

bargaining unit. Smith recommended a similar study be con-

ducted to determine the relationship of community college
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location, possession of tenure, and enrollment figures to

faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining in higher

education.

Woolston (24) investigated the attitudes of faculty

toward collective bargaining at the state colleges in Maryland

and selected campuses of the University of Maryland. The

relationships between collective bargaining attitudes and

selected socio-demographic variables, professional employment

variables, and the individual's perception of selected insti-

tutional conditions were determined. Woolston discovered a

favorable attitude by both faculties toward collective bar-

gaining. Those faculty who favored collective bargaining

saw nothing unprofessional in this action, saw strikes as a

legitimate technique, felt a faculty member could not get a

deserved salary without bargaining, thought militancy by

faculties was needed, and that unions would not be devisive.

He found no significant differences in the attitudes of

faculties at the two systems. There were no significant

relationships between attitudes toward collective bargaining

and the variables of age, sex, race, academic degrees, polit-

ical ideologies, previous work experience, rank, tenure status,

teaching discipline, number of years employed at present

institution, professional loyalties, perception of job

mobility, or satisfaction with present institution. Woolston

concluded that faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining
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were most closely associated with their perceptions of issues

related to salary, promotions and tenure, and the lack of

faculty participation in institutional decision-making.

Studies Investigating Attitudes of Other
Higher Education Personnel Toward

Faculty Collective Bargaining

In addition to studies focusing on administrators'

attitudes and faculty attitudes toward faculty collective

bargaining, a review of the literature revealed several

studies which investigated the attitudes of other higher

education personnel toward faculty collective bargaining,

which included trustees, union leaders, students, and faculty

senates.

Rossi (19) investigated the views of trustees and union

leaders in Massachusetts. The views of trustees were com-

pared with those of chief faculty union officers on a series

of statements concerning governance, decision-making, and

collective bargaining. An eighty-nine statement questionnaire

was mailed to all state trustees and union representatives of

the National Education Association and the American Federation

of Teachers. A 61 percent return from trustees and a 75 per-

cent return from union leaders occurred. Rossi found that

both groups exhibited a common willingness to accept collective

bargaining. However, a definite indication of growing alien-

ation was evidenced in student-faculty relations as the faculty

became more involved with students in negotiations. He also
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found that trustees who had exposure to and experience with

unions had a positive image of collective bargaining.

Additionally, the union leaders and trustees disapproved of

administrator attitudes which were found to influence novice

trustees. Personal characteristics such as sex, age, race,

religion, political party or outlook played no part in influ-

encing the respondents' views. However, length of trustee

service, positions of public office, institutional history,

and political appointments did influence views.

An investigation focused on the different attitudes

among three groups in the public community colleges of Illinois.

This study, conducted by Weathington (22), determined the

attitudes of trustees, administrators, and faculty senates or

unions toward selected collective bargaining issues. A forty-

six item instrument was used to collect the data. The first

fourteen items were the independent variables, dealing with

biographical data, personal data, and knowledge about and

acceptance of collective bargaining. The other items were

prominent bargaining issues. Weathington found that the

attitudes of trustees and administrators were different than

those of faculty senates or unions. Trustees and adminis-

trators were classified as being anti-faculty with respect

to issues such as tenure, strike provisions, and the role of

department chairmen during collective bargaining. The faculty
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senates or unions were pro-faculty with regard to issues as

binding arbitration, breaking of impasses, and cost-of-living

provisions.

A study by Anderson (1) compared the attitudes of faculty,

management, and board members in Wisconsin's vocational, tech-

nical, and adult education districts toward the collective

bargaining process. Variables of faculty affiliation, sex,

age, amount of education experience, amount of occupational

(non-educational) experience, and amount of union experience

were utilized to determine if relationships existed with

attitudes toward collective bargaining. A questionnaire was

designed and administered to twenty faculty, ten management,

and five board members randomly selected from sixteen districts.

Anderson found that the attitudes of faculty, management, and

board members toward the collective bargaining process were

essentially the same. Attitudes toward the bargaining process

were influenced by the amount of occupational experience.

Occupational experience outside the educational system poten-

tially exposed people to more aspects of the collective

bargaining process so that their attitudes differed signifi-

cantly from those whose occupational experience is minimal.

He found that age was a significant factor in influencing

attitudes toward bargaining. Finally, Anderson discovered

that while faculty were favorable toward the concept of

bargaining, they were negative or unsure about the process

of collective bargaining.
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Oxhandler (18) conducted a study to identify and compare

the attitudes of students, faculty, and administrators at a

four-year state college and a two-year community college in

California toward certain aspects of faculty collective bar-

gaining. Comparisons were made among and between the three

groups at the two colleges. A fifty-four item questionnaire

was submitted to a stratified sample of students, faculty,

and administrators at the two colleges. He reported that

there was general agreement among all groups that items

included under the economic and educational policy factors

should be negotiated and that certain features of collective

bargaining legislation should be provided. Administrators

disagreed with students and faculty that non-academic governance

issues were negotiable. Also, there was lack of agreement

among students, faculty, and administrators about the desir-

ability of collective bargaining. Oxhandler's conclusion was

that the data do not support the hypothesis that there were

substantial differences in attitudes toward collective bar-

gaining among students, faculty, and administrators. As in

Wilkinson's (23) study, Brown's (4) study, and Thorpe's (21)

studies in Florida, Oxhandler conducted his investigation prior

to the California legislation permitting faculty collective

bargaining in 1976.
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Summary

Faculty collective bargaining in higher education is a

relatively new phenomenon, appearing in the late 1960's. The

number of research studies investigating the attitudes of

higher education personnel toward faculty collective bar-

gaining has been relatively small. As indicated by the review

of literature, most studies have investigated the attitudes of

faculty toward faculty collective bargaining (2, 4, 6, 7, 9,

10, 14, 16, 17, 20, 21, 23, 24).

These studies revealed descriptive data concerning the

attitudes of faculty: such as, faculty who were young, male,

non-Protestant, and liberal in political orientation were

more likely to favor bargaining. Faculty with no tenure,

in non-science fields, who received lower salaries and were

dissatisfied with institutional governance, and who conducted

less research had more favorable attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining. Additionally, faculty at public insti-

tutions were more favorable to faculty collective bargaining

than those at private institutions.

Other studies have focused on the attitudes of faculty,

administrators, students, trustees, union leaders, and board

members toward faculty collective bargaining, often comparing

the attitudes of two or more of those groups (1, 10, 11, 18,

19, 22). These studies indicated that trustees and union

leaders were willing to accept faculty bargaining; and, that
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trustees and administrators disagreed with unions regarding

what were negotiable collective bargaining items. Attitudes

of board members were found to be dependent on occupational

experience. Faculty believed administrators utilized

autocratic styles of management, resulting in faculty atti-

tudes favorable to faculty collective bargaining.

Only two investigations have focused significantly on

the attitudes of administrators toward faculty collective

bargaining (12, 13). These two studies reported that admin-

istrators often felt a loss of power to unionized faculty, and

that administration became much more difficult after faculty

were unionized. Further, that after faculty were unionized

they had to make specific adjustments in administrative pro-

cedures, and their attitudes toward faculty collective

bargaining changed. The study completed by this investigator

differed from the studies above (12, 13) in that this study

gathered solely administrator opinions, and the fact that it

was completed prior to any legislation permitting faculty

collective bargaining in Texas.

Therefore, it was the purpose of this study to contribute

to the literature additional information relative to collective

bargaining, specifically concerning the attitudes of adminis-

trators toward faculty collective bargaining, an area where

little empirical data have been reported.
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CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The problem of this study was to collect, analyze, and

interpret the attitudes of administrators in Texas' community

and junior colleges with respect to faculty collective bar-

gaining. The methods and procedures were designed to accomplish

the purposes of the study, which were (1) to assess the atti-

tudes of administrators and (2) to determine if a relationship

existed between administrators' attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining and seventeen independent variables.

Instrument

The instrument utilized in this study was composed of two

parts. Part I (Appendix A) included personal and institutional

data. These items were selected for use after a thorough

review of similar research investigations. Some of the items

in Part I were shown to be significant factors in determining

attitudes toward collective bargaining in other investigations.

The Collective Negotiations Instrument (CNI), Part II

(Appendix B), illustrated in previous studies (2, 6) the ability

to determine attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining of

selected educational personnel. The instrument included a

representative sample of issues relative to faculty collective

40
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bargaining, while being a reasonably short survey instrument.

The CNI additionally included the ability to measure the

strength of the attitudinal response of the subjects with a

Likert-type scale.

Initially the CNI was developed by Carlton (1) in 1966

to study the attitudes of certified instructional personnel

toward collective bargaining in North Carolina as related to

a traditional-progressivism scale. In 1970 Moore (6) adapted

the instrument for use in his study which analyzed the atti-

tudes of Pennsylvania community college faculty toward

collective negotiations as related to their sense of power and

sense of mobility. Moore made slight word changes, such as

"faculty" and "college" in the place of "teacher" and "school."

A pilot project by Moore was conducted with seventy-nine

community college faculty members. He found the reliability

coefficient for the items of the CNI to be .92 (Spearman

Brown Prophecy Formula), which was almost identical to Carlton's,

.91 (1).

Cline (2) added to Moore's slightly revised form the

definitions for "faculty" and "governing board" in the section

for instructions. Cline (2) stated that these slight changes

in the instruction page caused no significant change in the

instrument. Cline's study analyzed the relationship between

community college faculty members' attitudes toward collective

bargaining and their perceptions of the management styles used

at their colleges.
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The CNI, developed by Carlton and modified by Moore and

Cline, is a thirty-item Likert-type scale, which was retained

in its exact form for use in this study. Scale items range

from one through six with the higher numbers assigned to

responses favorable to collective bargaining. The response

choices range from "agree very strongly" to "disagree very

strongly." The items were arranged so that there were fifteen

positively phrased and fifteen negatively phrased items. The

questions were phrased such that the direction of items was

varied to reduce the effect of a response set (6).

The instrument was designed to allow subjects to respond

to each item by placing the appropriate choice in a space at

the left of the page, which facilitated data processing pro-

cedures by allowing direct keypunching from the returned

questionnaires.

The reliability of the Collective Negotiations Instrument

was tested by Carlton (1), Moore (6), and Cline (2), each

respectively determining the reliability to be .91, .92, and

.91. No changes were made to the instrument by this investi-

gator, and the instrument was considered reliable as documented

by prior researchers.

The Population

The population for this study was all presidents, chancel-

lors, and chief academic officers in Texas' public and private

community and junior colleges accredited by the Southern

Association of Colleges and Schools. The Southern Association
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listed fifty-nine accredited community and junior college

campuses according to the Accredited Institutions of Post-

secondary Education and Programs, 1975-1976 (3). Chancellors

and chief academic officers in three Texas multi-campus

districts were also included. The names of all subjects were

obtained from the Texas Higher Education Directory, 1976-1977

(7).

Procedures for Collection of the Data

Procedures for collection of data occurred in two steps:

(1) an advance letter mailed to all subjects, followed by

(2) a packet containing the questionnaire and other materials.

An attempt to increase the number of responses to the

survey was made by mailing an advance letter (Appendix C) to

all subjects approximately one week prior to the mailing of

the questionnaire. Included in the advance letter was the

purpose of the study, a request for participation, a statement

that the questionnaire would follow within a few days, and that

the study was endorsed by the Texas Public Community/Junior

College Association.

The subjects were mailed a packet containing (1) a letter

of endorsement from the Texas Public Community/Junior College

Association (Appendix D), (2) a cover letter from this investi-

gator introducing the purpose of the study, and specific

instructions on how the respondents were to complete the

questionnaire (Appendix E), (3) a coded preface page to the
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instrument (Appendix F), (4) the two-part questionnaire

(Appendices A and B), and (5) a self-addressed, stamped brown

envelope to be mailed to the investigator enclosing the

completed instrument with coded preface page attached.

The subjects were informed that the coded preface page

attached to the instrument would be removed and discarded

when returned, and that its purpose was to enable follow-up

mailings where necessary.

One hundred twenty-two subjects were sent questionnaires.

Ninety of the one hundred twenty-two questionnaires (73.8 per-

cent) were returned. Eighty-seven questionnaires (71.3 percent)

were utilized. Of the three not utilized, two were improperly

marked, and one was received after the deadline for data

collection had passed. A minimum criterion of a 65 percent

rate of return was established prior to the investigation as

satisfactory; therefore,no follow-up was conducted.

Treatment of the Data

Data collected from Part I, personal and institutional

variables, were keypunched, computer processed, and reported

in percentage tables. The coding system of responses for

Part I of the instrument is presented in Appendix G.

Responses on the Collective Negotiations Instrument,

Part II of the questionnaire, were keypunched and submitted
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for computer analysis. The level of data on the CNI was

treated as interval level according to Labovitz (5). Labovitz

stated:

It is shown that ordinal variables can be treated
as if they conform to interval scales. The advantages
of treating ordinal variables as interval include: (1)
the use of more powerful, sensitive, better developed
and interpretable statistics with known sampling error,
(2) the retention of more knowledge about the character-
istics of the data, and (3) greater versatility in
statistical manipulation (e.g., partial and multiple
correlation and regression, analysis of variance and co-
variance and most pictorial presentations) (5, p. 555).

The statistical procedure of multiple linear regression

was employed to analyze the data collected in Part I and Part

II to determine which of those variables in Part I were sig-

nificant predictors of the dependent variable, the scqre on

the CNI.

Kerlinger and Pedhazur (4) stated that multiple regression

analysis can do anything the analysis of variance does--sums

of squares, mean squares, and F ratios. They specifically

stated:

It can be used effectively in sociological, psycho-
logical, economic, political, and educational research.
It can be used equally well in experimental or non-
experimental research. It can handle continuous and
categorical variables. It will handle two, three, four,
or more independent variables (4, p. 3).

Multiple regression was a method of analyzing the col-

lective and separate contributions of seventeen independent

variables (Xi), to the variation of a dependent variable (Y).

Thus, through multiple linear regression the effects of many
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independent variables were determined as they relate to one

dependent variable (attitudes toward faculty collective bar-

gaining).

The dependent variable was each administrator's score on

the CNI, which collectively were referred to as the criterion

variable. The independent variables, or predictors, were the

factors stated in the hypotheses, and were specified in the

variables X1 through X1 7 .

The full system of independent predictors was as follows:

Y = A0 U + A1 X1 + A2X2 + A3X3 -- ---- ---AX + e

where: Y = criterion vector (scores on the CNI)
A = least squares weights
U = unit vector
e = residual vector in which the elements are

discrepancies between observed and estimated
values of the elements in vector Y

The full model (Appendix H) in this study contained all

the independent variables. The hypotheses were tested by

drawing restrictions on the full model; that is, a variable

was dropped from the full model one at a time to determine

the individual, unique contribution of that variable to the

criterion variable Y, the total score on the Collective

Negotiations Instrument. Each model (Appendix H) was tested

against the full model. Using F ratios with probabilities of

.05 or less was the criterion to consider a difference of

variables to be statistically significant:

where RSQF = variance accounted for by the full model
of predictors

RSQR = variance accounted for by the restricted
model of predictors
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f = the number of linearly independent predictors
in the full model

r = the number of linearly independent predictors
in the restricted model

N = the total number of subjects

Null Hypotheses

The research hypotheses presented in Chapter I were

restated in the null form in order to test for levels of

significance. These research hypotheses indicated no statis-

tically significant unique contribution was made to the

prediction of the total score (administrators' attitudes

toward faculty collective bargaining) on the Collective Nego-

tiations Instrument (CNI) .

1. Knowledge of the position, i.e. president, chancel-

lor or chief academic officer, did not make a statistically

significant unique contribution to the prediction of the total

score on the Collective Negotiations Instrument (CNI).

2. Knowledge of the respondents' employing institution,

i.e. public or independent (private), did not make a statis-

tically significant unique contribution to the prediction of

the total score on the CNI.

3. Knowledge of the sex of the respondents did not make

a statistically significant unique contribution to the pre-

diction of the total score on the CNI.

4. Knowledge of the race of the respondents did not

make a statistically significant unique contribution to the

prediction of the total score on the CNI.
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5. Knowledge of the age of respondents did not make a

statistically significant unique contribution to the pre-

diction of the total score on the CNI.

6. Knowledge of the salary range of respondents did not

make a statistically significant unique contribution to the

prediction of the total score on the CNI.

7. Knowledge of the earned academic degree of respondents

did not make a statistically significant unique contribution

to the prediction of the total score on the CNI.

8. Knowledge of whether the respondents possessed or

did not possess faculty rank did not make a statistically

significant unique contribution to the prediction of the total

score on the CNI.

9. Knowledge of whether the respondents possessed or

did not possess academic tenure did not make a statistically

significant unique contribution to the prediction of the total

score on the CNI.

10. Knowledge of the respondents' number of years of

administrative experience in higher education did not make a

statistically significant unique contribution to the prediction

of the total score on the CNI.

11. Knowledge of the respondents' number of years of

teaching experience in higher education did not make a statis-

tically significant unique contribution to the prediction of

the total score on the CNI.



49

12. Knowledge of the respondents' previous employment

in a state permitting or not permitting faculty collective

bargaining did not make a statistically significant unique

contribution to the prediction of the total score on the CNI.

13. Knowledge of the respondents' previous employment

at a higher education institution where faculty collective

bargaining existed or did not exist did not make a statis-

tically significant unique contribution to the total score

on the CNI.

14. Knowledge of the respondents' position in a higher

education institution where faculty collective bargaining

existed did not make a statistically significant unique

contribution to the total score on the CNI.

15. Knowledge of whether those respondents employed in

higher education institutions where faculty collective bar-

gaining existed were members of the bargaining unit or were

not members did not make a statistically significant unique

contribution to the total score on the CNI.

16. Knowledge of the respondents' membership in a pro-

fessional organization which advocated or did not advocate

faculty collective bargaining did not make a statistically

significant unique contribution to the total score on the CNI.

17. Knowledge of the student enrollments (headcount) in

credit courses in the respondents' higher education institutions

did not make a statistically significant unique contribution

to the total score on the CNI.
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Reporting of the Data

After all computations were made through automatic data

processing, the data were entered into tables for ease of

reporting and interpretation. Further analyses of significant

findings were made to determine specificity of determining

factors.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Description of the Data

Independent Variables: Personal and
Biographical Data

The problem of this study was to collect, analyze, and

interpret the attitudes of administrators in Texas' community

and junior colleges with respect to faculty collective bar-

gaining. One hundred twenty-two subjects were the population

for the investigation, of which eighty-seven returned util-

izable research questionnaires. The statistical procedure of

multiple linear regression was employed to analyze the data

collected in Part I and Part II of the questionnaire. The

independent variables in Part I were analyzed to determine

which were predictors of the dependent variable contained in

Part II, the score on the Collective Negotiations Instrument.

The percentage of responses made by the subjects regarding

the seventeen independent variables included in the research

instrument (Appendices A and B) are listed in Table I and

discussed below.

While the percentage of return of presidents or chancellors

and chief academic officers, Variable 1, was nearly the same,

48.3 percent and 51.7 percent, respectively, a clear majority

52
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TABLE I

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES:
PERSONAL AND BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

Variable 1 Variable 2
Institutional Position Type of Campus

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

President/Chan-
cellor 42 48.3 Public 78 89.7

Chief Academic
Officer 45 51.7 Independent 9 10.3

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0

Variable 3 Variable 4
Sex Race

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent R oquency cent

Anglo 82 94.3

Female 3 3.5 Asian 0 0.0

Black 1 1.1

Male 84 96.5 Mexican-
American 4 4.6

Other 0 0.0

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0



54

TABLE I-'-Continued

Variable 5 Variable 6
Age Salary Range

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

25-34 3 3.5 Under 15,000 1 1.2

35-44 29 33.3 15,000-19,999 8 9.2

45-54 37 42.5 20,000-24,999 18 20.7

55-64 18 20.7 25,000-29,999 17 19.5

Over 65 0 0.0 30,000-34,999 19 21.8

35,000 plus 24 27.6

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0

Variable 7 Variable 8
Highest Degree Faculty Rank

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

Associate 0 0.0

Bachelors 0 0.0 Yes 15 17.2

Masters 28 32.2 No 72 82.8

Doctorate 59 67.8

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0
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TABLE I--Continued

Variable 9 . Variable 10
Tenure Administrative Experience

Tnr(Years)

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

0-5 12 13.8

Yes 17 19.5 6-10 28 32.2

11-15 27 31.0

No 70 80.5 16-20 8 9.2

Over 20 12 13.8

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0

Variable 11
Teaching Experience

(Years)

Variable 12
Employed in a State Permitting
Faculty Collective Bargaining

in Higher Education

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

0-5 42 48.3

6-10 24 27.6 Yes 6 6.9

11-15 5 5.8 No 80 91.9

16-20 11 12.6 No Response 1 1.1

Over 20 4 4.6

No Response 1 1.1

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0
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TABLE I--Continued

Variab le 13 .Variable 14
Employed in an Institution Position Held in an Insti-
Where a Faculty Collective tution Where a Faculty
Bargaining Agent Existed Collective Bargaining

Agent Existed

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

Faculty 0 0.0

Yes 3 3.5 Administrator 2 2.3

No 84 96.5 Other 1 1.1

No Response 84 96.6

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0

Variable 15 Variable 16
Faculty Member in the Member of Professional

Bargaining Unit Organization Advocating
Collective Bargaining

Response Fre- Per- Response Fre- Per-
quency cent quency cent

Yes 0 0.0 Yes 6 6.9

No 0 0.0 No 80 92.0

No Response 87 100.0 No Response 1 1.1

Total 87 100.0 Total 87 100.0
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TABLE I--Continued

Variable 17
Institutional Student

Headcount in Credit Courses

Response Fre- Per-
quency cent

Less than 2,000 30 34.5

2,000-4,999 35 40.2

5,000-9,999 15 17.2

10,000-19,999 2 2.3

Over 20,000 5 5.8

Total 87 100.0

of returns was made by male respondents, Variable 3. The

percentage of male respondents was 96.5, while the percentage

of female respondents was 3.5. The data in Variable 2 revealed

that 89.7 percent of respondents were from public institutions

and 10.3 percent were from independent (private) institutions.

The race of the individual was Variable 4, where 94.3 percent

of the respondents were Anglo, 1.2 percent were Black, and 4.6

percent were Mexican-American. Additionally, 75.9 percent of

respondents were in the age group of thirty-five to fifty-four

(Variable 5), and 67.8 percent held doctoral degrees (Variable

7). While 67.9 percent of the respondents indicated in Variable
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6 the salary from their institutional positions was $25,000 or

higher, only 1.2 percent responded that their salaries were

less than $15,000.

Concerning faculty rank (Variable 8), 82.8 percent of

the respondents indicated they did not possess faculty rank.

Also, 80.5 percent of the respondents indicated they did not

have tenure (Variable 9), which is a proportion common to

administrators in community colleges. A clear majority of

respondents, 77.0 percent, had fifteen years or less adminis-

trative experience in higher education (Variable 10), while

an almost identical percentage of respondents, 75.9 percent,

had ten years or less experience as a faculty member in higher

education (Variable 11).

Very few respondents, 6.9 percent, indicated they had

been employed in a state which permitted faculty collective

bargaining (Variable 12). Responses to Variable 13 indicated

that 96.5 percent of the respondents had never been employed

in a higher education institution which had a faculty col-

lective bargaining agent, while 3.5 percent indicated that

they had been employed where a faculty bargaining agent

existed. Of the "yes" responses to Variable 13, 2.3 percent

of the subjects indicated on Variable 14 they were "Adminis-

trators" at that institution while 1.2 percent were in "Other"

positions.

No respondents indicated that they were "Faculty" when

employed in a higher education institution which had a faculty
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collective bargaining agent, Variable 14. Therefore, 100

percent of the subjects did not respond to Variable 15, which

determined if the "faculty" member (Variable 14) was also a

member of the bargaining unit.

A clear majority of subjects, 92.0 percent, indicated

in Variable 16 that they were not members in a professional

organization which advocated collective bargaining. The

number of students enrolled in credit courses at the respon-

dent's institution was Variable 17. These responses were

primarily in two categories, 34.5 percent indicating less

than 2,000 students and 40.3 percent indicating 2,000 to

4,999 students. Thus, almost 75 percent of the respondents

were from institutions with less than 5,000 students in credit

courses.

Dependent Variables: Responses to the
Collective Negotiations Instrument

The frequencies of responses of subjects on the Collective

Negotiations Instrument, Part II of the questionnaire (items

18 through 47, Appendix B) are provided in Table II. Attitudes

toward faculty participating in collective bargaining as a

means of improving working conditions were indicated on

several variables. Frequencies on Variable 18 indicated that

72.4 percent of the subjects disagreed with the statement that

collective negotiations is an effective way for faculty to

participate in determining the conditions of their employment.
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TABLE II

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES ON THE
COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS INSTRUMENT PERTAINING TO

FACULTY WORKING CONDITIONS

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 18: Collective nego- 1 3 3.5
tiations is an effective way for 2 2 2.3
faculty to participate in deter- 3 19 21.8
mining the conditions of their 4 25 28.7
employment. 5 17 19.5

6 21 24.2

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 22: Faculty members 1 2 2.3
should be able to organize freely 2 3 3.5
and to bargain collectively 3 25 28.7
about their working conditions. 4 23 26.4

5 14 16.1
6 20 23.0

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 24: Collective nego- No Response 1 1.2
tiations are primarily a coercive 1 0 0.0
technique that will have detri- 2 33 37.9
mental effects on higher 3 17 19.5
education. 4 20 23.0

5 15 17.2
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 37: Local faculty 1 0 0.0
organizations should seek to 2 1 1.2
regulate standards for hiring 3 10 11.5
new faculty. 4 29 33.3

5 27 31.0
6 20 23.0

Total - 87 100.0
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TABLE II--Continued

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 45: It is unwise to No Response 2 2.3
establish educational policies 1 20 23.0
and practices through collective 2 0 0.0
negotiations. 3 19 21.8

4 30 34.5
5 15 17.2
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 47: Collective nego- No Response 2 2.3
tiations can bring greater 1 1 1.2
order and system to education. 2 0 0.0

3 9 10.3
4 22 25.3
5 17 19.5
6 36 41.4

Total - 87 100.0

*"1"--Agree Very Strongly, "2"--Agree Strongly, "13"1--
Agree, "4"--Disagree, "5"--Disagree Strongly, "6"--Disagree
Very Strongly.

Additionally, 65.5 percent of the subjects agreed that faculty

should be able to organize freely and bargain collectively

(Variable 22). While 54.7 percent of the subjects agreed

that collective negotiations will have a detrimental effect

on higher education (Variable 24), 41.4 percent disagreed

with the statement. Frequencies on Variable 37, that the

local faculty organization should seek to regulate standards

for hiring new faculty members, indicated that a total of

87.3 percent of the subjects were in disagreement. Responses

to Variable 45 indicated a close division of the subjects
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agreeing, 47.1 percent, and disagreeing, 52.9 percent, to the

statement that it is unwise to establish educational policies

through collective negotiations. And on the last Variable

(47), a clear majority of respondents, 86.2 percent, disagreed

that collective negotiations can bring greater order to higher

education.

Respondents were able to indicate their attitudes toward

collective bargaining as related to governing boards and

administration in several variables. This data are presented

in Table III and are discussed below. On Variable 19, 71.3

percent disagreed with the statement that collective nego-

tiations is an effective way to limit the authority of

governing boards. The attitude that faculty organizations

TABLE III

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES ON THE
COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS INSTRUMENT DESCRIBING THE
RELATIONSHIP OF FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
WITH GOVERNING BOARDS AND ADMINISTRATION

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 19: Collective nego- No Response 1 1.1
tiations is an effective way 1 4 4.6
for faculty to limit the 2 5 5.8
unilateral authority of the 3 15 17.2
governing board. 4 21 24.1

5 15 17.3
6 26 29.9

Total - 87 100.0
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TABLE III--Continued

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 23: Faculty organi- No Response 1 1.2
zations should publicize unfair 1 0 0.0
labor practices by a governing 2 5 5.8
board. 3 17 19.5

4 23 26.4
5 15 17.2
6 26 29.9

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 32: Collective nego- No Response 2 2.3
tiations is an infringement on 1 0 0.0
the authority of the governing 2 21 24.1
board and should be resisted. 3 16 18.4

4 22 25.3
5 23 26.4
6 3 3.5

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 34: Collectively nego- No Response 2 2.3
tiated written labor agreements 1 23 26.4
place undesirable restrictions 2 19 21.8
on the administration. 3 27 31.1

4 13 14.9
5 2 2.3
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 46: When the governing No Response 3 3.5
board denies the requests of the 1 3 3.5
faculty, the faculty has a right 2 2 2.3
to present the facts to the 3 29 33.3
public and to their professional 4 26 29.9
associates. 5 11 12.6

6 13 14.9

Total - 87 100.0

*"l"--Agree Very Strongly, "2"--Agree Strongly, "3"--
Agree, "4"--Disagree, "5"--Disagree Strongly, "6"--Disagree
Very Strongly.
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should publicize unfair labor practices by governing boards

(Variable 23) was agreed to by 26.4 percent of the subjects.

And on Variable 46, 57.8 percent of the subjects disagreed

with 39.1 percent agreeing, that faculty should have the right

to present facts to the public and other associates if the

governing board denies their requests. Responses to Variable

32 indicated that 44.8 percent of the subjects agreed that

collective negotiations is an infringement on the authority

of the governing board, while 55.2 percent disagreed. Again,

a clear majority of respondents agreed, 81.6 percent, that

collectively negotiated written labor agreements place

undesirable restrictions on the administration (Variable 34).

Subjects' responses were recorded on several variables

indicating their attitudes toward the type of people and the

character of the people involved in faculty collective bar-

gaining. The data are presented in Table IV and discussed

below. Specifically, 61.0 percent of the subjects disagreed

that militant faculty organizations are largely made up of

malcontents and misfits (Variable 26). Responses on Variable

28 indicated that 61.0 percent of the subjects disagreed that

the good faculty members can always get the salary they need

without resorting to collective negotiations. Additionally,

on Variable 29 respondents agreed, 57.5 percent, that col-

lective bargaining is beneath the dignity of faculty members.

Also, 67.8 percent of the subjects disagreed that collective
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TABLE IV

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES ON THE
COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS INSTRUMENT PERTAINING TO

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY INVOLVED IN
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 26: Militant faculty No Response 1 1.1
organizations are largely made 1 0 0.0
up of malcontents and misfits. 2 10 5.8

3 13 32.2
4 30 34.5
5 28 14.9
6 5 11.5

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 28: Good faculty can No Response 2 2.3
always get the salary they need 1 0 0.0
without resorting to collective 2 17 19.5
negotiations. 3 15 17.2

4 23 26.5
5 27 31.0
6 3 3.5

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 29: Collective nego- No Response 2 2.3
tiations is beneath the dignity 1 14 16.1
of college faculty members. 2 6 6.9

3 30 34.4
4 29 33.3
5 3 3.5
6 3 3.5

Total - 87 100.0
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TABLE IV--Continued

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 33: Collective nego- 1 4 4.6
tiations is a good way to unite 2 9 10.3
the teaching profession into a 3 15 17.3
powerful political body. 4 26 29.9

5 14 16.1
6 19 21.8

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 35: Collective nego- 1 2 2.3
tiations can provide a vehicle 2 1 1.2
whereby faculty gain greater 3 9 10.3
on-the-job dignity and inde- 4 30 34.5
pendence in performing their 5 20 23.0
functions. 6 25 28.7

Total - 87 100.0

Varible 36: Many leaders in the No Response 1 1.2
drive for collective negotiations 1 0 0.0
are power seekers. 2 0 0.0

3 21 24.2
4 15 17.2
5 37 42.5
6 13 14.9

Total - 87 100.0

*"1"--Agree Very Strongly, "2"--Agree Strongly, "311--
Agree, "4"--Disagree, "5"--Disagree Strongly, "6"--Disagree
Very Strongly.

negotiations is a good way to unite the teaching profession

into a powerful political body (Variable 33). While 11.5

percent of the subjects agreed on Variable 35 that collective

negotiations can provide a vehicle whereby faculty members

gain greater on-the-job dignity and independence, 86.2
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Percent of the subjects disagreed. And on Variable 36,

frequencies indicated that 24.1 percent of the subjects

agreed and 74.7 percent of the subjects disagreed that many

leaders in collective negotiations are power seekers who do

not have the best interests of education at heart.

Respondents' attitudes toward strikes, sanctions, with-

holding of services, boycotts, and other coercive procedures

were also indicated in several dependent variables in Part II

of the questionnaire, the Collective Negotiations Instrument.

These data are presented in Table V and discussed below.

Responses on Variable 20 indicated that 47.1 percent of the

respondents "disagreed very strongly," 26.4 percent "disagreed

strongly," and 19.5 percent "disagreed," a total of 93.0 per-

cent, that faculty should have the right to withhold services

when a satisfactory agreement with the governing board cannot

be reached. On Variable 21 a total percentage of 87.4 of the

subjects agreed that collective negotiations should omit the

threat of withholding services. A clear majority of the

subjects agreed that strikes on the part of faculty members

are an undesirable aspect of collective negotiations, a total

of 94.3 percent (Variable 25). Additionally on Variable 27,

that faculty should not strike in order to enforce their

demands, 40.2 percent of the subjects "agreed very strongly,"

28.7 percent "agreed strongly," and 27.6 percent "agreed," a

total of 96.6 percent in agreement.
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TABLE V

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES ON THE
COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS INSTRUMENT REGARDING

FACULTY STRIKES, BOYCOTTS, SANCTIONS,
AND OTHER COERCIVE MEASURES

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 20: Faculty members 1 2 2.3
should be able to withhold 2 0 0.0
services when satisfactory 3 4 4.6
agreement cannot be met with 4 17 19.6
the governing board. 5 23 26.4

6 41 47.1

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 21: Collective nego- 1 25 28.7
tiations should omit the threat 2 22 25.3
of withholding services. 3 29 33.3

4 5 5.7
5 1 1.2
6 5 5.8

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 25: Strikes on the part 1 43 49.4
of faculty are an undesirable 2 0 0.0
aspect of collective nego- 3 21 24.1
tiations. 4 18 20.7

5 1 1.2
6 4 4.6

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 27: Faculty should not 1 35 40.2
strike in order to enforce their 2 0 0.0
demands. 3 25 28.7

4 24 27.6
5 2 2.3
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0
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TABLE V--Continued

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 30: Strikes, sanctions, No Response 1 1.1
boycotts are improper procedures 1 26 29.9
to be used by community college 2 24 27.6
faculty who are dissatisfied 3 26 29.9
with their conditions of employ- 4 7 8.1
ment. 5 1 1.0

6 2 2.3

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 31: A faculty member 1 0 0.0
cannot withhold his services 2 25 28.7
without violating professional 3 23 26.4
ethics and trust. 4 31 35.6

5 7 8.1
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 38: Faculty members No Response 1 1.2
have a right to impose sanctions 1 0 0.0
on governing boards under 2 3 3.4
certain circumstances. 3 15 17.2

4 30 34.5
5 14 16.1
6 24 27.6

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 39: Sanctions are a No Response 3 3.5
step forward in acceptance of 1 0 0.0
faculty responsibility for self- 2 2 2.3
discipline and for effective 3 9 10.3
conditions for education. 4 34 39.1

5 20 23.0
6 19 21.8

Total - 87 100.0
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TABLE V--Continued

Variable 'Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 40: Sanctions are a No Response 4 4.6
means of improving educational 1 0 0.0
opportunities and eliminating 2 0 0.0
conditions detrimental to pro- 3 9 10.3
fessional service. 4 32 36.8

5 25 28.7
6 17 19.6

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 41: Censure by means No Response 3 3.5
of articles in mass media is a 1 1 1.2
legitimate technique for faculty 2 2 2.3
use. 3 14 16.1

4 35 40.2
5 12 13.7
6 20 23.0

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 42: The traditional No Response 2 2.3
position that faculty, as public 1 0 0.0
employees, may not strike is 2 0 0.0
in the best interest of public 3 28 32.2
higher education. 4 23 26.4

5 28 32.2
6 6 6.9

Total - 87 100.0

Variable 43: The services of No Response 9 10.4
faculty are not so necessary 1 1 1.2
to the public welfare as to 2 2 2.3
necessitate the forfeiture of 3 13 14.9
the right of faculty to strike. 4 29 33.3

5 13 14.9
6 20 23.0

Total 87 100.0
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TABLE V--Continued

Variable Response Fre- Per-
Choice* quency cent

Variable 44: Any faculty No Response 2 2.3
sanction or other coercive 1 17 19.4
measure is completely unpro- 2 20 23.0
fessional. 3 26 29.9

4 20 23.0
5 1 1.2
6 1 1.2

Total - 87 100.0

*"1"--Agree Very Strongly, "2"--Agree Strongly, "3"--
Agree, "4"--Disagree, "5"--Disagree Strongly, "6"--Disagree
Very Strongly.

Variables 30 and 31 also requested responses regarding

strikes and the withholding of services by faculty members.

The former variable questioned whether strikes, sanctions,

boycotts, mandated arbitration or mediation are improper

procedures on the part of faculty members, with 87.4 percent

of the subjects in agreement. On Variable 31 a total per-

centage of 90.8 of the subjects agreed that a faculty member

cannot withhold services without violating professional ethics.

Whether faculty have a right to impose sanctions on governing

boards under certain circumstances (Variable 38), 78.2 percent

of the subjects disagreed. Responses on Variable 39 indicated

that 83.9 percent of the subjects disagreed that sanctions

are a beneficial step in increasing faculty responsibility

for self-discipline and concern for an effective program of
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education. Also, on Variable 40, 81.5 percent of the subjects

disagreed that sanctions are a means of improving educational

opportunities and eliminating conditions detrimental to pro-

fessional service. The use of mass media as a legitimate

technique for faculty to censure the administration was

Variable 41, and 19.5 percent of the subjects agreed with

the statement.

Additional items on the questionnaire which assessed

subjects' attitudes toward strikes by faculty were Variables

42 and 43. Responses on Variable 42 indicated that 65.5 per-

cent of the subjects disagreed that the traditional position

that faculty as public employees may not strike is in the

best interest of higher education. On Variable 43, 71.3

percent of the subjects disagreed that the services of the

faculty are not so necessary to the public welfare as to

necessitate the forfeiture of the right of faculty to strike.

The responses on Variables 42 and 43 were contradictory to the

attitudes of respondents on other variables regarding strikes.

This was believed to occur due to the manner in which the

Variables were stated, specifically with a negative used in

the sentence. Furthermore, on Variable 43, 10.9 percent did

not respond, which may have indicated confusion on the Variable

for some of the subjects. Finally, on Variable 44, responses

of subjects indicated that 72.4 percent agreed that any

faculty sanction or other coercive measure is completely

unprofessional.
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Analysis of the Data

Null Hypotheses

Research hypotheses were presented in Chapter I. Null

hypotheses which were tested for statistical significance in

this study were presented in Chapter III. The .05 or stricter

level of significance was used throughout the data analyses

for deciding whether to accept the hypotheses.

Testing the Hypotheses

Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted in

order to determine if knowledge of the independent variables

made a statistically significant unique contribution to the

prediction of the criterion. The criterion in this analysis

was always the total score obtained on the Collective Nego-

tiations Instrument. Multiple linear regression was also a

method of analyzing the collective and separate contributions

of seventeen independent variables to the variation of a

dependent variable. Thus, analysis through multiple linear

regression made it possible to determine which, if any,

independent variables were predictors of administrators'

attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining. Additionally,

the data on the Collective Negotiations Instrument were

treated as interval level according to Labovitz (2) and

Ferguson (1, pp. 15-16), which permitted greater and more

powerful statistical manipulation through multiple linear

regression.
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The regression variables in the multiple linear regression

analysis were the independent or predictor variables. The

independent variables were designated as X1 through X1 7 in

the regression formula (Appendix I). These independent

variables were personal and biographical data about the

respondent which were summarized in the previous section of

this chapter.

The multiple linear regression analysis was conducted

utilizing nineteen statistical models (Appendix H). Seventeen

models were seeking the value of the criterion vector, Y

(scores on the CNI). Each model contained: a, the regression

weight; U, the unit vector; E, a vector representing the

difference between the observed score and predicted score;

and X1 through X1 7 , each of the independent variables.

The zero model was treated separately in that it included

none of the seventeen independent variables and contained

only the regression weight, unit vector, and difference

vector, E. This zero model was used to answer this question,

"Given these pieces of information in the full model, will

the full model predict the criterion score better than a

random chance model (the zero model)?"

The full model, Model One, contained the regression

weights, unit vector, difference vector, and all seventeen

independent regression variables. The value of Y derived

from the full model was tested against the value of Y of each

successive model to determine the effects of the absence of
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a single variable. Thus, each of the additional seventeen

models were designed to contain only sixteen of the seventeen

independent variables, dropping the appropriate vector

(variable) under consideration for a given hypothesis.

Therefore, each hypothesis was represented by a multiple

linear regression model. Model Two tested Null Hypothesis

One by dropping from the full model the position of the

respondent and Model Three tested Null Hypothesis Two by

dropping from the full model the type of campus (public or

private) of the respondent. Models Four through Eighteen

proceeded in a similar manner until all seventeen independent

variables had been analyzed statistically.

Testing of the models was conducted as follows. The

full model was tested against the zero model. If the F test

between the full model and the zero model was not significant

at the minimum .05 level, analysis continued by constructing

the additional seventeen models as described above. The

resulting seventeen models were then tested, one by one, to

the original full model. This procedure answered the question,

"Does the variable which is not present significantly con-

tribute to the predictive power of the full model?"

The results of the multiple linear regression analysis

are presented in Table VI. Throughout the analysis, the

number of subjects was eighty-seven. The squared multiple

correlation coefficient as indicated in Table VI is a measure
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TABLE VI

RESULTS OF THE REGRESSION ANALYSIS:
F TESTS BETWEEN THE FULL MODEL,

ZERO (0) MODEL, AND MODELS
WITH RESTRICTIONS

Squared Errors Degrees
ModelMultiple Sums of of F

Coefficient Squares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 15 1.48
All independent
variables present

Model 0: No independent 0.0000 43.32 71
variables present

D* = 0.2386 10.34

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 1.13
All independent
variables present

Model 2: Independent 0.2265 33.50 71
variable one:
position, dropped

D* = 0.0121 0.53

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.01
All independent
variables present

Model 3: Independent 0.2385 32.98 71
variable two: type
of campus, dropped

D* = 0.0001 0.00

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.27
All independent
variables present

Model 4: Independent 0.2358 33.10 71
variable three: sex,
dropped

D* = 0.0029 0.13
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TABLE VI--Continued

Squared Errors Degrees
Model Multiple Sums of of F

Coefficient Squares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 4.32**
All independent
variables present

Model 5: Independent 0.1924 34.98 71
variable four: race,
dropped

D* = 0.0463 2.00

Model 5: Independent 0.1924 34.98 15 1.04
variable four: race,
dropped

Model 0: No independent 0.0000 43.32 71
variables present

D* = 0.1924 8.34

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.63
All independent
variables present

Model 6: Independent 0.2319 33.27 71
variable five: age,
dropped

D* = 0.0067 0.27

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.68
All independent
variables present

Model 7: Independent 0.2313 33.30 71
variable six: salary
range, dropped

D* = 0.0073 0.32
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TABLE VI--Continued

Squared Errors Degrees
Model Multiple Sums of of F

Coefficient Squares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.69
All independent
variables present

Model 8: Independent 0.2312 33.30 71
variable seven:
highest degree,
dropped

D* = 0.0074 0.32

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.08
All independent
variables present

Model 9: Independent 0.2378 33.01 71
variable eight:
faculty rank, dropped

D* = 0.0008 0.04

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.10
All independent
variables present

Model 10: Independent 0.2386 32.98 71
variable nine:
tenure, dropped

D* = 0.0001 0.00

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.20
All independent
variables present

Model 11: Independent 0.2365 33.07 71
variable ten: years
experience as an
administrator,
dropped

D*= 0.0021 0.09



79

TABLE VI--Continued

Squared Errors Degrees

ModelMultiple Sums of of F

Coefficient Squares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.01
All independent
variables present

Model 12: Independent 0.2386 32.98 71
variable eleven:
years experience as
a faculty member,
dropped

D* = 0.0001 0.00

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 1.57
All independent
variables present

Model 13: Independent 0.2219 33.71 71
variable twelve:
employed in a state
permitting faculty
collective bargaining,
dropped

D* = 0.0168 0.73

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 1.92
All independent
variables present

Model 14: Independent 0.2181 33.87 71
variable thirteen:
employed where a
faculty bargaining
agent existed, droppe

D*= 0.0206 0.89
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TABLE VI--Continued

Squared Errors Degrees
Model Multiple Sums of of F

CorefcientSquares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 1.64
All independent
variables present

Model 15: Independent 0.2210 33.74 71
variable fourteen:
if "yes" to variable
thirteen: position
held, dropped

D* = 0.0176 0.76

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.00
All independent
variables present

Model 16: Independent 0.2386 32.98 71
variable fifteen: if
response to variable
fourteen was "faculty"
was respondent a mem-
ber of the bargaining
unit, dropped
(No responses were
received on variable
fifteen.) D* = 0.000 0.00

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 1.08
All independent
variables present

Model 17: Independent 0.2271 33.48 71
variable sixteen:
member of a profes-
sional organization
which advocates col-
lective bargaining,
dropped

D*= 0.0116 0.50
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TABLE VI--Continued

Squared Errors Degrees
Model Multiple Sums of of FCorrelation

Coefficient Squares Freedom

Model 1 (Full Model): 0.2386 32.98 1 0.07
All independent
variables present

Model 18: Independent 0.2379 33.01 71
variable seventeen:
student enrollment
(headcount) in credit
courses, dropped

D* = 0.0008 0.03

*D--Difference between squared multiple correlation
coefficients

**p .05

of the efficacy of prediction for a particular sample. It is

the correlation between the criterion variable and the weighted

sum of the predictors, the independent variables.

The F test between the full model, Model One, and the

zero model, Model 0, was not statistically significant at

the .05 level, the F value being .10. Thus, all seventeen

Null Hypotheses must be accepted (3).

Although it was not necessary to continue the analysis,

because the F test between the full model, Model One, and the

zero model, Model 0, was not statistically significant at the

minimal .05 level, each restricted model, Models Two through

Eighteen, was tested against the full model to determine if

perhaps the total amount of predicted variance, the squared
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multiple correlation coefficient, would increase greatly with

the loss of any one predictor, and resultingly yield a sta-

tistically significant F. However, Model Sixteen was not

constructed because there were no responses on Variable 15,

which means that Model Sixteen had the same squared multiple

correlation coefficient and estimated sums of squares as the

full model, Model One.

After testing Model One, the full model, with each

restricted model, Models Two through Eighteen (except Model

Sixteen), no statistically significant F values were obtained

(Table VI) except when Model One was tested against Model

Five. Model Five was the full model less the regression

variable representing the race of the respondent. A sta-

tistically significant F of 4.32 at the .05 level was obtained,

which was slightly more than the required critical value of

3.98 (1, p. 512). The significance on this independent

variable, the race of the respondent, was believed to be due

to the large number of responses in the "Anglo" category

(94.3 percent of the subjects); only 1.1 percent of the sub-

jects in the "Black" category; and 4.6 percent of the subjects

in the "Mexican-American" category. Additional analysis on

Model Five was pursued to confirm or negate the statistical

significance obtained, and therefore, Model Five was tested

against the zero model, which yielded a calculated F value of

1.04, that was not significant at the .05 level, the required

critical value being 3.98 (1, p. 512).



83

Although attitudinal differences existed between age

groups of subjects, between sexes, or other categories, no

statistically significant differences were found. Analysis

of the independent variables, individually and separately,

was not conducted. This type analysis, such as a comparison

of attitudes of different age groups, is accomplished as a

part of the multiple linear regression analysis. Therefore,

additional analyses of the specific categories was determined

to be unnecessary (3).

As a result of the multiple linear regression analysis,

none of the seventeen independent variables were found to

make a statistically significant unique contribution to the

prediction of the total score on the Collective Negotiations

Instrument. Therefore, all seventeen Null Hypotheses were

accepted.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Findings

The problem of this study was to collect, analyze, and

interpret the attitudes of administrators in Texas' community

and junior colleges with respect to faculty collective

bargaining. The methods and procedures were designed to

accomplish the purposes of the study, which were (1) to assess

the attitudes of administrators and (2) to determine if a

relationship existed between administrators' attitudes toward

faculty collective bargaining and seventeen independent vari-

ables.

One hundred twenty-two presidents, chancellors, and

chief academic officers in Texas' public and private community

and junior colleges accredited by the Southern Association of

Colleges and Schools were the subjects for the study. All

subjects were mailed a survey instrument composed of two parts:

Part I requested personal and biographical data and Part II

was the Collective Negotiations Instrument, which measured

the attitudes of the subjects toward faculty collective bar-

gaining. The data obtained from the questionnaire were analyzed

through the statistical procedure of multiple linear regression.

85
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Responses to the survey instrument were reported and

analyzed in Chapter IV. Ninety of the 122 subjects (73.8

percent) responded to the survey. Eighty-seven of the ques-

tionnaires (71.3 percent) were utilized. The respondents

were predominantly male, Anglo persons employed in public

community/junior colleges with less than 5,000 headcount

student enrollment. The respondents were for the most part

in the age group of thirty-five to fifty-four years of age

and all held at least a master's degree. Very few of the

subjects held faculty rank or tenure and most of the subjects

had less than ten years teaching experience. However, a

majority of the subjects possessed more than eleven years of

administrative experience. Almost an even number of presi-

dents/chancellors and chief academic officers responded to

the survey. Very few of the respondents had any previous

association with faculty collective bargaining from an employ-

ment status, either simply employed in a state where faculty

were permitted to bargain or employed where a bargaining agent

existed. None of the respondents had been a member of a faculty

bargaining unit and only six were members of professional

organizations which advocated faculty collective bargaining.

Responses to the Collective Negotiations Instrument

indicated that the subjects' attitudes toward faculty col-

lective bargaining differed depending on the topic under

consideration. Attitudes toward the use of collective bar-

gaining to improve faculty working conditions were generally
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unfavorable. However, the subjects in several cases were

evenly distributed between agreement and disagreement on this

issue.

Attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining in relation

to governing boards and administration indicated general

agreement that faculty collective bargaining was a hindrance

to the administration of higher education institutions. Sub-

jects' responses toward the characteristics of faculty

participating in faculty collective bargaining were mixed.

However, most respondents indicated that faculty involved in

bargaining were not power seekers and were not malcontents

or misfits.

The subjects' responses to the Collective Negotiations

Instrument clearly indicated attitudes which disapproved of

strikes, boycotts, sanctions, and other coercive measures

on the part of the faculty.

The data were analyzed through multiple linear regression.

None of the seventeen variables were found to make a statis-

tically significant unique contribution to the prediction of

the total score on the Collective Negotiations Instrument.

As a result all seventeen Null Hypotheses were accepted.

Conclusions

The purposes of the study were to assess the attitudes of

administrators in accredited community and junior colleges in

Texas toward faculty collective bargaining and to determine if

a relationship existed between the attitudes of administrators
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toward faculty collective bargaining and seventeen independent

variables. The conclusions to this study are based on the

data reported and analyzed in Chapter IV and are stated below.

1. The attitudes of administrators toward faculty col-

lective bargaining indicated that this process was not

facilitative of the goals and objectives of higher education.

The data reported in Chapter IV indicated that administrators

believed that faculty collective bargaining was a detriment

to higher education. The data also expressed that adminis-

trators believed faculty collective bargaining was a hindrance

and a barrier to the administration of higher education. And,

clearly the respondents felt that strikes and other coercive

measures associated with collective bargaining were not

acceptable behaviors for faculty in higher education.

2. Although a hypothesis was not constructed to analyze

faculty characteristics, the data collected indicated that the

attitudes of administrators, as represented by a group of

variables regarding the characteristics of faculty participating

in collective bargaining, did vary from individual to individual

in an inconsistent pattern. While some of the respondents

believed certain faculty were power seekers, others believed

that involved faculty were sincerely concerned about the

educational system. Likewise, some of the respondents indi-

cated that militant faculty were malcontents and misfits,

while others believed good faculty could not get the salaries

they needed without resorting to bargaining.
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3. The attitudes of administrators toward faculty col-

lective bargaining, as measured by the seventeen independent

variables selected for use in this study, could not be pre-

dicted. Specifically, the data reported in Chapter IV

indicated that none of the independent variables were statis-

tically significant and, therefore, knowledge of the independent

variables was not an aid in predicting the attitudes of admin-

istrators. Partially, these results could have occurred due

to overloaded categories, such as the variables requesting

the sex and race of the respondents, which were predominantly

male and Anglo. Therefore, none of the variables taken

separately, or all as a group, would be useful in predicting

the attitudes of administrators toward faculty collective bar-

gaining in Texas' community and junior colleges.

Recommendations

This research study has attempted to provide new

descriptive information regarding attitudes toward faculty

collective bargaining. As with almost any research project

there are limitations as to the extent and depth a study can

pursue. This has been true of this research investigation.

The following recommendations are offered to suggest action

that should be taken now with regard to this evolving concept

in Texas, and to assist with future research in the area of

attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining.
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1. Administrators in Texas should begin to educate

themselves about the intricacies and procedures of faculty

collective bargaining. One conclusion of this study was that

administrators' attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining

were unfavorable. The strength of the attitude was dependent

on the topic under consideration, such as governance or strikes.

Collective bargaining has been defined legally as an adver-

sarial relationship between employer and employees. Also,

attitudes, as defined by Shaw and Wright, included an assumption

that there is "a positive correlation between what people say

on a subject and what they will do about it (1, p. 24) ."

Therefore, if faculty collective bargaining became a reality

in Texas community colleges, one might predict that dissention

and non-cooperation could prevail between administrators and

faculty. Due to the attitudes expressed in this study, admin-

istrators might find it difficult professionally to accept the

new found legal powers of faculty to force bargaining con-

cerning conditions of employment. This attitude could lead

to an unnecessarily prolonged period of "power-positioning"

on the part of both groups potentially resulting in strikes

that ultimately could be detrimental to the institution,

faculty, and students.

It should be a priority of associations of administrative

personnel in Texas' community and junior colleges in imple-

menting this recommendation to sponsor professional development

workshops dealing with faculty collective bargaining.
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Specifically, governing board members, presidents, chancellors,

and chief academic officers should receive the initial orien-

tation and training regarding collective bargaining in higher

education. Successively though, the entire management team

including administrative/business officers, personnel managers,

and student affairs officers should also be exposed to the

philosophy and mechanics of faculty collective bargaining.

This training should include first the employment of

personnel policies and practices that will minimize the need

for faculty collective bargaining, and second should include

the critical strategies and techniques used in faculty col-

lective bargaining. Proactive personnel administrative

practices would include assessment of employee attitudes,

personnel policy review, establishment of a pro-management

posture, and creation of an employment communication network.

Training in appropriate strategies and techniques in faculty

collective bargaining processes should include such topics as

the history and philosophy of collective bargaining in higher

education, the legal aspects of collective bargaining including

rights of the employer and the employee, how unions are

organized and recognized, contract negotiation, and contract

administration. Realistic simulations of the actual bar-

gaining process and the specific methods and techniques of

union organizers should be pursued in these training sessions.

As a result of this educative process, administrators may be
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more likely to make decisions based on logical and rational

bases, instead of reacting inappropriately to situations with

which they are unfamiliar.

2. Strikes are a part of the faculty collective bar-

gaining process in higher education, and when this fact is

considered with the attitudes found in this study toward strikes,

administrators in Texas' community and junior colleges should

begin to educate themselves specifically about the nature of

faculty strikes, their origin, and their prevention. A

majority of the respondents in this study believed faculty

strikes should not be permitted under any circumstances and

that they were detrimental to the institution. However,

strikesare a major weapon of unions and there is little reason

to believe that they will not be used in Texas as they are in

other parts of the country, even when legal statutes were

enacted to prevent them. Thus, the alternative for adminis-

trators should be to learn how and why strikes occur. Do

strikes necessarily have to occur? Can they be prevented

and/or minimized? What steps should be taken if a strike

seems inevitable?

In summary, administrators need to learn what strikes

are and what to do about them if they occur. This attitude,

one which is based on a realistic approach to the issue, does

not condone strikes, but does not fear them either. Attitudes
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based on knowledge hopefully might result in a more functional

and productive behavior on the part of administrators who will

be facing strikes.

3. Experimental studies should be conducted to determine

if administrators' attitudes toward collective bargaining

change after receiving the type of educational treatment

recommended above in pre- and post-test situations. When

equipped with accurate and realistic information about faculty

collective bargaining, administrators might have less of a

feeling of "possession" of their institutions, which is an

attitude that may be counterproductive of institutional

objectives in a collective bargaining environment. If training

workshops as described above were performed, conducting

experimental studies to determine if there were attitudinal

changes would be an informative research study.

These studies could be conducted on a state-wide basis

for general information, but also should be conducted on

each individual campus among the management team in order to

develop appropriate strategies for individual campus situ-

ations. The results of such studies could reveal information

descriptive of future administration-faculty relationships

regarding faculty collective bargaining.

4. The entire management team, including governing

board members, in Texas' community and junior colleges should

investigate and acquire factual information descriptive of

faculty members who are participating and involved in collective
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bargaining in unionized higher education institutions. A

second conclusion to this investigation was that administrators'

attitudes about the characteristics of the faculty participating

in collective bargaining varied from individual to individual

in an inconsistent pattern. While many respondents agreed

that faculty were power seekers, malcontents, and unconcerned

about education, other respondents disagreed. Administrators

in Texas' community and junior colleges should make personal

contact with faculty who are members of unions and with admin-

istrators where faculty unions exist. Selected administrators

should take developmental leaves of absence for extended periods

to visit campuses where faculty collective bargaining exists.

These steps would be aimed at informing administrators about

the people actually involved in collective bargaining in higher

education. The results of this training effort could assist

administrators in making appropriate judgements about the

characteristics of unionized faculty in higher education.

In addition, administrators in Texas' community and

junior colleges should begin to gather information about

their faculties' attitudes toward faculty collective bar-

gaining. Similar studies have been conducted in other states,

as indicated in Chapter II. This type of study would permit

a comparison between the attitudes of faculty and adminis-

tration toward faculty collective bargaining. Such a comparison

would reveal a perspective on the degree of conflict or coop-

eration that might occur if and when collective bargaining
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became a reality in Texas. Additionally, a study should be

conducted after faculty collective bargaining occurs in Texas

in order to compare attitudes prior to and after its inception.

5. Additional studies should be conducted to describe

administrators in higher education in Texas in relation to

their attitudes toward faculty collective bargaining. These

studies should target senior-level and upper-level institutions

as well as community and junior colleges, and comparative

studies could be made among the different levels of institutions.

And as previously stated, independent variables were determined

not to be predictors of administrators' attitudes toward

faculty collective bargaining. Stated another way, knowledge

of the seventeen independent variables did not aid in the

prediction of the respondents' scores on the Collective Nego-

tiations Instrument. Although the results of this study did

not reveal statistically significant descriptors of adminis-

trators' attitudes on the Collective Negotiations Instrument

concerning faculty collective bargaining, continued research

in this area is needed. More knowledge about the types of

personalities and characteristics of the administrators who

potentially will be involved in faculty collective bargaining

could result in a better understanding and more effective

management of the new personnel relationships. If faculty

collective bargaining occurs in Texas, the type of adminis-

trators involved will be critical to the welfare of higher

education in Texas. Future studies should also explore other
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possible predictors of attitudes such as personalities,

management styles, and geographic origins of the subjects.

The recommendations which have been suggested here are based

on the premise that an ounce of prevention (education and

training) regarding faculty collective bargaining may be worth

a pound of cure, such as compulsory arbitration or mediated

contracts. That is to say, that prevention and preparation

would be preferable to legal coercion. Administrators in

Texas' community and junior colleges have an opportunity now

that may never again exist. That opportunity is to begin to

shape the environment and conditions relative to collective

bargaining which most favor an administration-oriented

position. Planning, educating, and preparing for faculty

collective bargaining, as well as providing corrective and

proactive measures which will minimize the need for collective

bargaining processes, could reduce the emotional anxiety,

disharmony, dissention, and possible hostility and violence

that has occurred in other states between faculty and admin-

istration. It is the contention here that administrators'

attitudes about faculty collective bargaining can be shaped

and conditioned through an organized educational effort,

resulting in an environment which will be in the best interest

of higher education in Texas.
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APPENDIX A

PART I - PERSONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL DATA

Please choose the one best answer to each item and place its assigned number

io the space provided to the left of each item.

1. Position

1. President or Chancellor 2. Chief Academic Officer

2. Type of campus

1. Public 2. Independent

3. Sex

1. Female 2. Male

4. Race

1. Anglo 2. Asian 3. Black 4. Mexican-American 5. Other

5. Age

1. 25-34
2. 35-44
3. 45-54
4. 55-64
5. over 65

6. Present salary range earned from your current institutional position

1. Under $15,000
2. $15,000-$19,999
3. $20,00O-$24,999
4. $25,000-$29,999
5. $30,000-$34,999
6. $35,000 plus

7. Highest earned degree

1. Associate 2. Bachelors 3. Masters 4. Doctorate

8. Do you currently have faculty rank?

1. Yes 2. No

9. Do you currently have tenure?

1. Yes 2. No

99
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10. Years experience as an administrator in higher education

1. 0 to 5 years
2. 6 to 10 years
3. 11 to 15 years
4. 16 to 20 years
5. over 20 years

11. Years experience as a faculty member in higher education

1. 0 to 5 years
2. 6 to 10 years
3. 11 to 15 years
4. 16 to 20 years
5. over 20 years

12. Have you ever been employed in a state which permitted faculty

collective bargaining in higher education?

1. Yes 2. No

13. Have you ever been employed in a higher education institution which

had a faculty collective bargaining agent?

1. Yes 2. No

14. If "yes" to number 13, what was your position?

1. Faculty 2. Administrator 3. Other

15. If the response to number 14 was "faculty", were you a member of

the bargaining unit?

1. Yes 2. No

16. Are you a member of a professional organization which advocates

collective bargaining?

1. Yes 2. No

17. Number of students enrolled (head count) in credit courses on your

campus/system

1. less than 2,000
2. 2,000 to 4,999
3. 5,000 to 9,999
4. 10,000 to 19,999
5. over 20,000
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PART II

COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS INSTRUMENT

The statements below are intended to elicit your opinions

concerning various aspects of the concept of collective barg-
aining.

Definitions:

COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS: is a generic term for the process

in which faculty salaries and other conditions of employment

are determined by agreement between representatives of a faculty

organization and representatives of the governing board. Under

this term are included collective bargaining and professional

negotiations.

SANCTIONS: is a term applied to coercive acts of various kinds,

varying in intensity from verbal warning to withholding of

services. Sanctions of all types are used to gain concessions
from the employer.

STRIKE: is a severe form of sanction involving concerted work

stoppage by employees.

FACULTY ORGANIZATION: is an organization representing the faculty

in collective negotiations with the governing board in matters

pertaining to salaries and other conditions of employment.

FACULTY: refers to those individuals who spend most or all of
their time on the job in classroom teaching.

GOVERNING BOARD: refers to the body legally responsible for the

operation of the college. This may be a local or state level body.

Please place the number of the appropriate response on the.line
to the right of the question which best describes your reaction
to the statement.

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree

Very Strongly More than More than Strongly Very

Strongly Disagree) Agree Strongly

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

Example: Faculty should receive higher salaries. 4

If you disagree more than agree, you would place
#4 in the space to the right of the statement.



18. I think collective negotiations
is an effective way for faculty
to participate in determining the
conditions of their employment.

19. I think collective negotiations
is an effective way for faculty
to limit the unilateral authority
of the governing board.

20. Faculty members should have the
right to withhold their services
when satisfactory agreement
betweeen their organization
and the governing board cannot
be reached.

21. Collective negotiations should
omit the threat of withholding
services.

22. Faculty members should be able
to organize freely and to
bargain collectively about
their working conditions.

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

24. I feel that collective negotiations
is primarily a coercive tech-
nique that will have detri-
mental effects on higher
education.

25. I feel that strikes on the
part of faculty members are an
undersirable aspect of collec-
tive negotiations.

26. I believe that militant faculty
organizations are largely
made up of malcontents
and misfits.

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS
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(26)



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

28. I feel that the good faculty
members can always get the
salary they need without
resorting to collective
negotiations.

29. I believe that collective
bargaining, alias collective
negotiations, is beneath the
dignity of college faculty
members.

30. I believe that strikes, sanc-
tions, boycotts, mandated
arbitration or mediation
are improper procedures to be
used by community or junior col-
lege faculty who are dissatisfied
with their conditions of em-
ployment.

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

32. I feel that collective
negotiations is an
infringement on the authority
of the governing board and
should be resisted.

33. I think collective negotiations
is a good way to unite the
teaching profession into a
powerful political body.

34. I think that collectively
negotiated written labor
agreements place undesirable
restrictions on the adminis-
tration.

35. I think collective negotiations
can provide a vehicle whereby
faculty members gain greater
on-the-job dignity and indepen-
dence in performing their
functions.

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2

AVS AS

3 4 5 6

A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS
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36. I believe that many leaders
in the drive for collective
negotiations are power seekers
who do not have the best in-
terests of education at heart.

37. The local faculty organiza-
tion should seek to regulate
standards for hiring of new-
faculty members.

38. I-think faculty members have
a right to impose sanctions
on governing boards under
certain circumstances.

39. I think that sanctions are
a step forward in acceptance
of faculty responsibility for
self-discipline and for
insistence upon conditions
conducive to an effective
program of education.

40. I believe sanctions are a
means of improving educational
opportunities and eliminating
conditions detrimental to
professional service.

41. I believe that censure by
means of articles in pro-
fessional association journals,
special study reports, news-
papers, or other mass media,
is a legitimate technique
for faculty use.

42. I feel that the traditional
position that faculty members,
as public employees may not
strike is in the best interest
of public higher education.

43. I don't feel that the services
of the faculty are so necessary
to the public welfare as to
necessitate the forfeiture
of the right of faculty to
strike.

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

-AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS
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44. I believe that any faculty
sanction or other coercive
measure is completely unpro-
fessional.

45. 1 feel that it is unwise to
establish educational
policies and.practices
through collective nego-
tiations.

46. I believe that when the governing
board denies the requests
of the faculty, the faculty has
a right to present the facts
to the public and to their
professional associates
employed in other colleges.

47. I think collective negotiations
can bring greater order and
system to education.

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

1 2 3 4 5 6

AVS AS A D DS DVS

Again, thank you for completing this questionnaire. Any
comments you wish to make concerning this research study

additional
would be welcomed.
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APPENDIX C

Mr. Joseph C. Birmingham
1474 Juniper
Lewisville, Texas 75067

As a President or Chief Academic Officer of a Texas
community/junior college, you will receive within a few
days a questionnaire I am utilizing in a research study.
My supervisor in this endeavor is Dr. David T. Borland.

The study is entitled "The Attitudes of Presidents and
Chief Academic Officers Toward Faculty Collective Bar-
gaining in Texas' Community/Junior Colleges".

We know you are requested to participate in many such
studies. However, the topic of faculty collective
bargaining in higher education is a major national issue
and concern. A study of this nature in Texas is par-
ticularly unique and timely.

The study has been endorsed by the President of the Texas
Public Community/Junior College Association, Dr. J. R.
Jackson. I hope you will assist us in the research study
by taking a few minutes to complete the questionnaire
when it arrives.

We thank you in advance for your participation.

'n ely,

Jos h C. Birmingham
Do toral Student

Eort Texas State varsityy

Dr. David T. Borland, Dissertation Director
Division of Administrative Studies
College of Education
North Texas State University



APPENDIX D
k 'II

107

TEXAS
PUBLIC COMMUNITY/ JUNIOR COLLEGE ASSOCIATION

INTERNATIONAL LIFE BUILDING
815 BRAZOS - SUITE 1003

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701

512/476-2572

OFFICERS

PRESIDENT

DR. J. R. JACKSON
BRAZOSPORT COLLEGE

PRESIDENT - ELECT

DR. THEODORE NICKSICK, JR.
WHARTON COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEG

SECRETARY - TREASURER

MR. M. M. PLEXCO
GALVESTON COLLEGE

DR. CHARLES SYLVESTER
DIRECTOR - INFORMATION

RESEARCH, AND SERVICES

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

DR. JAMES H. ATKINSON
BLINN COLLEGE

DR. JACK M. ELSOM
RANGER JUNIOR COLLEGE

DR. GRADY C. HOGUE
BEE COUNTY COLLEGE

DR. ALTON LAIRD
COOKE COUNTY COLLEGE

DR. THOMAS M. SPENCER
SAN JACINTO COLLEGE

DR. RANDOLPH C. WATSON
KILGORE COLLEGE

DR. JEROME WEYNAND
SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE

CHAIRMEN
STANDING COMMITTEES

DR. THEODORE NICKSICK, JR
FINANCE

DR. AL G. LANGFORD
LEGISLATION

DR. ROBERT L. CLINTON
AGENCY LIAISON

MR. M. M. PLEXCO
ADMINISTRATION (TPCJCA),

PUBLIC RELATIONS, AND

INFORMATION SERVICES

DR. CHARLES D. HAYS
RESEARCH. EDUCATIONAL AND

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

TO: Selected Administrators, Texas Public
Community/junior Colleges

SUBJECT: Participation in Study of Attitudes of
Selected Junior College Administrators

Toward Collective Bargaining

E

FROM: J. R. Jackson

DATE: April 27, 1977

Mr. Joe Birmingham, a doctoral student at North Texas State University, has
selected "The Attitudes of Presidents and Chief Academic Officers Toward
Faculty Collective Bargaining in Texas' Community/Junior Colleges" as the
topic for his dissertation.

This topic is of especial interest to junior college administrators in Texas at
this time. As you are aware there is a joint committee of TPC/JCA and
TJCTA studying problems associated with professional consultation which
invariably involves collective bargaining. It is also proposed that one section
of the annual TPC/JCA workshop be devoted to this problem.

Mr. Birmingham has assured me that data and information secured by him in
his study will be available to those interested. It is my belief that data secured
by an objective study such as proposed by Mr. Birmingham will be valuable to
us as we develop plans for the future.

Your cooperation with Mr. Birmingham is encouraged. Hopefully, the data
will be available for use at the summer workshop in Corpus Christi.

Sincerely,

e R. J n, President
Texas Public Community/Junior
College Association

JRJ:cm

DR. THEODORE NICKSICK, JR.
DR. JEAN RICHARDSON

ANNUAL WORKSHOP
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North Texas
State

University

Denton.Texas
76203

Dean
of

Students

Cooperative
Education

Dear

Faculty collective bargaining in higher education is a
rapidly increasing phenomenon in the United States.
Little research has been conducted on this topic. Those
few studies completed have dealt with faculty attitudes
toward faculty collective bargaining, which gives only the
employee perspective.

As Director of Cooperative Education and a doctoral candi-
date in higher education administration, I am conducting
a study under the direction of Dr. David T. Borland.
The study is to assess the attitudes of presidents and
chief academic officers toward faculty collective bar-
gaining in Texas' community and junior colleges.

To complete this study your assistance is needed. A ques-
tionnaire is enclosed which is composed of two parts.
Part I requests personal and institutional data. Part II
is the Collective Negotiations Instrument. It should take
less than fifteen minutes to complete both parts.
The questionnaire is preceded with an identification page
for use in follow-up for those institutions who have not
returned completed questionnaires. This page will be
separated from the questionnaire when returned. We assure
you that your responses will be kept strictly confidential
and will become an anonymous part of the collected data.
Neither your responses nor your institution will be in any
way connected with the returned data.

N. T. Box 5356 AC 817-788-2065



109

Page 2

Since other phases of this research cannot be initiated
until analysis of the questionnaire is concluded, we
are asking you to please return the completed question-
naire within two weeks, using the enclosed self-addressed
envelope.

Your contribution to this study will yield important and
unique information relative to faculty collective bargaining
in higher education in Texas. We thank you in advance for
assisting with this research project.

S cerely,

oseph C. BirmiM
Doctoral Student
North Texas State University

Dr. David T. Borland, Dissertation Director
Division of Administrative Studies
College of Education
North Texas State University
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APPENDIX F

NAME

This page will be used oniy for purposes of follow-up
for institutions who have not returned completed ques-
tionnaires. To assure complete confidentiality and
anonymity of responses, this page will be separated from the
completed questionnaire when returned.

Please do not remove this page before returning, or another
questionnaire will be sent to you, due to the inability
to identify which insitutions have returned questionnaires.

If you would like to have final results of the research
project, please place an "X" in the space.

Thank you again for your participation in this project.
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APPENDIX G

CODING SYSTEM FOR RESPONSES TO PART I

OF THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

X = 1 if respondent was president or chancellor, 2 if chief

academic officer

X = 1 if institution was public, 2 if independent (private)

X= 1 if respondent was female, 2 if male

X = 1 if respondent's race was Anglo, 2 if Asian, 3 if Black,

4 if Mexican-American, 5 if other

X = 1 if respondent's age was 25-34, 2 if 35-44, 3 if 45-54,

4 if 55-64, 5 if over 65

X6 = 1 if salary range was under $15,000, 2 if $15,000 to

$19,999, 3 if $20,000 to $24,999, 4 if $25,000 to

$29,999, 5 if $30,000 to $34,999, 6 if over $35,000

X7 = 1 if highest earned degree was Associate, 2 if Bachelors,

3 if Masters, 4 if Doctorate

X8 = 1 if yes to faculty rank, 2 if no

X = 1 if yes to tenure, 2 if no

X10 = 1 if administrative experience in higher education was

0-5 years, 2 if 6-10 years, 3 if 11-15 years, 4 if

16-20 years, 5 if over 20 years

X11 = 1 if teaching experience was 0-5 years, 2 if 6-10 years,

3 if 11-15 years, 4 if 16-20 years, 5 if over 20 years

X12 = 1 if yes for employment in a state which permitted faculty

collective bargaining, 2 if no
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X13= 1 if yes for employment in a higher education institution

with a collective bargaining agent, 2 if no

x = if yes to number 13: 1 if respondent was a faculty

member, 2 if administrator, 3 if other

X15= if respondent answered yes to number 14: 1 for yes to

membership in the bargaining unit, 2 if no

x16 = 1 if response was yes to membership in a professional

organization which advocated faculty collective

bargaining, 2 if no

X17= 1 if the number of students (headcount) enrolled in

credit courses was less than 2,000, 2 if 2,000-4,999,

3 if 5,000-9,999, 4 if 10,000-19,999, 5 if over 20,000
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APPENDIX H

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS MODELS

Model 0 (Model Zero): Y = a0U + E

Model 1 (Full Model): Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a 4X+

a5X5 +a 6X6 +a 7 X7 +a 8X8 + a9 X9 + a10X 10 + a 1 1 X1 1 +

a12X12+ a1 3x13 + a14X14 + a15X15 + a16x16 + a1 7X1 7 + E

Model 2: Y = a0U + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4 X + a5X5 + a6X6 + a7X7 +

a8X8 + a9X9 + a10X10 + a 1X 11 + a12X12 + a13X13 +

a14X 14+ a15X15 + a16x16 + a1 7X1 7 + E

Model 3:

Model 4:

Model 5:

Model 6:

Model 7:

Model 8:

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a3X3 + a4X4 . . . .

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2X2 + a4X4 + a5 X5

Y = a0U + a1 X + a2X2 + a3 X3

a17 X17+ E

. a17X17 + E

. .1 7 X1 7 + E

+a5X5

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4

.0 . a17 X17 + E

Y = a0U = a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4

a8 8. . a17X17 + E

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4

+ 6x6 + a7X7. .

+a5X5 + a7X +

a5 X5 6+ a 6X6

. .a17X1 7 + Ea8 x8 + ag9X .0
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Model 9:

Model 10:

Y = a0U + a1X + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4 + a5X5 + a6X6 +

a7X7 + a9X9 + a 10... .17x17 + E

Y = a0 U + a 1 X 1 +a 2 X2 + a3 X3 + a 4 X 4+ a5X5+ a6X6 +

a7X7 + a8X8 + a10X10 + a11Xi.

Model 11:

Model 12:

Model 13:

. a17X 17+ E

Y = aU +. a X1  + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X + a5X5 + a6X6 +

aX X + a X + a2X2 a7Xa 8X)8 + 9X9 + 11X11 + 12X12.. .. .. . 17 17

Y = a0 U + a 1 X 1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4 X4 +a 5X5 + a6 X6 +
a7X7 + a8x8 + a9 X9 + a10x10 + a12x12 + a13X13 0 0

a 17X17 + E

Y = aOU + alX1 + a2X2 .. . . . ...a11X11 + a13X13 +

a 14 X 14 + a15 X15 + a16X16 + a1 7X1 7 + E

Model 14:

Model 15:

Y = a0U + a1X + a2X2. .. .

a15 x15 + a16x16 + a17X17 + E

Y = aoU + a1X1 + a2X2 . .

a16 x16+ a17X1 7 + E

.a12 X12 + a14 X1 +

S . . . x 13 + a15X15 +

Model 16: Y = a0U + a1X + a2X2 .. . . . a. a 14 X14 + a16 X16 +

a 17X17+ E

Model 17:

Model 18:

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2 X2 .. . a15 X1 5 + a1 7X1 7 + E

Y = a0U + a1X + a2X2 .. . . . . a1 6X 16 + E
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Where:

Y = the criterion score

a0 , a1 . . . ... .a17 = partial regression weights

U = the unit vector

X 1- X17 = independent variables

E = residual vector in which elements are discrepancies

between observed and estimated values of the elements

in vector Y
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APPENDIX I

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES IN THE MULTIPLE

LINEAR REGRESSION ANALYSIS

Y = a0U + a1X1 + a2 X2 +. . . . a17X17 + E

X 1= respondent was a president/chancellor or chief academic

officer

X 2 = respondent's institution was public or independent (private)

X3 = female or male respondent

X 4= respondent's race

X5 = respondent's age

X6 = respondent's salary range

X 7 = respondent's highest earned degree

X8 = possession of faculty rank or no possession

Xg = possession of tenure or no possession

X10 = years of respondent's administrative experience in higher

education

X11 = years of respondent's teaching experience in higher

education

X12 = whether respondent was employed in a state which permitted

faculty collective bargaining in higher education

X13 = whether respondent was employed in a higher education

institution with faculty collective bargaining

X 14= if respondent was employed where faculty collective

bargaining existed, what was his position
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X15= membership or non-membership of the respondent in the

bargaining unit where previously employed if faculty

collective bargaining existed

X16= membership or non-membership of the respondent in a

professional organization which advocates faculty

collective bargaining

X17= number of students (headcount) enrolled in credit courses

in respondent's institution

Where:

Y = the criterion score

a, a1 . . .1 .. .a1 7 = partial regression weights

U = the unit vector

X -X17 = independent variables

E = residual vector in which elements are discrepancies

between observed and estimated values of the elements

in vector Y
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