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PURPOSE OF STUDY

The purpose of this descriptive survey and case study was
three-fold:
1. to compare the City College faculty who belong to the Cook
County Teachers Union-AFT Local 1600 with those who do not
belong regarding background, career, and attitudinal variables.
2. to discover why those active in the faculty union originally
joined, why former union members have quit the uniom, and
why a small percentage of faculty have never joined the
union.
3. to point to future trends and directions for community
college uniomns.
The major source of information for this study was a four-page
questionnaire administered to the 1400 faculty members of the eight
City Colleges ~ the original bargaining unit of Local 1600. Fifty-four
percent of the Union (653) and 557 of the non-union (102) faculty
responded. Fourteen backgrouné and seven attitudinal variables wera
tested. Primarily as to their effect on the 233 most pro union faculty,
those active in the union, and the 58 least pro union faculty, those who
never joined the union. Other comparisons were made between all of the
union and all of the non-union respondents, between the 38 respondents
who had never joined the union and the éévwho were once members, and

between the 233 active union and the 420 non-active union members.



CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions of the study are as follows:

1. The attitudinal variables primarily distinguished the
most pro union and the least pro union or most anti-union faculty with
the former being more politically and educationally liberal, more negative
toward the administration, and more favorable to student activism.

2. The influence of significant background and career variables
was discovered to be as follows:

a. Family attitudes favorable or unfavorable toward unions
apparently predisposed one pro or con faculty unioas.

b. The most favorable toward unions are those with 6-15 years
teaching experience in the City Colleges and the least
favorable are those with the least experience, not the
most as predicted. |

¢. Those with more than 30 hours beyond the masters and from
35-60 years are the most pro-union while the untenured of
lowest rank and salary are the least pro union.

d. Jewish faculty, because of a more liberal orientation,
were more pro union than Catholics or Protestants as
were the 287 who indicated another or no religion.

e. The pro union faculty were much more politically active
than the anti union faculty. The former were mainly in
the counseling, library, social science and humanities
departments while the latter were in the business and

other career departments - anursing, law enforcement,



engineering, child development, and physical education,

3. The active or pro union faculiy joined the union more so
because of a negative view of the adminisiration and a desire for greater facully
povwer and higher degree of professiqnalism. The non active union faculiy member
joined the union mainly because of peer pressure, jcb security, and gra-
titude for benefiis earned.

4, The faculty who never belonged to the union did not join
becausge of traditional views of unions as unprofessional, too concerned
with own interests, and indicative of mediocrity, though a significant
number would join if {there was a state collective bargaining law,

5. The faculty who quit the union did so because of the frequent
strikes and criticism of the union leadership, though 10% were expelled
for crossing picket lines.

Future directions for even greater community college unionism
suggested by this study are:

1. The passage of a gtate collective dargaining law,

2, Uﬁion leadership with the lefit of center attitude of

social eriticisam,

3, The continued negative view of the adminigtration by large

gsegments of the faculty.

4, The accepted climate of faculty unions and strikes,

5. The threats establighed faculty perceive 1o their status,

6, Fewer strikes or threats of strikes by faculty unions,

7. An image of the union leadership as more professional,
Conditionsg contrary to the above, of course, would produce a lower rate

of uniontsm,
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Significance cf the Study

A discussion of college faculty uni;nisn has to begin with two-
year public community colleges since wmore have chosen bargaining ageats,
have been bargzaining for a longer time, and have more experience with its
effects. These community colleges account for 80X of the faculty bar-
~ gaining agents in higher education, 60 of the unionized institutions, and
one-third of the full-time faculty. As of June, 1974, over 100 had
bargained for their third contract while only twoc four-year institutions
had the same experience.l One must admit, however, that ché community
college experience is very different in that it was tied to the K-12
system, 13 primarily concerned with teaching, not research, has a history
of less faculty participation in academic governance, and possesses
a lower professional status. Common characteristics with four-year
colleges and universities revolve around curriculum and degree require-
ments, departmentalization, more student participationm in governance, and
a national climate for union orgamization.

An excellent case study of the Publiec Community Colleges is the
Chicago City College faculty, 87% of whom in 1976 belonged to the Cook

County College Teachers' Union, American Federation of Teachers?

Ip411 Aussieker, "Community Colleges Without Community,” Faculty

Bargaining, Change and Conflict, ed. Joseph W. Garbarino (New York: McGraw
Hill Book Co., 1975), pp. 179-80. ’

Z5ee Appendix A, History of the American Federation of Teachers.

[



Local 16003. In its first ten vears of existence, the Cook County
College Teachers' Union included six strikes -~ some often bitter.%
Three injunctions were defied. 1Its president was jailed twice. Five
contracts were negotiated. It has also been forced to negotiate in court
off and on since 1971.

Besides its militancy, the CCCTU is interesting since it was or-
ganized in the absence of a state collective bargaining statute. This
is important since, as of January, 1975, more than half of the Publie
Community Colleges in the twenty-one states with enabling legislation
were unionized. These 21 states contained 702 of the nation's Public
Community Colleges.5 Only those in Illinois and Maine were able to
unionize to any extent under woluntary agreements.6 To further emphasize
the importance of collective bargaining legislation, Garbarino pointed
out that, at the end of 1974, 90T of all organized public institutions
and faculty were in states with strong bargaining laws. He called state
public employee bargaining laws the "most important single factor that

explains unionization in higher education."7

3Local 1600 also contains six sub-locals of surrounding suburban
community colleges and the Urban Skills Center, but the Chicago community
colleges was the original bargaining unit and is the second largest

community college system in the nation. See. Chronicle of Higher Bducation
4 April 1977, p, 2,

AFrom 1963 to 1973, the CCCTU accounted for one~half of the faculty
days lost in strikes in higher education. See Appendix B on Strike History.

SRichard J. Ernst, New Directions for Community Colleges (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1975), p. vii.

6According to a 1966 Illinois Appellate Court ruling, teachers at
all levels may bargain collectively. Among the state’s 136 institutions
of higher education (49 public, 87 private, including 39 public and 10
private junior colleges), 14 have faculty bargalning on 20 campuses.
Eleven of these belong to the CCCTU.

7Garbarino, p. 61l.



In its first ten years of bargaining, Chicago City College
Teachers Union succeeded in doubling faculty salary, in obtaining a
geparation of rank and salary, in reducing the teaching load from fifteen

ro twelve hours,8

as well as many fringe benefits. It is indeed ''one of
the successful, if not the most successful, community college unions in
the United States.'?

The Chicago City College faculty is worthy of study, not only
because of its qniqueness but also because of its indicativeress and
representativeness. The Cook County College Teachers Union, like many
community college unions, sprang from the K-14 system with many faculty
being members of a powerful lower school teachers' union (AFT Local 1)
when it was divided from the K=12 system in 1966,

A holdover from the lower system was the K-12 administration .
mentality that refused to engage in meaningful colleglality consultations
with faculty and resulted in frequent unilateral decisions. The break
from the K-14 system also increased faculty dissatisfaction since it raised
faculty expectations in a period of growth and affluence. No longer were
they satisfied with the passive role of a teacher in a highly centralized
structure where control is lodged in the hands of a few 10 They were no

longer objects to be manipulated” but "subjects to be satisfied."ll

8As of this writing, the CCCTU faculty are the only Community Collage
instructors in the country teaching twelve contact hours per week.

9Profile of the Community College: A Handbook (San Franecisco:
Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1972). p. 338.

10R{chard J. Frankie and Roy A, Howe, "Paculty Power in the Community
College,"” Theory Into Practice 7 (April 1968): 83-84,

Mchester J. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1938), p. 40.




Also, like many community college systems, the greatest unioni-
zation took place during a period of great growth. From 1960 to 1570,
the nation's Public Community Colleges grew from 310 to 654 institutions,
from 356,000 o 2,100,000 students - four times the growth rate of the
rest of higher education.l? From the Pall of 1966 to the Fall of 1975
the CCC system grew from four campuses with approximately 25,000 students
to nine campuses with 93,000 students.>3

The CCC system, furthermore, s multi-campus and comprehensive.
The increased centralization that resulted from its rapid growth is
believed by Garbarino to be one of the major factors for unioniza:ion.lA
The rapid expansion swelled the ranks, raised personal aspirations re-
garding salary, status and professional role in colilege gcvernance,
as well as heightened aspirations for the institution. The reconstruction
of the system for more coordination and direction threatened many faculty
who saw the new system of control as a threat to the continued evolution,
Other faculty saw it as an opportunity to claim parity with other sections
of higher education which has often treated them as ''second cousins."15

Lastly, the CCC system is like other unionized systems in that
it moved from a junior college to a community college orientation. As

the enrollment of blacks and other minorities increased under an open-

enrollment policy, no longer were the first two years of the liberal arts

12Garbarino, P. 189,

131111nots Community College Board, "Community College Bulletin”
(January-FPebruary 1976), p. 6.

14F0r an excellent summary of the broad changes that the community-
junior colleges were (and still are) subject to, see Leland L. Medsker,
"Changes in Junior Colleges and Technical Institutions,' Emerging Patterns
in Higher Education, Logan Wilson, ed., (Washington, D.C.: American Council
on Education, 1363), pp. 69-83.

15Catbarino, pP. 183



the only offerings, Occupational, remedial, continuing and adult education,
non~degree, and community-based programs were established or greatly en-
ljarged. The mission was dramatically changed and many of the liberal arts-
trained faculty, from where the union impetus came, did not embracz whole-
neartedly the changes that required ethnic study courses, special learning

laboratories, tutoring, and occupational and vocational counseling.

Statement of Purposes

There are three principal aims of this dissertation:

1. To compare and contrast the approximately 200 non-union faculty
with the active and non-~active unicn faculty regarding the categorical
variables of sex, age, religion, race, class, rank, salary, tenure, depart-
ment, teaching experience, educational attainments, personal aad family's
union'sentiments and affiliations, and the scaled variables of general
political orientations, degree of distrust of major social institutions
(especially of the City College Administratiom), general views of contro-
versial educational topics, degree of political activism, degree of career
satisfaction, and professional attitudes.

2. To attempt to discover why the union members originally joined
the union, why the non-union members never joined or why they quit if they once
were members, and if so, under what conditions the non~union would consider
or reconsider joining.

3. To suggest future trends as to the influence and directions of
unionization at the community college level.

The Problem
This study will attempt to answer the following gquestions:
1. How do the approximately 200 non-union faculﬁy differ in the

above categorical and scaled variables from the 1,100 uniocn members,



especially those active in union matters?

2. Why have the non-union faculty resisted membership in the
highly unionized City College Division of CCCTU?

3. Why have the non-union members who previously belonged,
quit the union?

4, Why did the active and nom-active union members originally

join?

Definition of Terms

The following key terms used throughout the study that represent
the four major sub-populations are defined as follows:

Union Faculty Member: A dues paying member of the Chicago

City College Division of AFT Local 1600, the Cook County College
Teachers Unionm.

Non-Union Faculty: A faculty member who has never joined Local

1600 or who, having once belonged to Local 1600, is no longer
a member.

Active Union Faculty: A union member who was or is a chapter

or city-wide officer and/or was or is a delegate or alternate to
the Union House of Representatives and who attended or attends
most House meetings and/or attends most chapter meetings (who is,
in general, a more involved or militant union member.)

Non-Active Union Faculty: A union member who is none of the above.

Public Community College: A comprehensive, public two-year

college that offers academic, general, occupational, remedial,
and continuing adult educatiom.

Chicago City Colleges: A multi-campus system of eight Publie

Community Colleges in the city of Chicago with campus presidents

being equal to each other but all campuses being under the control



of a central administration.

Cook County College Teachers' Union: A division of the AFL-CIO,

AFT Local 1600 with chapters at each of the eight Chicago and
six suburban Public Commumity Colleges, plus one Urban Skills
Center.

Collective Bargaining: (Used synonymously with unionism,

unionization, collective negotiatioms.) A process wherein
faculty and employer representatives make offers and counter-
offers for the purpose of reaching a mutually acceptable written
agreement or contract covering terms of employment for a

specific period of time.

Theoretical Perspectives,

The theoretical framework of this research is varied. Concepts
regarding the class theory of politics, the social criticism of intellec-
tuals, socialization, relative deprivation and professionalism are inwvokad.
Ladd and Lipset's discussion of the class theory of politics holds that
tendencies to criticize societies are related to objective deprivation
and discriwmination, that a politics of change finds its natural supporters
among those who suffer from the status quo, and that being rewarded and
recognized makes for conservatism, just as being deprived produces liberal
and egalitarian perspectives.l6 Application of this theory to college

faculty suggests that those from a lower class background, the untenured,

l6gyerett Carll Ladd, Jr., and Seymour Martin Lipset, Academics,
Politics and the 1972 Elesction (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research, 1973), p. 19.




the younger, those of lower rank, salary, and educational attainments,
minorities, Jewish17 or non-Protestant identify with or are coopted
the least by the system and, therefore, are more militant or active in
the union movement.

Chomsky reinforces the above view by holding that the more
revarded faculty have become the ''new mandurins" and attributed to these
"dominants'' the most conservative and apologist mentality.ls As applied
to this study, the tenured, those from a middle or upper class background,
those of higher ramk, salary, and education, the older, and non-minority
group faculty identify with and are coopted more by the system and are,
therefore, the least militant or active.

Hofstadter has stressed the tendency of intellectuals to support

19 Raymond Aron has written of the ten-

a politics of social criticism.
dency to criticize the established order as the 'occupational disease of
the intellectuals.20 Triliing even described the academic's intellectual

role that predisposes him/her toward a critical, questioning, opposi-

tionist political stance, as one of an "adversary culture."?! The above,

17Sociological studies of pelitical behavior have consistently
shown that Jews are more liberal tham any other religiom or ethmic
group primarily because of their historic status as a minority that has
produced a distrust of the status quo. See Gerhard Lenski, The Religious
Factor (Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1963), pp. 137, 1l40.

18Naomi Chomsky, American Power and the New Mandarins (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1969), pp. 27-28.

19R1ichard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life (New
York: Vintage Books, 1962), p. 25.

ZORaymond Aron, The Opium of the Intellectuals (New York:
W. W. Nortom & Co., 1962), p. 25.

21y ionel Triiling, Beyond Culture (New York: Viking Press, 1965),
pPp. XII-XIII,




declares Ladd and Lipset, is the result of the weakness of a national
conservative tradition since the ideology of Americanism as stated in
rhe Declaration of Independence emphasizes egalitarianism and populism.
+ is the intellectuals who have become aware of the gap between these
ideals and the world of reality, and thug have challenged the system for
its lack of fulfillment of the American creed.22

In Lipset's Political Man are chronicled an impressive body of

data demoustrating the left of center politics of American academics
over the last half century.23 Back in 1937, a survey reported pro-

New Deal sentiments as &4 percent for professcrs of social sc¢ience and
65 percent for those of natural science, while only 56 percent of manual
workers and just 15 percent of lawyers, pnvsicians, dentists and en-
gineers.zA Ian 1948, 1852, 1956, 1964, 1968, and 1972, academics vored
for the more liberal Democratic presidential candidate « iweniy to
twenty-five percentage polnts - than other groups of comparable social
economic status. Surveys concerned with the naticnal 1ssues of Vietnanm,
black Americans, marijuama, and school busing alsc found overwhelming
evidence 0f the greater liberalism of academics.?® an application of the
above points to this study is that the most liberal of this faculty
group would be the most alienated and militant regarding the status quo

power structure of their college system and campus.

2271,3dd and Lipset, p, 11.

s
“BSeymour Martin Lipset, Political Man (New York: Doubleday and
Co., 1960), pp. 311-343.

25

Ibid., p. 314.

25vadd and Lipset, pp, 11l-16,
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Another theoretical underpinning of this study is the sociological
process of socialization which Popenoe defines as '"the process by which
the culture of a group or society is instilied or internalized in the indi-
viduals who live in that group or society."26 Simply put, it is the way
we are raised or trained, Application to the study at hand involved whether
one has been socialized from early childhood with attitudes favorable or
not favorable toward unions, Thus, if one's father or other family member
belonged or did not belong to a union or spoke or acted favorably or
unfavorably toward unions, cne would, by this type of sccialization, inherit
attitudes ihat would predispose one toward, or away from, union membership
and union militanecy or activity,

The process of socialization i3 also used {o explain sex status
differences in that women are generally reared to be less aggressive and
more conforming and thus would tend to be less militant or active union
members, as Well as less attracted to union membership, egpecially to a
union with a history of conflict, The older faculiy were raised and trained
in a different era when unionized teachers were unheard of, Thus gociale-
ization might also be used to explain their hypothesized greater reluctance
to join and participate in union activity,

The theory of relative deprivation is also used Lo explain sex
status differences, Men teachers frequently have been looked down
upon as people who had failed, or would fail, in the world outside the
claggsroom, In conirast, teaching traditionally has deen considered
an excellent job for women, Men teachers tend to compare their occupation

Wwith the higheincome and high prestiige, predominantly male occcupations of

2
6David Popenoe, Sociology (New York: Appleton Century Crofts,
1971), p. 99.



doctor, lawyer or successful businessman,
Cole, comparing his study of teachers with Lipset, Trow and

Coleman's study of printers in Union Democracy27 suggested that the

extraoccupational statuses of religion and political affiliation were
more correlated with militancy if there is no tradition of militancy.
Printers had more occupational precedents for militant behavior and,
therefore, had to rely less on extraoccupational status precedents.
Application to this study seems to indicate that, due to the dramatic
militant precedents in the Chicago City College Division of the Cook
County College Teachers Union, non-teacher statuses would be less
influential in determining union membership and degree of activity or

militancy than occupational socialization,

11

The rapid growth of ''professional unionism' indicates a complete
P g

reversal of the historic position of a significant number of academics

who once believed that their professional status was incompatible with

the collectivist and equalitarian trade union spirit of manual workers.

Perhaps the best summary of this position was expressed by Theodore D.
Martin, a National Education Association (NEA) executive:

Unionism lowers the ideals of teaching. By emphasizing
only the selfish, though necessary economic needs of
teachers - salary, hours, tenure, retirement - unionism
misses altogether the finer ideals of teaching and the rich
compensations that do not appear in the salary envelope.28

27Seymour Martin Lipset, Martin A. Trow, and James 5., Coleman,
Union Democracy (Glencoe, Ill.: The Pree Press, 1956).

28Theodore D. Martin, Building a Teaching Profession {Middlatown,
N.Y.: The Whitlock Press, 1957), as quoted in Stephen Cole, The Unioni-

zation of Teachers (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1969), p. &,
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The Dean of Fordham University School of Education once
said:
Teachers who think of ideals before paychecks do not
join unions. They abhor the thought of striking to

secure increases in salary, since they consider them-

selves to be public servants, who are obligated under
the unwritten law of the profession to promote the

public welfare, When lawyers and doctors picket the

courts and the hospitals, then teachers should join

unions.2

The desire of teachers to be considered professionals has
led them in the pas: to reject measures that wouald have identified them
with the working classes. In order to increase their prestige, teachers
have stressed the differences while ignoring similarities with manual
workers. According to Cole, a low status group identified itself with
a higher status group to emphagize its supericrity to a still lower
status group.3o

As Parsons has indicated, besides nzeded knowledge and a some-
what exaggerataed self-image, professionals have had a high degres of
self-regulation that they have guarded jealously.31 The professoriate,
in this sense, is becoming "less professional," especially in the least

professional sector of higher education ~ the community colleges that

traditionally have had a low degree of self-determination mostly because

297ha New York Times, 27 February 1947, As it turned out,
nurses and public health doctors have followed the lead of teachers in
collective bargaining conflicts.

3°Cole, p. 5

3l‘ralcott Partoans, '"Professions,” in David L. Sill (ed.),
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Vol. 12 {New York:
Macmillan, 1968). See also Bernard Barber, ""The Sociology of the Pro-
fessions," in Kenneth S. Lynn (ed.), The Professions in America (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1965), p. 18.
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they were linked historically wicth K-12 teachers. Ztzioni pointed out
that, because a good teacher (or nurse) could be replaced more readily
than a good doctor, lawyer or scholar, these "'semi-professions’ have a
"replaceability” factor that causes them to embrace the egalitarian norms
of unionism more readily.32 In general, these rnorms are more acceptable
to those whose status and freedom of action are low.

Helbriegel, French and Peterson see professionalism as a2 multi-
dimensional concept consisting of client orientation or service, colleague-~
orientation or peer review, monopoly of knowledge, and decision-making,

Corwin further explains the process of professionalism for teachers
as moving from subscribing to their professional obligations to demanding
rights and in lessening the control administrators and the public have had
over decision-making.34

The new professional status being demanded is, in many crucial
respects, incompatible with the traditicnal principles of administra-
tion originally fashioned in a unified, small-town America and justified

by the legal fiction that administrators can be responsible for every

32amital Etzioni, ed., The Semi-Professions and Their Organi-
zations: Teachers, Nurses, Social Workers (New York: The Free Press, 1969).

33Donald Helbriegel, Wendell French, Richard Peterson, ''Collective
Negotiations and Teachers: A Behavioral Analysis,” Industrial and Labor
Relations Review, XXIII, No. 3 (april, 1970), p. 383.

) 34%0nald G. Corwin, "™ilitant Professionalism, Initiative and Com~
pliance in Public Education,” Sociology of Education 28 (Summer 1965):

10331,
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facet of ''their'" system. Corwin sees centralized authority and system-
wide uniformity difficult to reconcile with decentralized decision-
making, the central component of professioualism.35

There still is the question of whether teaching is actually a
"profession."” The question, however, becomes moot because in 1969
702 of teachers did, in fact, believe that they should have the "ultimate

authority over major educational decisions."3®

Corwin equates the anomaly
of job satisfaction and morale increasing with the rates of conflict
as the lack of a sense of meaningful participation not provided by the
system itself. Corwin sees the primary source of tension among militant
teachers not arising from professional motivation but from political
and social liberal attitudes. Corwin finally discusses the ''generic
tension' between idealism and self-interes: that all professions have
because teachers must demonétrate the ability to protact the clients'
welfare while pursuing personal goals.37
As applied to this study, the union members, especially the
more active or militant, (will) express more comcern for faculty power
or control of decision-making and for student rights. They will not
be that concerned about having t§ strike, and will be more poiitically
and socially liberal, as well as more critical of the administration.
While the above literature mainly discussed union and non-union

faculty, this study will also strive to demonstrate that the more active

and, therefore, militant union members see the various levels of

35Ronald G. Corwin, ""The Anatomy of Militant Professionalization,”
The Collective Dilemma: Negotiations in Education, ed. Patrick W. Carlton
and Harold J. Goodwin (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones Publishing Co.,
1969), p. 242.

361bid., p. 243.

371b1d.
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administration as autocratic or consistently making unilateral decisionms
and view control of the decision-making process as a crucial professional
goal. They will also be more politically and socially liberal, as well

as less concerned about strikes.

Limitations of the Study

The major limitation was whether the research instrument really
measured what it purported to measure. Also, did the sophisticated
and test-wise faculty who responded glve the most socially acceptable
responses, Another serious problem was the high percent of non-returns
{(477). Since it was not practical for the author to do a sample
follow-up of the faculty who did not respond, ocne will always question
the validity of the sample, even though a relatively high percent (53%)
of faculty did indeed respond. The unevenness of the response from
the various college campuses further restrains the conclusions, even
though it appears the respondents percentage-wise represent the

overall system {See Chapter III).

Summary

The first chapter establishes the justification for and impor-
tance of the study, as well as defining the problem and major terms.
Chapter II provides the backgrcund for the study through a review of the
literature. 1t outlines the major research on faculty characteristics
and unionism in four-year colleges and universities as well as two-year

colleges. Chapter III delineates the hypotheses and details the methods



and procedures that were followed. Chapter IV discusses and analyzes
the findings and Chapter V gives the conclusions and implications and

presents recommendations for further study.

16



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

There has been an explosion of the printed word regarding
unionism in higher education since the mid-1960's, although it has been
a little uneven regarding specific faculty characteristics vis a vis
union and non-union, union active and non-active, especially as it relates
to community college faculties. The first part of this chapter is a
detalled summary of important existing research regarding faeulty unions
in general and the above mentioned faculty characteristics in particular.

The second section of the chapter summarizes major research
concerned with the reasons for joining unioms, first among manual
workers, then among college and university faculty, and finally among
two-year college faculty. The following served as the prime sources
of the author's hypotheses with his own observations relied om very

minimally,

Faculty Characteristics - K to 12

Even though it did not deal with higher education, the £irst study
to influence the author regarding theory, research design, and technique
was Stephen Cole's perceptive study of the New York City and Perth Amboy, New

17
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Jersey public school teachers.l It encompassed two questionnaire surveys
of the faculty, as well as a detailed history of the United Federation
of Teachers, the New York City American Federation of Teachers, Local 2,
It also reviewed the extent and the causes of the growth of teachers'
ynions on the national scene.

The first faculty survey was conducted in New York City in June,
1962, two months after the famous United Federation of Teachers strike
of April, 1962, that is believed to have triggered militant teacher
unionism in the United States., A questionnaire was placed in the
school mailboxes of 900 teachers at three senior high and seven ele-~
mentary schools. Questions regarding strikes, attitudes toward teacher
unions, job and salary satisfaction, as well as background data were
asked. Only 37% of the questionnaires were returned; however, Cole
thought this sample to be minimally representative since his non-random
sample statistics compared favorably with known teacher population
statistics.z

Pgrth Amboy, New Jersey, was the site of the second survey in
January, 1966. It was conducted two months after the Perth Amboy teachers
had been on strike for two weeks and was designed to test some ex post
facto hypotheses developed from the NYC data. All 261 teachers were
mailed questionnaires at home. Despite the fact that great cooperation

was received from the school bo:>ard3 and the union president, and, aven

. lStev_en Cole, The Unionization of Teachers {New.York: Praeger Pub-
lishers, 1969).

21pid., pp. 219-221.

3The Board supplied a list of home addresses.
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though a second mailing and phone follow-ups were used, only 126 or 48%
of the questionnaires were returned.® The questionnaire was longer
than the New York one and requested information regarding attitudes of
friends, professional views, persomal judgements regarding teaching
ability, and future occupational plans.

In the above surveys, Cole devised several indices of militancy,
of unionism, of career commitment, of relative deprivation, and of
prestige dissatisfaction. He also related the categorical status
variables of religion, political affiliation, class, age and sex to
pro unionism. Among his findings were:

1. Regarding religion, Jews were more likely to come from
families with pro-union sentiments and were, therefore,
more militant than Protestants or €atholics.

2. Democrats were strong labor supporters and, therefore,
more likely to support their own profession's labor
movement.

3. A lower-class family background meant being more Democratic
and, therefore, more disposed to unions.

4. Women were likely to be upper-middle class and less likely
to have positive union attitudes.

5. Older teachers were more conservative and less likely to

be favorable toward unions.s

4There were indications that the teachers from that small,
politically-oriented town were afraid that their private opinions would
be made known to the school board.

Scole, p, 93.



20

Faculty Characteristics - Colleges and Universities

In 1969, The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education sponsored a
rather extensive survey of unionism in colleges and universities throughout
the country.6 An elaborate questionnaire was sent to 100,315 faculty
members at 78 universities, 168 four-year colleges, 43 junior colleges, and
14 predominantly black colleges. The 12 percent sample of the nation's
2,433 colleges and universities were primarily those that had participated
in the 1966 Cooperative Institutional Research Prcgram of the American
Council on Education. Returns were received from 60,028 faculty members,
or 60%.7

The questionnaire was designed to acquire factual data about the
academic profession, as well as attitudinal data about collective bargaining,
strikes, satisfaction with salaries, teaching loads and institutiomnal
governance. By correlating the above responses, conclusions were reached
as to why faculties began turning to collective bargaining in the 1960's.

The greatest support for collective bargaining was indicated by the faculties
of predominantly black colleges and two-year colleges, followed by public
and private four-year colleges, private and public universities. Non-

tenured, of lower rank, younger8 faculty in the departments of social science

Everett Carll Ladd, Jr. and Seymour Martin Lipset, Colleges and
Universities, Professors, Unions, and American Higher Education (Washington,
D.C.: The American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1973).

"Robert Carr and Daniel Van Eyck, Collective Bargaining Comes to
the Campus (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973), p. 80.

8Corwin, however, found that middle-aged, well established men
become most frequently involved in academic conflict. See Ronald G. Corwin,
"The Anatomy of Militant Professionalism,” p, 57,
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natural science, humanities, and education supported collective bar-
gaining more strongly. Older (over 51 years), tenured faculty in the
departments of engineering and law opposed collective bargaining.

Ladd and Lipset followed up their 1969 study with a randomized
phone survey of 523 academics between August 29 and September 13, 1972,
A total of 471 interviews (90 percent) were completed. In November, 1972,
this panel was also sent mailed questionnaires. In the 1969 survey, Ladd
and Lipset constructed a general liberalism-conservatism scale for national
issues, a campus activism scale, a student role scale, and a university
governance scale, as well as questions regarding presidential votes and
preferences. The 1972 survey was summarized in another important Ladd and
Lipset study that was also published the following year.9 An attempt was made
to see if the tone of faculty politics that was outward looking and concerned
with the problems of the larger society in the sixties had become more
conservative and more concerned with immediate professional interests as
illustrated by the dramatic change toward the previocusly unthinkable issue
of collective bargaining. Comparisons between the faculty and the United
States public and electorate found the faculty, as a group, much more left-
liberal and inclined to vote for the democratic or Third Party presidential
candidates. No significant political differences were found to be affected
by their socio-economic background. Religious origins, as Cole discovered,

were very significant with academics of Jewish background being more liberal

9Everett Carll Ladd, Jr. and Seymour Martin Lipset, Academics,
gg;itics, and the 1972 Election (Washington, D.C.: The American Enterprise
for Public Policy Research, 13973).




22

and Democratic than those of Protestant or Catholie background.lo

Positions on faculty unionism, student activism, preferential hiring for
underrepresented groups, and collective stands on major educaticnal cons
troversies were also explored,

Ladd and Lipsetl followed up with again another survey of college
professors in 1975, They found that, while only 95,000 faculty members
(16%) out of more than 600,000 were employed at unionized schools, the
faculty were much more disposed Lo accepi collective bargaining than were
actually covered by union contracts, ¥While their surveys in 1960 and 1973
revealed that 59 and 66 percent endorsed the principle of collective
bargaining, in 1975 it was 69 percent with 76 perceni of the two year college
faculty, They saw the fact that threeaquarters of the 294 institutions
with bargaining units were twoeyear colleges, as a function of the "replace=
ability"” factor "of ithe 'semieprofessions',”™ In other words, scholars
at the major universities are less easily replaced than mere feachers, Even
so, more than half of the faculty at prestigious, research and meritocracy
oriented universities support unionization = at least in theory,

Again, they found that the faculty members who favored colleciive
bargaining were liberal, strong democrats, voted for McGovern or a Leftist
Third Party candidate in 1972, took part in antiewar demonstrations, were
the most alienated from their career and institution, and were from the

social sciences, humanities, and education areas, Ladd and Lipset, in

10Ladd and Lipset, pp, 37.38,
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general, found ldeological orientations more important than status or
categorical variables in their 1975 survey.ll

J, O, Hoehn accomplished a rare data based research study regarding
a profile of faculty members in the California State College system who
supported the adoption of collective bargaining, In comparison to their
colleagues who opposed collective bargaining, these faculty members tended
to come from uppere-manual and lower whiteecollar background; be dissatisfied
with their work environments; belong to the Demoecratic Party; espouse libveral
or radical political views; be drawn more frequently from the liberal arts
disciplines, especially humanities and social sciences; have a greater
research perspective; and possess a higher level of educational preparation.12
Lane also did a study of California faculiy, but only at one large
state college, Comparing by means of a questionnaire union and noneunion
members, he found the former to be younger, less experienced, of lower
rank, with a lower cpinion of the administiration, and who saw professionals
ism as a necessarily militant process.13

The attitudes of faculiy at fourieen Pennsylvania State Colleges

14
Wwere also surveyed by questionnaires (33% sample) in two separate studies

llﬁverett Carll Ladd, Jr, and Seymour Martin Lipset, "The Growth of
Faculty Unions," The Chronicle of Higher Education 26 January 1976,
p. 11,

2
1 J, O, Hoehn, Collective Bargaining in Higher Education: An Empirie

cal Analysis in California State Colleges, (Washington, D,C,: ERIC, 1971),

13Robert E, Lane, "Faculty Unionism in California State College = A
Comparative Analysis of Union and NoneUnion Members (Ph,D, dissertation,
University of Iowa, 1967) in Dissertation Abstracts 28 (November 1967):
1937a,

1Z‘Vicﬂ‘.or E, Flango, "Faculty Attitudes and the Election of a Bargaine
ing Agent in the Pennsylvania State College SystemeI" and Jan Mueczyk, Richard
Hise, Martin Ganny, "Faculty Attitudes,,.II,” Journal of Collective Negotiae

Lions 4 (Spring 1975): 157«174 and 175-189,
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months before a union election. Flango found politically alienated faculty
more politically active than others, as well as those with doctorates; and,
1ike Ladd and Lipset, more liberal faculty more pro collective bargaining
and student activism. Muczyk, Hise and Gannon discovered academic
discipline, rank and longevity at present institution significant but not
age, prior union membership or years of college teaching experience.
Dissatisfaction with the administration and compensation received, es-
pecially by the younger faculty, were other indications of being favorable
toward unioms.

Faculty views at the community college level as well as at the
four-year colleges of the University of Hawaii system were studied by
Seidman, Edge and Kelley.15 They found the lower ranks, the untenured,
those under 30 (as opposed to those over 50), those in the educationm,
business, and arts and sciences, were favorable. They also found no age
group accepted the view that collective bargaining conflicts with nro-
fessionalism, or that it is only appropriate for blue collar workers.

Feuille and Blandin16 also surveved by questionnaire (43% response),
all 1,010 individuals of academic rank at the University of Oregon regarding
attitudes pro or con collective bargaining just after the 1971-72 stats

budget freeze. The demographic factors that they found important were rank

1550e1 Seidman, Alfred Edge, Lane Kelley, "Attitudes of Hawaiian
Higher Education Faculty Towards Unionism and Collective Bargaining,"
Journal of Collective Negotiations 3 (Spring 1974): 99-119,

l6pater Feuille and James Blandin, "Faculty Job Satisfaction and
Bargaining Sentiments: A Case Study, Academy of Management Jourmal 17
(December 1974): 678<692,
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(with the lowest the most favorable), tenure (with the untenured more proy,
and sex (with females more restrained), but not department. The faculty
were found satisfied witir teaching as a career but dissatisfied with their
economic benefits, existing personnel decision-making procedures, and with
both the campus administration and higher administrative levels. Though
a faculty majority perceived strikes as unprofessional, they did not perceive
collective bargaining as incounsistent with faculty professional standing,
with the individualized nature of faculty jobs, and with merit incentives.

Two important works that virtually ignored the union experience at
the community college level were those written and compiled by Terrence N.
Ticel’ and Carr and Van Eyck.ls The latter is a good introduction to the
basics of collective bargaining and provides an abundance of facts and specifles
concerning contracts negotiated, the court decisions, the electicn résults,

and pertinent bargaining issues. As it was stated in The Chronicle of Higher

Education Handbook, '"Because both Carr and Van Eyck hail from Oberlin College,

one of the most faculty-dominated institutions in the country, they tend to

"9 rice's work is

exalt faculty power above the realility on most campuses.
a description aad analysis of academic bargaining aimed at attorneys, as

well as educators, and contains a detailed state by state legislation resview.

7Terrence N. Tice, Faculty Bargaining in the 1970's (Ann Arbor,
Michigan: Institute of Continuing Legal Education, 1973).

18robert H, Carr and Daniel K, Van Evek, Collective Bargajining Comes

to the Campus (Washington, D,C.: The American Council on Education, 1973),

lgFaculty Collective Bargaining: A Chronicle of digher Educaticn
Handbook, 2nd ed. (Washington, D.C,: Editorial Projects for Education,

1976), p. 137.
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One of the most recent and excellently considered studies of unions
in higher education was accomplished by Joseph W. Garbarino.zo Garbarino's
work, another Carnegie Commission on Higher Education Report, noted that
the change to collective bargaining is directly related to changes in the
size and structure of the institutions, especially to state or system-wide
"super boards' which further removed individual colleges, departments, and
faculty members from the decision-making processes.

Aussieker's work, in the same volume, summarizes the rapid growth
of and extent of unionization at the community collega level, the similarities
between unicnized two~year and four-year schools, the effect of collective
bargaining legislation, faculty participation in academic governmance, the
general characteristics associated or not assoclated with unionism, parity
between public two-year and four-year faculty, and especially the structural,
administrative and functional changes. While greatly enlightening concerning
background data and present trends regarding collective bargaining at the
community college level, Aussieker did not deal directly with faculty char-
acteristics and collective bargaining, but suggested that the more favorable
union attitudes of the community college faculty were not due to more
liberal social and political beliefs but to a greater familiarity with unions
on the K-12 level.?!

Faculty Collective Bargaining: A Chronicle of Higher Education

Handbook i3 a useful tool filled with facts, figures and news highlights

drawn almost entirely from the pages of The Chronicle, as of December 31,

2OJoseph W. Garbarino, ed., Faculty Bargaining, Change and Conflict
(New York: McGraw Hill Book Co., 1375).

2lgi13 Aussieker, "Community Colleges Without Community," Faculty
Bargaining, Change and Conflict, ed. Joseph W. Garbarino (New York: McGraw
Hill Book Co., 1975), p. 181.
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1975. An expanded second edition was published several months later
(current through October 21, 1976) that included sections on the most recent
(1975) Ladd and Lipset surveys of faculty attitudes toward collective

pargaining, campus elections and sirikes, and more reference tables,

Faculty Characteristics = Public Communiiv Colleges

Research on unions in Public Community Colleges is sketchy, Much
data are contained in the above general works covering the entire gamut of
higher esducation, but some studies were completed that directly considered
the Public Community Colleges,

Jotn Glanopulos' research22 dealt directly with public commmity

colleges and employed a combinalion of historiecal analysis and descriptive
survey design, Gianopules studied the scope and impact of collective bars
gai;ing at ten selected public community colleges in Illinois and Michigan,

the two states which, in 1968, contained approximately 73 percent of the nation's
agreements in effect at the Public Community College leve1.23 A questionnaire
was sent to all sixtiyeone community college presidents in the iwo states,
fortyesaven of whom responded, In addition, personal interviews were conws
ducted with heads of faculiy organizations af the Ten selected schools,
Gianopulos did not deal directly with faculty involvement In unionism but

did discover simjlarities at the ten schools with respect to issues,

strikes, agreements, and their effects,

22John W, Gianopulos, "A Descriptive Analysis of Collectlive Negoa

?éggions Agreements,"” (Ph,D, dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago,

231bida, p, 13.
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The most recent and comprehensive work regarding colliective bar-
gaining in the community colleges is Adjusting to Collective Bargaining.z
Edited by the President of Northern Virginia Community College, it presents
interpretations of the extensive union experience at the Public Community
College level by faculty, college administrators, trustees, and state admin-
istrators. Although the extent of the reasons for unionism are catalogued
quite well, no différenciation by faculty characteristics was indicated.

The closest research to the present study was Moore's study of the

L2
community college faculty of the state of Pennsylvania, 3

Its purpose

was to determine whether faculty perceptions of their capacities for power
and mobility were related to favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward
collective negotiations (now known as collective bargaining). Moore's
population was 95126 fyll-time faculty employed at tem of Pennsylvania's
twelve community colleges in the Fail of 1969, He used three Likert-type
scales as well as biographical and career information. He found that the
faculty who felt unable to influence events within the college system had
more favorable attitudes toward collective bargaining than those with a high
sense of power. This is compatible with Corwin's view that teacher militancy
is related to professionalization or control over conditions in which they
27

perform professional duties.

Moore also reinforced Lane's mobility conclusion that union faculty

ZARichard J. Ernst, ed., Adjusting to Collective Bargaining
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1975).

25John W. Moore, "Pennsylvania Community College Faculty: Attitudes
Toward Collective Negotiations,' (Ph.D, dissertation, Pennsylvania Uni=
versity, May 1971),

284e received a 57.5% response.

2730nald F. Corwin, A Sociology of Education, (New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1965), p. 162.
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are significantly less loyal to the institution than noneunion faculiy
and are more willing to 1eave.28 Gouldner's theory that professionals are
cosmopolitans, not locals,29 backs up Moore's finding of greater loyaliy
o peer group than to institution, This result has not been universally
concluded, however, Andreason found thal union members were more immobile
and felt "trapped", This reduced their iIndividual bargaining power and
inclined them to align with a local aggressive organization.30

Regarding biographical data, Moore found the faculiy who were
younger, male, noneProtestant, of liberalspolitical orientation, whose
fathers were members of labor unions significantly correlated with attitudes
favorable Lo collective bargaining, He concluded, however, thai marital
statug, number of children, parents' birthplace, parent's ievel of education,
father's occupation, and iype of childhood community were nct significantly
correlated, Regarding career variables, Moore found that faculty relatively
digzatisfied with communiiy college teaching,31 former members of a union,
in non=secience fields, untenured, of low rank, and in college transfer programs
significantly correlated with more favorable attitudes itoward unions, He

did not find salary level and lengih of employvment to be so correlated,

2
“alane, p. 1933a,

29A1vin W. Gouldner, “Cosmopolitans and Locals," Administrative
Science Quarterly 2 (1957-1958): 281-306,

30Hoachon L, Andreasen, "Teacher Unionism: Personal Data Affecting
Membership,™ Phi Delta Kappan 20 (November 1968): 117,

31A study of Florida communiiy college teachers found the most satise
fied to be older and female, E, Kurth and E, Mills, Analysig of Degree of
Degree of Facultvy Satisfaction in Florida Comminity vumor Colleges, Final

Report (Washington D,C,: Office of Education, 1968),
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Joseph Hankin, in January of 1975, wrote a report for ERIC that reviewed
the status of unionism in higher education, with special focus on twoeyear
institutions, After identifying the extent of representation by bargaining
agents, the year in which first faculiy contracts have been signed, and
distinguishing among four-year and twWwo«year institutions and publie and
private ones, the current status of state collective bargaining legisla-
tion was summarized with an eye toward how much activity may be generated as
additional permissive state legislation is enacted. Among Haskin's major
findings was that 20,9 percent of faculiy members teaching 33,2 percent
of the students in 19,8 percent of America's community and junior colleges
were already covered by union contracts; and, as soon as permissive legise
lation is enacted in 27 states without it, we may expect a large increase
in these figures. Of the 927 public community and junior colleges, Haskin
found 222 and 23,9 percent unionized with only 2,3 perceni of the 219 pri-

vate institutions unionized,

Why Facultv Members Join Unions

Before reviewing research as to why faculty members join unions,
one of the classic studies why manual workers join irade unions is Seidman,
London and Karsh's study330f a midwest local of ihe United Steelworkers of
America with a membership of fourieen thousand and 2 militant reputation
earned by many strikes, slowdowns and aggressive leadership, Three sube

populations were interviewed:

32]oseph N. Hankin, Who Bargains With Whom: What's Past is Prologue
(Washington, D,C,: ERIC, 1973), p, 23.

'33Joe1 Seidman, Jack London, and Bernard Xarsh, "™Why Americans Join

Unions,"™ Annals of the American Academy of Politiecal and Social Seience
20 (March 1951):75.83,
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1. A leadership group (28) composed of Officers, key committee

chairmen, and past presidents;

2, Twentyefour of forty-three active members who attended from

four to seven meetings in the past vesr;

3, A one perceni random sample was %taken of the inactive members who

had not atiended any meetings during the year and 62 were interviewed,

The great majority of the three groups joined with some degree of
conviction, Smaller numbers jolned under the informal pressure of fellow
workers or as a result of dues inspection lines, Those with convietions
iisted family background of father a union member, poverty, prior union
experience, or the general treatment at the plant as responsible for their
pro-union orientation, The authors believe, howevar, that had thevy been
able to study the motives for joining at the time the step was taken, they
would have discovered that a larger number joined without conviection and
gimply because of the peer pressure of others doing so,

When the union members were asked why flve percent of the workers
refused to join, they stated the company orientation of getiing ahead
fagter and fear of their supervisors; the desire to get benefits without
paying dues, the general dislike of unions, and the conviction that the
local did not do anything for them,

Gus Tyler, an assistant president of the International Ladies
Garment Union, bridged the manualefaculty union member gap and discussed
college faculty unions in the context of a "new class™ of white collar,
service employees that has developed since World War II, According to
Tyler, unionized faculiy were attempting to regain the status that had

historically been theirs, He cited the following as evidences of lessened
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faculty pover: studen®t unrest, financial difficulties, and oversupply of
college teachers, He feared that lack of financial resources would split
the acadamic community but believed unions migh%t be instrumental in obtain-
ing the needed funding.3A

Lindeman's major review of over 100 publications dealing with
unions in higher education found five primary reasons for their increase:
inadequate compensation, dissatisfaction with the faculty role in governance,

35

the statutory right to bargain, inept administration, and competition for

members among NEA, AFT, and AAUP, Lindeman admitted, however, that the

above clted reasons have been based on 1little empirical research.36

In the Bureau of National Affairs survey of administrators asking
why their faculiy organized, more than half indicated salaries and fringe
benefits.37 Government pressure on colleges to favor women and minorities
when jobs in higher education are scarce hags alsc been suggested as a reason

38

for the increased tension for faculty unionization,

Schulman suggestad that going to a statewide system algo promotes

34Gus Tyler, "The Faculty Join the Proletariat,” Change 3 (Winter
1971-72):31,

35Throughout this study the faculiy position on issues is pre-
dominant, For an excelleni view of ithe administration position, see William
Moore, Blind Man on a Freeway (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1971),
-especially pp, 8«9 and 60.69,

36Lynn William Lindeman, "The Five Most Cited Reasons for Faculty
Unionization,” Intellect 23.(November 1973):85-88,

37”?acu1ty Organizing: Special Report," Bureau of National Affairs
Daily Labvor Reporter, 26 Mareh 1976, p, 88,

) 38urn More and More Colleges, Professors Join the Unions,” U,S, News
and World Report, 10 September 1973, pp. 36-37,
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unionization because it invited comparisen of salary and conditions of
employment at the different campuses of the community and senior colleges.
Other reasons of Schulman for faculty unionization were the senior faculty
in emerging liberal arts colleges feeling threatened by the direction thelr
jngtitution is taking, the job market glut of Ph,D,'s, legislative superw
vision of working conditions, job security for the junior faculiy, the
reduction in faculty mobility, decision making at the state level, not on
individual campuses, and the imposition of uniform policies and procedures.39

Regarding community college unionism specifically, Howe, while
stressing that the causes were far from clear, pointed out thait faculty
have seen other grcups (especially in elementary and secondary education)
organize and achieve significant gains eaven in the face of social disapproval,
He also mentioned the economis pressures ithal make the faculty feel helpless
when 1ocal actions seem so inadequale and regard themselve; as Lhe principal
object of cutbacks, Other reasons were lip service paid to faculiy involve=
ment, the relative affluence that has raised aspirationsaoand the lack of
perception of a viable alternative, %! |

Hankin also believed that there was ''no alternative to collective

bargaining but the altermnatives come from the selection of the bargaining

39Carol H, Shulman, Collective Bargaining on Campus (Washington,
D.C: ERIC, 1972), pp. 3=4,

40 .
Ray Howe, Communitv College Board of Trustees and Negotlations
with Facultv (Washington, D.C,: American Association of Community and

Junior Colleges, 1973), oo, 36,

41 - . .
5 A 1967 NEA Task Force Report, Facultv Participation in Academic
aCVernance, found that this was most prevalent among younger faculty at
Junior colleges and at former teachers' ¢olleges,
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representative, and that colleglality as a principle no longer works unless
the faculty feels that they have real teeth and can share in the final
42

deciston jointly,"”

Tice's earlier work, Faculiv Power: Collective Bargaining on Campus

contained an excellent article by Karl J, Jacobs, "Collective Bargaining

in Community Colleges," in which was contained five characteristies of Publie
Community College faculty not common to the rest of higher education that
Yimpel the lower level faculty to collective bargaining:"

1, The lack of an academic tradition since many Public Commumiiy
Colleges were formed or greatly expanded overnight,

2, The predominance of former high school teachers once part of
the Kelsd system with the resuliant {endencies 1o collective
bargaining,

3._ The ineptiiude and unfairness of some boards fo prevent
effective faculty communication and infiuence, (The author
wrote the article while president of Rock Valley Community
College, Rockford, Illinois,)

4, The inferior status of iwoeyear college teachers In Lhe evyes
of the publie and thelr foursvear collesagues,

5, The relative lack of professional mobility to status fours
year institutions {hat makes them more likely to view themselves
as part of the proletariat (like the secondary school faculiy)

than as part of Lhe mangerial and entrepreneurial class,

Joseph N, Hankin, "Alternatives to Collective Bargaining,” Paper
Presented at a Conference of {he Junior College Council of {he Middle

Atlantic States (Washington, D,C.: ERIC, 1972), p. 4,

Terrence N, Tice, 2d,, Faculiv Power: Collectiive Bargaining on

Lampus (Ann Arbor, Michigan: The Institute for Continuing Legal Education,
1872), ppo, 6768,
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Another important parallel study was Duryea and Fisk's Faculty Unions

and Collective Bargainigg,44 They discussed the nature, issues and pro-

el

cedures of faculty unionism in a state of the nation overview. George Angell,
a former president in Public Community Colleges and a professor of higher
education, in 1970-71 conducted a comprehensive study of collective bargaining

45 After he

in 23 of the 37 Public Community Colleges in New York state.
pointed out that the bulk of faculty unions were in public two-year colleges
and that they had the most complete experience with associations formed,
negotiations conducted, and contracts signed, Angell noted that they were
becoming increasingly a part of higher education and provide an experience
that can bring insights to four-year colleges and universities.

Like Garbarine, he names the state statutes which facilitated
public employee organization as the "Primary causative facter" for unionism.
Reviewing Shoup's studyéé.of Michigan Public Community Colleges as well
as his own in New York, {the two states that have the most extensive union
experience at the Public Community College level), Angell presented these
primary reasons for faculty union organizaticn: low salaries, unilateral
decisions by trustees and administrators, lack of communication between
faculty and administration, the general feeling of being treated as a
high school teacher (no sabbatical leaves, over half with the same salary
as neighboring high school teachers, few effective senates), and the lack

of academic freedom on some campuses {(faculty lost jobs without hearings

44g, p. Duryea, Robert S. Fisk, and Associates, Faculty Unions and
Collective Bargaining (San Francisco: Jossey-3ass Publishers, 1973).

ASGeorge Angell, "TwoeYear College Experience,” Ibid, pp, 87-
107,

460. A. Shoup, "A Study of Faculty Collective Bargaining in Michigan

Community Colleges, " (pPh,D, dissertation, Michigan State University,
1969),
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in the turbulent 1960s), This last situation caused an angry faculty to
turn to collective factics to protect their constitutional rights even
before they organized unions, The faculty sought help from outside organie
zations that they knew best, especially the state teacher associaticns
affiliated with the SEAAGWho were becoming more and more oriented ftoward
“professional unionism,” Those that affiliated with theWAFT, the industrial
type union, were far more militant in bargaining tactics and the successful
use of strikes, even in the face of severe legal penaliies as In the large
urban centers of Chicago and New York.47

A twoeyear study of New Jersev's fifteen community colleges,
thirteen of which had recognized collective bargaining agents, found
authoritarianism and unilateral and arbitrary decision-making by admine
istrators of particular significance in faculiy atiitudes toward unionism,
Dissatisfaction with economic benefits, as well as the salarv inequities
believed stemming from individual contract negotiations were also important,
Of particular interes? were the conditions at one of the unorganized county
colleges, It had a viable committee system and basic economic satisfaction,

ts administration was percelved as highly sensgitive to faculty concerns
and dealt with grievances quickly and squitably, The faculiy were

conservative with one<half formerly from another county college and who

had resigned their positions in the face of union organization and had

AGAs of October, 1976, the NEA had affiliated 140 Public Community

Colleges; the AFT, 94; and the AAUP, 2, with 7 AAUP-NEA and 38 independent
or other agents for a grant total of 281 bargaining agents, See Chronicle of
Higher Education Handbook, 2nd ed., pp. 84-92,

47
Duryea, pp, 88.50,
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promulgated negative attitudes toward ecollective bargaining.as

Hershel H. Nelson presented a good summary of the social and personal
faculty motivators for unionism: the unexplained release of a faculty member,
sudden changes in policy, rumors that the administration will discontinue
a particular program, desire to participate meaningfully in governance, the
frustrating experience of serving on committees that are only empowered with
the power to talk, the loss of the personal touch as institutions became
larger and more rigidly structured, the concern over job security due to the
declining enrollments of the 1970's, gains made by other faculties that were
unionized, the changing legal climate making collective bargaining respec-
table, not knowing what else to do, going along with the crowd, and the
failure of administrators and legislators to understand the forces present
in faculty acceptance of unionization.%9

Perhaps the best summary of the many reasons why co&munity college

20 She lists the

faculties join unions is Patsy R. Summer's findings.
tradition of unionism in public schools, the number of vocational skills

instructors with an industrial union background, the familiarity with union

organization and operations, dissatisfaction with the failure of administration

48James P. Begin and Stephen Browne, ''The Emergence of Faculty
Bargaining in New Jersey,'' Community and Junior College Journal 44

(December/January 1974): 18«19,

49Hershel H. Nelson, ""Faculty Collective Bargaining," (Washington,
D,C,: ERIC, 1974), passim,

50patsy R. Summer, "An Unsteady State," Adjusting to Collective
Bargaining, ed. Richard J. Ermnst (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1975),
Pp. 1-10.




38
to let participate in governance, the seller's market of the 1960's which
seemed to indicate no end to student enrollment and faculty demands, and,
of course, the enabling legislation. According to Summers, the 1970's found
the faculty even mcre receptive to collective bargaining because of
inflation, declining enrcllments, rising unemployment, public demands for
accountability, student demands to participate in evaluating faculty, the
move toward more state level control, very low influence in personnel matters such
as promotion which Blomerly found to show the highest correlation with

51 and the hiring of young, anti~establishment, left of center, in-

morale,
experienced instructors at low salary levels with little to lose from union
affiliation. The above were a fertile ground for the membership drives that
the NEA and AFT launched in 1973 and 1974,

Daniel F. Schultz accounted for the rapid spread of unionism over
the community college faculty whom he found were 14% of higher education
but 36X of the organized and who went from 10 to 191 organized institutionms
and from 2800 to 23,900 unionized faculty during 1966 to 1973 by using the
framework of internal and extemmal factors. The latter, he suggested, were
the organizing rivalries between the AFT, NEA and AAUP; the changing legal
environment; and the financial stringency and competition for scarce revenue,
The internal pressures were the administrative decisions seen as unilateral
and arbitrary by the faculty, the lack of the tradition of shared authority,
the weak faculty senates, the way collective bargaining in other systems
has resulted in better salaries and working conditions without gzross

inequities.52

51p, Blomerly, '"The Junior College Department and Academic Governance,’

Junior College Journal 41 (February 1971):38-40.

52paniel F. Schultz, ''Why Faculties Bargain,” Ibid., pp. 23-26.
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Of all the previous related literature, Kemerer and Baldridge's

53was based on the

study for the Standford Project on American Governance
gtrongest set of empirical data., In all, 511 unionized and noneunionized
institutions of higher education were sampled, Questionnaires were sent
to their presidents and local union faculty chairpersons (65 return) and a
randomly selected national sample of faculiy (53% response), In addition,
gensitive case studies were carried out at seven institutions, one of which
was the Chicago City College systen,

Although the study's emphasis was on the effects of unionism, it
contained an excellent summary of the forces promoting and hindering collec=
tive bargaining:

5
Factors Promoting and Hindering Unionism 4

Promoting Hindering
Environmental Economic Crisis Federal and State Funding
Market Conditions Programs
Population Decline High Priority for Education

Egalitarian Revolution Economic Stabilization
Inereased Cost of Living Antiunion Loecality
External Controls Resgtrictive Legal Climate
Legislative Priorities

Standardized Management

Systems
Institutional Large Size Research Orientation

Low Salaries High Salaries

Less than Baccalaue Graduate Level Programs
reate Program Job Security

High Teaching Loads High Morale

Low Morale and Satise Effective Senates
faction High Peer Judgment

Weak Senates and Effective Professionalism

Faculty Commitiees

53Frank R, Kemerer and J, Victor Balridge, Unions on Campus,
(San Francisco: Jossey-3ass Publishers, 1975), p. 51,

341bid,, p. 68.



Promoting Hindering
Individual Low Education Advanced Education
Low Rank High Rank
Young 01d
Humanities or Soecial Hard Science or Professional
Science Discipline Field
Liberal Ideology Conservative Ideology
Triggering Specific Problems on No Triggering Problems
Events Campus No Permissive Legislation
Changes in Law No Help from Industrial Labor
Help from Organized No Active Union
Labor
Active Union
Result Collective Bargaining No Colleciive Bargaining

Chapter Three will deal with which of the manv variables covered by
the literature this study chose to investigate as well as {he manner and

type of investigation,



CHAPTER III

Survey Model

This study chose to concentrate on individual demographic and atti-
tudinal factors as well as specific expressed reasons as possible indepandent
variables affecting the major dependent variables of union membership and
degree of union activity or militancy. The major purpose of this research
is to discover how the non-union faculty, especially thosé who never belonged
to the union, differ from the union faculty, especially those active in union
affairs, in those demographic and attitudinal variables, with liberal-conser-
vative political attitudes being paramount.

The survey model is expressed below:

INDEPENDENT EXPRESSEDY DEMOGRAPHIC? ATTITUDINALS
VARIABLES REASONS FACTORS FACTORS
5 /
DEPENDENT NTON® [ € UNIONS
VARIABLES MEMBERSHI ACTIVITY OR
- MILITANCY

‘ror joining, not joining or quitting union, see questionnaire
items 23 to 26. :

2The following 14 background variables were surveyed: sex, age, race,
class, rank, tenure, religion, salary, department, education, experience,
father's occupation, previous union membership, family union membership. Al-
though demographic variables undoubtedly influence attitudinal factors (as well
as {n expressed reasons), the pressures of time and space and the thrust of the
literature caused attention to be directed from the groups of independent
variables immediately to the dependent variables,

3Seven indices were used to measure faculty attitudes: uniom, political,
and educational orientations, college governance issues, student power
role, degree of institutional trust, and degree of political activity,

4Besides union and non-unicn, the distinction between those who never
Joined and those who quit the union was also considered.

5See page 6 for definitions of an active (militant) and non-active
(non-militant) union member.
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The rest of this chapter will present the study design, major

hypotheses and statistical treatments,

Procedure and Design of Study

The general design of this research is a descriptive faculiy survey,
a fourepage pre-tested6 questionnaire7 (See Appendix C) composed of cate=
gorical and Likertetype scale data that was administered to ihe over
1,300 faculty at the eight city college campuses.8 The questionnaire was
coded by college and instructor and placed in the individual faculty
member's mailbox along with an explanatory letier (See Appendix D) and
selfaaddressed stamped envelope, The chapter chairpersons, union presidenti,
Norman Swenson, friends on the faculties and an occasional administrator,
vere most helpful in obtaining the rosters of both union and noneunion

members at the various campuses, Two official sources, The Directory of

Illinois Community College, 197421975, and The Catalog of the City Colleges

of Chicago, 197&-1975, were both very outdated,

DDuring the Spring of 1974, the author, afier many nonestructured
interviews with his colleagues, administered a preetest of his questionnaire,
Forty were placed in mailboxes of t{hirty union and ten noneunion members of
his colleagues at Loop College, Responses were received from thirtysiwo,
8ix of whom were nonwsunion, Since the noneunion members' responses
(especially the four never union) were very different from the union
members, the author felt justified in undergoing a survey of the entire
Chicago City College faculty, See Appendix D for pretest results.

7The questionnaire was used because of Lhe geographical scattering
of respondents over eight campuses, as well as thair high educational
background {masters degree or better), See Willlam J, Goode and Paul K,
Hatt, Methods in Social Research (New York: McGraweHill Book Co,, 1952),
PP, 17882,

8
A ninth campus, the Chicago Urban Skills Institute, was not
included in this research,



Returns filtered in all during the summer months of June, July
and August, 1975, until 514, or a 412 response rate, was attained, During
the last week of August and the first two weeks of September, the City
College system was rocked by its sixth strike in its ten year existence,
After the strike settlemeni, the author was faced with the decision whether
or not to send out additional mailings to achieve a response rate of 350%
or more, Would the fresh antagonisms of the strike and faculty changes
make too much of a difference in the responses? Since the strike was
merely the latest one in a series of confrontations and since there is
very little turnover in the faculty,g it was decided to attempt a second
mailing in October of 1975 to all who had not previously responded, Another
194 questionnaires were received during the next several months for a total
of 768, of which 753 were deemed useable,

It was correctly estimated that a larger refurn, especially from
the noneunion faculty, would result if respondents were encouraged to
blot out the code numbers of the college on each quesiionnaire to ensure
complete anonymity, Fiftyesix, fourteen of them nonsunion, choge to
respond precisely that way,

One hundred and itwo quesiionnalires from nonesunion faculty were
received (56 of whom were never in the union) which, in January of 1976,
represented 557% of the 184 noneunion members in the system, Of the 753

0
respondentg, 651 or 547% of the 1,2091 Wwere union members, In all,

9Dr. Buchner, a Chicago City College Board of Trustiees members,
during the strike pointed out how few faculty leave the system they were
railing against,

Norman G, Swenson, Union President, Letier to Membership,
19 February 1976,
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the 753 questionnaires represented 547 of the total 1,393 faculty members
in the system when the gquestionnaires were distributed. The high percent
of non-returns (46%) is rather common in survey researchll and concern over
pias is lessened if the population is not very diverse.12

It was not possible to discover the overall system percentage of
non-union members who were never in the union or had once been, as well as
the overall percentages of active and non-active union members,

The question of how representative of the system's campuses are
the faculty members who returned their questionnaires is difficult to answer.
Table I gives a summary view of the returns by campus. Though percentage
of the union returns by campus varies from 33 to 78, the percentages of union
members in the survey who responded by college compared to the percentages of
the union members by college in the system vary by no more than 3% at only
two colleges: Loop, where it is 6,4%Z over, and Malcolm X, where it is 4,67
below. Therefore, the percentages of union members by college campus who
filled out questionnaires is representative of the percentages of union members
in the system by college campuses, especially since almost 7% of the union
faculty did not indicate any campus.,

The non-union representation is another matter. Percentages by
campus vary from a high of 32 to a low of 18 (Loop and Malcolm X again).
The percentages of the non-union faculty who responded by campus and the
percentages of the non-union faculty by campus in the system is over

3% at six of the eight campuses with Wright being 11.57 under and Loop

llKerlinger stated that most questionnaire survey researchers will
have to be satisfied with a return between 50-60%. See Fred N, Kerlinger,
Foundations of Behavior Research (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc.,
1973}, p. 414,

leccording to Leslie, concern over bias in a sample with a low re-
sponce may be exaggerated if the population under investigation i1s homogeneous
(e.g., college professors). See Larry L. Leslie, "Are High Response Rates
Zssential to Valid Surveys?" Social Science Research 1 (1972):323.334,




Union Non-Union 5

: 5 :

1 3 A Differ- 2 3 n Diffevr-
Campus_ Total Returns Campus %2 CCC X7 Survey 17 emce  Total Returns Campus X°  €CC % Survey X'  ence
HST 105 59 567 8.7% 2.1Z +( .4) 25 18 687 13.67 181 +(4.4)
ICWP 23 11 487 1.82 1.7% -( .1 11 2 18% 5.9% 27 -(3.9)
KK 286 135 487 23.5%  20.7% -(2.8) £} 10 32% 16.8% 10 -(6.8)
1oop® 175 136 8% 14.5%  20.9% +(6.4) 25 23 92% 13.62 22X +(8.6)
X 141 47 33% 11.6% 7.2% -(4.6) 19 8 50% 10.3% 8% -(2.3)
on 171 77 45% 14.17 11.87 -(2.3) 9 6 661 4.9% 6x +(2.1)
SW 123 62 50% 10.2x 9.5% -C.7 17 6 352 9.2% 6% -(3.2)
HR 187 83 447 15.4%  12.7% -(2.7) 47 15 30% 25.5% 13% -(11.5)
ANON, 41 6.47% 14 15%

TOTAL 1,209 651 54% 100.0% 100.0X 184 102 55% 100.0% 100X

1The abbreviations stand for tha following eight campuses: HST - Harry S Truman College (formerly Mayfalr Collepe)

ICWP - TInstfitute of City Wide Programs (now Chicago City-Wi
KK - Kennedy-King College College
LOOP - The Loop College
MX - Malcolm X College
O~ Olive-Harvey College
SW - Southwest Collega (now Daley College)
WR - Wright College

2These columns list the percent of returns by campus.

JThese columns list by campus the percents of union snd non-unifon faculty in the CCC system.

AThese columns 1ist by campus the percenta of union and non-union faculty In the survey.

Theae columns list the differences between the percents in the system and in the survey.

5The author taught at Loop College for 10 years which probably accounts for the significantly higher percent of retur

1Y
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being 8.6Z over. There is grave doubt about the non-union representation
py campus, The high percent of anonymous returns (14%), however, as well
as the almost identical percent of responses of union members (55 to 54%),
{n this author's judgement, balances the unevenness of response indicated
above,

How representative is the study regarding other known population
statistics? Thirtyetwo percent of the respondents were women and,
according to the central office,13 35,5% of the full=stime faculty were
female in the Fall of 1975, Seventeen percent of the respondenis were

black, 1,5% Latino, and 2,7% Oriental or Asian. The study published in

the Chicago Repor‘terlA listed the minority faculiy as 25% black, 1,.5%

Latino, and 4,4% Asian, The lower response from Kennedyaxingls and
Maleolm X16 College which had the highest percent of black faculty
(45% and 59%) and Asian faculty (15,6% at Maleolm X) undoubtedly
accounted for the lower response role,

In the Fall of 1975, 11% of the faculiy were professors, 23%

13Te1ephone interview with Lee Coviti, an aide to Dr, William Stevens,
then Vige Chancellor for Persornel Relations, 7 May 1976, .

4

1 Sharron Kornegay, '"City Colleges: Mostly Black Students;
Minorily Faculty, Cne«Third Growing," The Chicago Reporter, May 1975,
p‘ 6-

15Over 50 faculty were hired at KK for the Fall 1976 semester and these
new teachers, conscious of just entering a controversial system, were perhaps
reluctant to fill out a questionnaire for a private study bv someone abouti
Whom they knew nothing,

16Malcolm X College was highly politicized, ractally and unionewise,
by its president, Charles Hurst, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, Hurst
once publicly stated that the union was just "another white racist institue
tion" and that he would break every clause in the union contract, It's fairly
Certain that the suspiclons carried over in its low response %0 a sensitive
Questionnaire,
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associates, 367 assistants and 287 instructors.l7 The survey percentages
were 117Z, 287, 37Z, and 23%. Statistics regarding cenure were harder to
obtain. According to the Master Plan, in the Fall of 1973, just over 100
teachers, under 10% of the faculty, were untenured.18 The Central Office,
however,; indicated in May, 1976, that there were about 300 or 207 of the
faculty untenured. At any rate, the survey return of 18% splits the

19
difference.

The educational attainments of the respondents were 17% with a
doctorate and 417 with an M.A. plus 30 or more semester hours of graduate
work (the so-called ABDs, All But Dissertation). According to the Master
Plan, 11%Z had doctorates and 357 had completad more than 30 semester hours.20

As Table 2 indicates, the survey's department or discipline
representativeness of full-time faculty is remarkable. Only Counseling

and library faculty have a difference over two percent (2.9%). Most of

the rest vary less than one percent.

7 , . . -
1 The same interview with the central administrator. See Note 13,

3
Master Plan for the City Colleges of Chicago (Sunanyvale, Cal.:
wWestinghouse Learning Corporaticn, 1974), p. 89.

19Part of the difference can be acccunted for by the hiring of
approximately 100 new faculty since 1973.

20yaster Plan, pp. 82-83.
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Table 3,2

Percent of Full-Time Faculty in System and Survey by

Department or Discipline

\

Bus. &l‘ Science?: Other3' Human—é’ Social &°°

6.
D.P. & Math Career ities Behav. Sci. Supportive
System 12.2 21.4 16.8 28.9 13.8 6.9
N=1,272
Survey 12.1 20.8 15.3 28.5 13.3 9.8
N=712

Source: Chicago City College Budget for Fiscal Year 13575-1976.

1. 3ysiness and Data Processing

2. Biology, Physical Science and Math

3. Child Development, Engineering and Technical, Law Enforcement, Nursing,
Police Academy, Physical Education

4. Art, English, Drama, Humanities, Speech
5. Sociclogy, Psychology, Economics, History, Political Science,
; Geography, Urban Studies

* Counseling and Library

It appears that the respondents were more than minimally repre-
sentative of the 1400 faculty in the entire Chicago City Community College
System.

Several indices were adopted from Ladd and Lipset's 1969-1972
study.zl Their Political Orientation Index, for example, contained five
items - 1972 presidential vote, the legalization of marijuana, busing for
integration, Vietnam, and personal political charactarization. (Questions 41,

43 and 44; See Appendix C). A question on the then current oil crisis

——

21

Education,

Ladd and Lipset, Professors, Unions and American Higher
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was substituted for the passe Vietnam issue. Responses were weighted
from a +1 to a -1 with +5 indicating the most liberal score and -5 the most
conservative. Ladd and Lipset's student power or orientation index (Question
45) and college governance index (Questions 33 to 37) were adopted unchanged
and weighted from a +8 to a -8 in the direction of favoring greater to
lesser student control and from a negative to a less negative attitude
toward the administration.

Five indices were developed for this study: union activity, union
orientation, education orientation, institutional trust, and political aec-
tivity. The union active index paralleled the definition of an active
member on page 6, If a faculty member was an officer, delegate, and
attended house of representatives and chapter meetings (Questions 19 to 22)
a score of +4 was given. If not, a 4,

The union orientation index included Question 7 (family membership
in union), Question 8 (family sentiment toward unions), and Question 29
(personal sympathy toward unions striking). The responses were weighted
in the directions of unions +6 to -6. The education orientation included
Question 32 on affirmative action and items taken from question 37 - IQ
tests being culturally biased, equality of educational opportunity, race
and I3, F grade, and vocational-technical stress. Strong agreement, except
for the race and IQ statement, assumed greater liberal leanings and were
welghted from a +10 to -10.

The institutional trust index referred to Question 38 and also
were welghted from a +10 to -10 in the direction of greater to lesser

trust with a neutral category for neither trust nor distrust. Finally,
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a simple political activity index was developed based on question 30 (teachers'
unions taking 2 stand on non-union political issues) and question 40 (extent
of political activity). If a faculty member strongly agreed with the state-
ment of greater union political inveolvement in non-union matters and indicated
frequent political activity, that individual was rated more politically active
on a scale from +4 to -4.

To overcome the response-set variance of neither agree nor disagrse
category, a forced choice of strongly agree, agree, disagree and strongly
disagree was employed. However, an implied neutral category was used when
a question (usually of a sensitive nature) was not answered by a significant
percentage (over 5%).

Items in each of the indices were correlated (Pearson correlation
coefficients)22 among themselves mostly at the .00l significance level but
at least at the .05 level. Some items did not correlate and were dropped
from the indices. For example, responses regarding Congress and the Supreme
Court in question 38 did not correlate with responses regarding other institu-
tions in the institutional trust index and were dropped. Statements concerning
vocational-technical and remedial education in question 37 were also deleted
from the educational orientation index,

All the indices, except the institutional trust index, correlated
positively with each other at significant levels from .00l to .05.23
Qutside of the intercorrelations of index items and of the indices with each

other, no reliability measures were presented by Ladd and Lipset for the various

22The Pearscn correlation coefficients ranged from .15 to .38,
with most .30 or over.

23The Pearson correlation ccefficients ranged from a low of .06
(union activity and student orientation indices) to a high of .34 (poli-
tical and educational orientation indices).



51
indices, but the clarity of both the meaning of the individual items
and also of the instructions to the respondents were attempted to be
duplicated in this study, Also, most of the items in the questionnaire
vere of fixed response leading to greater reliability, While consistency,
accuracy, and dependability of measurement is very important, one could
be consistently and accurately measuring something else than what was intended,

Besides the study of other questionnaires used in comparable
research, the pretest and the unstructured interviews with colleagues
were attempts to increase the content validity of the measuring instrue
meni as well asz to discover the accepted criteria for the measurement
of pertinent variables, For example, prestdential voting behavior
and selfelabeling are two common criteria for measuring one's liberala
conservative political orientation,

Statistical treatments included frequency disiributions and
contingency tables in simple and multiple crossetabulations as indicated
significant by chiesquare, Correlations used for categorical variables
to determine the extent of the established relationship were the cone
tingency coefficient, gamma and phi, For Likertetype scaled data, the
various indices were computed, judged significant by chiagquare and

also included in frequency distributions and contingency tables,

MAJOR HYPOTHESES
After an znalysis of {he pertinent literature, the following
hypotheses were proposed to give direction to this deseripiive survey

and case study analysis:
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1, The most pro union faculiy, the union active, compared %o

2

the least pro union faculty, those who have never joined

the union, will be influenced by the independent variables

surveyed to the following extent:

a, The more politically and educationally conservative
will be more never union while the more politically
and educationally liberal will be more union active,

b, The older, white, female, upper=-middle or upper class
Protestants from a nonsunion background who teach in the
natural sciences or business depariments and who have
more teaching experience and higher educational attaine
ments will be more never union,

c. The youﬁgar, nonevhite, lower or loweramiddle class males
who teach in the social science or humanities departs
ments and who have less teaching experience and lower
educational attainments will be more unicn active,

d, The less politically active, the more trusting of major
social institutions, the more satisfied with a community
¢ollege teaching career will be more never union, while
the more politically active, the less trusting of major
social institutions, the less satisfied with a communitiy
college teaching career will be more unicn active,

. The faculty who have never been union members did not join

Local 1600 baecause they believe thai:

a, Unions are unprofessional and identified with manual

workers,



C.

The

did

Ce

The

are

that unions are too concerned with their own interests
and take away from excellence,

that Local 1600 is too radical and strikes too much,
faculty who previouslvy belonged to but guit Local 1690
so because they:

were never committed to unionism in the first place
and only joined out of peer pressure,

dislike the present union leadership,

were against the issues in one strike and believe the
union strikes too much,

faculty who previously belonged 1o but quit Local 1600

more like the union noneactive than the faculiy who

have never been union,

The

a,

active union members:

originally joined Local 1800 because they belleve thati:

1) faculty power cannot be obtained any other way,

2) collective bargaining is the only path left to
professionalism,

3) unionism brings greater personal, as well as proe
fessional freedom,

4) the City Colleges administration is very poor,

The union active, compared to all the noneunion faculty,

will be influenced by the independeni variables to the

following extent:

53

1) The young, Jewish, untenured men from a working class

and union family background who teach in the social
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science or humanities departments and who have pree
vious union experience, lower rank and salary, and
lower educational attainments will be more union
active while the older, noneJewish, temured woman
from a nonsworking class or noneunion family backse
ground, who teach in the natural sclence andvbusiness
departments, who have not had previous union exXs
perience, and who have a higher rank, salary, and
education will be more noneunion,

2) The politically and educaticnally more libderal,

the more politically active, the less trusting of

major social instltutions (especialiy the City College

Administration), and the less satisfied with a

community college teaching career will be more union

active while the opposite will be true of Lthe more

noneunion,
The noneactive union faculty originally joined Loecal 1600
because of peer pressure, in gratitude for benefits won, for
greater job security, becauge they believe unionism is the
only way to obtain adequate salary and fringe benefiis, and
because they believe the City Colleges administiration is
very poor, Regarding the above categorical and scaled
variables, they ara more like the noneunion than active

union facultiy,
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Limitations of Questionnaire Study

As indicated in the first chapter, there are serious limitations
{n the use of a questionnaire, Though it can be administered to large
numbers relatively easily, though it encourages honesty and frankness
{f anonymous, and though i{{ can achlieve greater reliability if most of
its ftems are of a closed type, the questionnaire’s principal disadvane
tages are its low percent of returns and inability to check the responses
givemzA Since 46% of the Chicago Community College teachers did not
respond, and since it was not possible to interview a random sample of
nonsrespondents, valid generalizations are difficult,

Weisberg and Bowen point out, nonetheless, that those who refuse
to respond usually do not differ too much from those who do respond
other than being less cooperative, The higher the refusal rate,
however, the more important it is to determine whether the refusals
are concentrated among a certain group in the population, In this study,
the low response from black and other suspicious faculty ai Kennedy«Xing
and Malcolm X do then somewhat invalidate any generalizations made for
the entire City College facultiy,

The following chapter will deal with the analysis and evaluation

of the findings of this study,

Z“Ketlinger, op, eit., pp., 414 and 487,

25Herbert F, ¥Weisberg and Bruce D, Bowen, An Introduction to
Survey Researeh and Data Analvsis (San Francisco: W, H, Preeman and Co,,
1977), ». 36.




CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION OF FINDINGS

When comparing the 653 union faculty members with the 102 none
union faculty, the following background or career variables Were sura
prisingly not found significantl by the chisasquare statistic: sex,2
department, family membership in union, rank, tenure, race, religion,
father's occupation, previous union membershlp, sducation, and teaching
experience at the high school level, Besides age, class, salary,
family attitude toward unions and teaching experience in the Chicago City
Colleges, at other colleges, or on the elsmentary school level, what
was found to be most significant were ihe attitudinal factors o political
and educational liberalwconservatism, union orientation pro or con, and

3
views foward student power on campus,

lstatlstical significance is defined throughout as equal to or
less than ,05 or else the relationship between the variables is thought
to have occurred by chance,

2Sex, which consistently has been identified as an independent
variable in other studies of facully unionism, in particular, was sure
prisingly not found to be significant, Perhaps this was due to the fact
that most of the other studies were done at the Kel2 level {(Cole, 1969)
or at the university level (Feullle and Blandin, 1974), It is also
possible that the Chicago Ciiy Coliege Division of AFT Loecal 1600 is
unique, or at least unusual, in 1ts apparent lack of sexism,

3See Appensix E for discussion of results,

56
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When comparing the two groups of nonsunion faculty, the 44 who
previously belonged to the union and the 58 who never joined the union,
the following background and career variables Wwere also not found to be
gignificant: race, religion, class, family union membership, department,
family attitude toward unions, and teaching sxperience in other collegés
and on the elementary school level, In addition, no attitudinal variables
were found to be significant, The few variables found important were
sex, age, salary, tenure, rank, father's occupation, education and Chicago
City College teaching experlence.h

When the 653 union members were divided up into the 233 union
active (see definition on page 6) and the 420 union not active, more
variables became significant, The large percentage of union active
(36%) w;s not a surprise since the eight chapters surveyed all have their
own set of leaders; since democratiec participation has been a union
tradition; since a more educated group usually has a heightened sense
of participation, and since the conflict atmosphere derived from %the
many strikes and threais of strikes have kepi many faculiy alert to what
they perceive as irrationalitiy or harassment on the part of the admine
istration,

While sex, class, occupation of father, teaching experience in
other colleges and at the secondary and elementary levels, as well as
political and educational orientations were still not found to be signia
ficant, age, race, religion, family union membership, family attitude
toward unions, rank, salary, tenure, department, education, teaching

eXperjence in the Chicago City Colleges, and previous union membership

&See Appendix E for discussion of results,
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were discovered to be distinguishing variables, Other significant
relationships were attitudes toward the administration, student power,
unions, and degree of political actlvity.s

The comparisons, however, that contained the greatest number
of distinguishing variables and the highest degrees of significance
vere between the most pro union faculty, those active in union affairs,
and the least pro union or the most anti union faculty who have never
joined the union, (See hypotheses on pages 52 to 54), The succeeding

gactions will deal directly with these resulis,

Hvpotheses #1 = Unlon Aetive and Never Union Facultiy

1, The most pro union faculiy, the union active, compared to
the least pro union faculty, those who have never joined
the union, ¥ill be influenced by the independent variables
surveyéd to the following extent:

a, The more politically and educationally conservative
will be more never union while the more politically and
educationally liberal will be more union active,

b, The older, white, female, upperomiddle or upper class
Protestants from a noneunion background who %t{each in the
natural sciences or business deparimenis and who have
more teaching experience and higher educational attaine
ments will be more never union,

¢, The younger, nonmwhilte, lower or lowersmiddle class males
who teach in the social science or humanities departe

ments and who have less teaching experience and lower

5See Appendix E for discussion of resultls,



educational attainments will be more union active,

d. The less politically active, the more trusting of major
social institutions, the more satisfied with a commumitily
college Leaching career will be more never union, while
the more politically active, the less trusting of major
social institutions, the less satisfied with a community
college teaching career will be more union active,

Using the chi square statistie, no statistical significance
was found regarding several variables listed in the first get of
deseriptive hypotheses « sex, class, race, degree of political activity,
union or noneunion background, degree of institutional trust, and satise
faction with a community college teaching career, Therefore, women,
those from an upper=middle or upper class background, the white, the
more politically active, those from a noneunion bacgground, those more
trusting of major social institutions and those more satisfied with a
commmity college teaching career were noi more likely to be more antie
union or less pro union than their counterparts,

Table 4,1 indicates the variables in the hypotheses that wers
found to be significant and thus suggest a relationship between them
and whether one is for or against faculiy unions,

As expected, political orientation was one of the most signis
ficant variables, Collapsing all negative and positive scores of the
political orientation index (see pages 48 and 49) to conservative and

liberal, Table 4,2 visually presents the results,

59
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TABLE 4,1

SIGNIFICANT HYPOTHESIZED VARIABLES
BETWEEN UNION ACTIVE AND NEVER UNION FACULTY

amap—

Degrees of Level of

Variadle Chi Square Preedonm Significance
Political Orientation 30,01 7 L001 *
Educational Orientation 34,76 16 ,001 *
Chicago City College 17,65 5 . .001

experience

Department 21,78 6 .001
Qther college experience 29,82 15 .01 *
Family attitude 9,15 2 .01
Education 13,55 5 .01
Political Activity 30,01 7 05 =
Religion 10,61 A .05
Age 8,36 3 .05

*#chi-squares and significance levels when collapsed are in Appendix G,

The observed and expected cell percentages of liberal and cone
servative union active and never union faculty were different, 51 to 47
and 8 %o 12, for liberal, and 12 to 16 and 8 to 4 for conservaiive,

This last indicated that iwice the percentage of conservatives were never
union than were expected to be by chance, The column percents were also
diverse with 86X of the liberal faculily being active and only 594 of

the conservative with 14% and 41% being never union, The contingency
coefficient of ,31 and the gamma of ,40 denote moderate strength te

the established relationship, The fact that almost 60% of the faculty

responding were liberal, while only 20% ware conservative, concurs wiih

the view mentioned in Chapter I, that college faculties are much more
left of center than the avarage American,
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TABLE 4,2

POLITICAL ORIENTATION

Percentage of Distiribution of Scores on Political Orientation Index6
Conservative Moderate Liveral Totals
Union Active 59 (12/16) 84 (18/17) 86 (51/47) 80
Never Union 41 ( 8/4) 16 ( 3/4) 14 ( 8/12) 20
(N=58)
TOTALS < 20) 100 ( 21) 100 ( 59 ) 100
N = 291 N=58 N= 61 Nw172
contingency coefficient= ,L31 gamma= , 40

Regarding conservative and liberal educational orientation, the
same procedure was followed using the aducational orientation Index
(see page 49), The conclusions are illustrated in Table 4,3,

TABLE 4,3

EDUCATIONAL ORIENTATION

Percentage of Distribution of Scores on Educational Orientation Indé;7

Conservative Moderate ‘Liberal " Totals

Union Active 62 (7/10) 68 (576) 84 (68/66) 80
(N=233)

Never Union 38 (5/2) 32 2/1) 16 (13/15) 20
(8=38) 100 {12) 100 () 100 (81) 100
N=291 N=34 N=22 N=235
contingency coefficient = ,33 gamma = «,29

6In all of the following tables, regarding Hypotheses #1 (Tables
4,4 to 4,20), the numbers in parentheses refer to the obsarved and exe
Pected cell percentages {(the observed will always be first), The numbers
ot i{n parentheses, with the exception of the N's, refer to the column
Percentages,

7500 footnote 6,
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Though the moderates swing over to the conservative side In this
table, only 16% of the 1iberals never joined the union while 38%,
more than twice the percentage of the conservatives, did not do so, A%
the same time, 84% of the liberals are union active while only 62% of the
conservatives are, Looking at the observed and expected percentages of
each of the cells, there are differences also indicating the liberals
are more union active and the conservatives more never union, The
negative gamma (=,29) above means that as the faculiy becomes more
liberal, they become less never union, and as thev become more consere
vative, they become more never or anti-union,

Contrary to expectations, teaching experience on the highly
unionized K=12 levels, as previously indicated in the beginning of the
¢hapter, was not found to be important in distinguishing the active
uﬁion from the never union faculty, With over 70% of the public Ke12
teachers unionized in the country, it was assumed that those with that
lower level of experiences would be more union oriented.9

Teaching experience in other college systems and the Chicago
City Colleges, however, were found to be significant as Tables 4,4 and
4,35 reveal,

There appears to be a clear pattern in which the 25% of the

faculty who are new to the Chicago City College system (1«5 years) do not

aForty-two percent of the union active and 29% of the never union
have had high school experience and 19% and 12% respectively have taught
on the elementary level,

9Perhaps partly responsible is the failure of the researcher
to distinguish between the highly unionized public and very noneunionized
Private sectors,



63
TABLE 4,4

YEARS EXPERIENCE « CHICAGO CITY COLLEGES
Percentage Distributions

—
m—

1.5 6«10 11e15 1620 %26 Totals

—

Union Active 66 (16/20) 86 (40/38) 50 (13/12) 71 (&/3) 91 (8/7) 80

Never Union 34 (9/5) 14 (7/9) 10 (2/3) 29 (2/73) 9 (1/2) 20

(N=54)

100 (25) 100 (47) 100 (15) 100 (6) 100 (9) 100
N=283 N=70 N=132 Nw=4l N=17 N=23
contingeney coefficient = ,37 gamma = =»,30

participate as much (66%) as those who have been teaching in the City
Colleges over 6 years, In fact, as the contingency percentages suggesi,
even those with over 20 years experience have a higher rate of union
activity and thus a lower rate of never unionness than would be expected
by chance, This is a dramatic reversal from the hypothesis suggested,
namely, that the younger would be more active and the older more never
union, I%t obviously takes many fagulty members time to adjust to being
an active member of a militant union asg well as to join the union, The
negative gamma (w,30) reveals the direction and extent of this surprising
finding,

As Table 4,5 reveals, the:.patiern for those wiih-teaehing
experience {in other college systems is comparable to the Chiecago City
College experience.

Among the 127 (44%) union active and never union faculty who had
other college teaching experiance there i3 greater union activity (95%)
and much less never unionism(3% than among those With moderate exe

Perience (610 years) than expected by chance and much less activity (42%)



TABLE 4,5

YEARS EXPERIENCE « OTHER COLLEGE SYSTEMS
Percentage Distributions

64

a——
a——

15 6-10 over 10 years Totals
Union Active 81 (61/60) 35 (15/13) 42 (4/8) 80
(N=101)
Never Union 19 (14/15) 5 (1/3) 58 (6/2) 20
100 (75) 100 (16) 100 (10) 100
N=127 N=95 N=20 Nm12
contingency coefficient = ,44 gamma = 32

among those with the most experience (over 10 yvears), There is no
significant difference among those with the least experience (1 to 5
years), The hypothesis that those with the most experlience will be less
active and more never union appears accurate, but those with moderate
experience are even more active and less never union than those with the
least experience, I%t is interesting that only 19% of the facully coming
from what were probably nonesunionized college systems, did not choose
to join the union, Perhaps the faculiy that transferred from other
¢olleges already leaned toward unions or acceplted union membership as
a price for working in a system with good salary and benefits in a
tight job market period,

While the fact of previous family union membership was not
found to be significant, family attitudes toward unions were discovered

to be important as presented in Table 4,6,
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TABLE 4,6

FAMILY ATTITUDES TOWARD UNIONS

Percentage Distributions

Con Neutral Pro Totals
Union Active (N=233) 72 (13/12) 73 (33/36) 88 (35/32) 80
Never Union (N=58) 28 (3/4) 27 (11/8) 12 (5/8) 20
TOTALS E (-;g)- 100 (44) 100 (40) 100
N=291 N=115 N=45 Nw131
contingency coefficient = ,17 gamma = ,38

Twentyeseight percent of Lhose whose families displayed negative
union attitudes never joined the union while only 12% of those with
positive union attitudes never joined, In addition, there ig a 167
difference in the percentage of con and pro families that "are union
active, There is not much difference between the observed and expected
percentages of the 16% of the faculty whose family attitudes were
negative toward unions, buf the 40X whose families were pro union vere
more union active and less never union than expected, Those with neutral
family attitudes, however, were more never union than expected, The
gamma of ,38 also indicates at least a moderately sirong relations
ship between family attitudes toward unions and degree of union
activity, as well as why some faculty never joined the union,

The hypothesis that nonwunion faculty have attalned higher
levels of education appears not to be accurate as Tabdble 4,7 1liustrates,

The observed percentage of never union and union active is
exactly the same as axpected by chance whlle thogse with a masters plus

30 or more graduate semester hours (Lthe largest category = 45%) are more
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TABLE 4,7

EDUCATION

Percentage Distridutions

- 10 11 1 17
Masters +1529 +30 or more Doetorate Total
Union Active 69 (12/15) 77 (14/15) 87 (39/36) 81 (15/15) 81
(N=231)
Never Union 31 (6/3) 23 {&4/3) 13 (6/9) 19 (4/4) 19
TOTALS 100 (18) 100 (18) 100 (45) 100 (19) 100
N = 286 Nw51 N=52 N=131 N=52
contingency coefficlent =~ ,21 gamma = «,15

active and, therefore, less never union than expected, Also, those with
the lowest educational levels are much more never union (31%) and less
union active (69%) and those with 15 to 29 hours bYeyond the masters are
more never union than expected, The small gamma (=,15) indicates this
negative relationship., The relatively high pe:cent of never union at the
lowest educational level perhaps could be explained by the time lag in
joining the union many experience when first beginning teaching in the

Chicago City Colleges.13

10
M,A, or M,S, or equivalent,

llxasters plus graduate semester hours,

12py b, Ed.D., or J.D,

13The system is not a closed shop and iL is probably only
during strikes that much pressure is placed on nonsunion members to
join,
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Collapsing the political activity index (see page 50), whose
scores ranged from =4 to +4, into all negative (politically inactive)
and all nonenegative (politically active) scores, the cross tabulations
in Table 4,8 were formed,

TABLE A.S

DEGREE OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY

Percentage Distridbutions

Inactive Active Totals
Union Active (N=232) 72 (38/43) 88 (41/37) 80
Never Union (N=58) 28 (15/10) 12 {(6/10) 20
TOTALS 100 (53) 100 (a7) 100
N « 290 Nw151 N=139
contingency coefficlent = ,24 gamma = ,38

w

Since 28% of the politically inactive are never union (more
than is expected by chance) and 72% are union active (less than expected
by chance), since the politically active are more union active than is
expected by chance, and since the correlations are in the moderate range,
the hypothesis that the never union faculty are less active politically
and that the union ac¢tive are more politically active sppears to be
upheld, The fact that almost half of the faculiy (47%) were designaied
as politically active is an indication of the greater participation of
the more educated éroups in the political system and the feeling among
large numbers of faculiy %Lhat political backing of their economic and
educational concerns, egpecially at the local and state level, is crucial,
It was hypothesized that a significant number of nonsunion faculty

would be members of the natural sciences or husiness depariments,
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Table 4,9 presents the resulis,
TABLE 4,9

DEPARTMENTS
Percentage Distridutions

|

Suppe Sog, Humane Sei, Bus. Uthe
ortivels 3efiis 15163716 & aint?  8'Dpl8 Carclo Igte

U?éf“ fstive 92 (9/8) 91 (15/12) 86 (24/22) 79 (18/20) 67 (7/9) 58 (6/9) 81

Never Union 8 (1/2) 9 (1/4) 14 (4/6) 21 (6/4) 33 (4/2) 42 (5/2) 19
(N=53) _
Totals 100 (10) 100 (16) 100 (28) 100 (24) 100 (11) 100 (11) 100

N=275 Ne2§ Nw45 N=80 N=63 N=30 N=31

contingency coefficient = ,27

In general, the hypothesis appears accurate with 91% and 86% of
the Soclial Sclence and Humanitles facultly being active while only 79%
and 67% of the Science~Math and BusinesssData Processing are active,
The Social Science depariment members were more union active or less never
union than the Humanities, and the Business and Data Processing members
less active or more never umion than would be expected by chance, The
hypothesis, however, failed to take into account the 92% of the Counselingas
Lidbrary faculiy who are active and the Other Career who are the least
active (58%) and, therefore, have the highest percent of never union

faculty (42%),

1"C:emn.stﬂ.irx,g and Lidrary,

15Sociology, Psychology, Economics, History, Political Science,
Geography, Urban Studies,

16Art, English, Drama, Humanit{ies, Speech,
17Biology, Physical Science and Math

Business and Data Processing.

19Child Development, Engineering and Technical, Law Enforcement,
Nursing, Police Academy, Physical Educatlon,
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The last two variables suggesied as independent in the hypotheses
that were found significant are religion and age, Table 4,10 and 4,11
display the results,
TABLE 4,10

RELIGION
Percentage Distributions
B e e e et et s e Al e ettt ARt e el et e
Protestant Catholle Jewish Other None Totals

Union Active 70 (19/22) 78 (22/22) 92 (15/13) 88 (10/9) 83 (13/13) 80
(N=2 30)

Never Union 30 (9/6) 22 (6/6) 8 (1/3) 12 (1/2) 17 (3/3) 20
(N=58)

Totals 100 (28) 100 (28) 100 (16) 100 (11) 100 (19) 100

N = 288 N=80 N=81 N=47 N=33 N=47
contingency coefficlent = ,19 gamma = =,29
TABLE 4,11
AGE
Percentage Distributions
Under 35 35«49 S0=60 Qver 60 Totals
Union Active 68 (12/14) 21 (40/39) 87 (26/24) 70 (2/2) 80
(N=233)
Never Union 32 (6/4) 19 (9/10) 13 (4/6) 30 (1/1) 20
(N=58) —
Totals 100 (18) 100 (49) 100 (30) 100 (3) 100
N=291 N=53 N=142 N=88& N=10
contingency coefficient = ,17 gamma = o,26

As expected, Protestants were less active (70%) and more noneunion
(30%) than expected, and Jews were smch more active (92%) and the least
inclined not to join the union (8%) with Catholics not indlcating any

Significant differences between the observed and expected cell frequencies,
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surprisingly, the youngest faculiy Were the most nonsunion (32%),

while the middle category of 50 to 60 years was the most active and least
never union (87% and 13%), The age group 35 to 49 was just a bit more
active and less never union than expected, Though there is a small

N (10), the rate of non-unionism among those over 60 years is not more
than would te expected by chance, Therefore, the hypotheses that the
younger are more union active and the older are more never union is
rejected though there i3 a lessening of union activity and thus aﬁ ine
erease in never unionism when one goes from the most active 50«60 category
1o the over 60, The fact that the young are less union active and more
never union might be explained by the occcupational socialization that
takes place among many who enter the Chicago City College system with no
previous union experience, After a time they become sociallized to the
norm of union membership, especially since there Is az strike on the
average of every iwo years that entails much pressure from certain

union members %o join the union and not to cross plcket lines asg well

as o seek safety in numbers,

Variables found significant that were not originally taken intso
considerationzo by the hypotheses were salary, rank, tenure, degree of
political activity, college governance attitude, student povwer views, and,
of course, attitude toward unions in general, Table 4,12 1lists the

2bove In order of statistical significance as measured by chi-square,

2OSlnce several studies were published after the inception of
this study, several variables were not included in the original hypotheses,
In addition, a second reading of all the literature revealed the impore
tance of additional variables,
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TABLE 4,12

OTHER SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
UNION ACTIVE AND NEVER UNION PACULTY

——
o

Variable ChieSquare Degg::gogf"' é?;ﬁ}f?g;;ce
Union Orientation 44,27 12 .001 *
College Governance Attitude 52,92 11 .001 *
Student Power Views 32,66 13 .001 *
Tenure 10,88 1 .001
Rank - 12,71 3 .001
Salary 11,12 3 .01

*chi-squares and significance levels when collapsed are in Appendix G,

The union orientation index (see page 49) scores which ranged
from a «6 Lo a +6 vere ¢ollapsed into negative or antisunion and positive
or proeunion categories ag 1llusirated in Table 4,13,

TABLE 4,13

UNION ORIENTATION
Percentage Distridbution of Scores on Union Orientation Index21

Negative Neutral Positive Totals
Unjon Active (Nw=233) 71 (31/35) 65 (5,7/4,7) 86 (43/40) 80
Never Union (Ne=48) 29 {13/9) 5 (.3/1.3) 14 (7/10) 20
Totals 100 (44) 100 (6) 100 (30) 100
N=291 Nwl127 Nw19 Nw145
contingency ceoefficlent = 36 ganma = w,39

Two patterns emerge in the above {able, One is that very few

of the unlon active and never union faculty are neutral about unions (6%),

21500 footnhotae No, 6,
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with the rest of the faculty split fairly evenly between those with
negative and positive views (44% and 50%), Another is that 29% of
those #with negative scores were never in the union while only 174 of
those with positive scores never joined = a difference, as the observed
and expected cell percentages indicate, that could not have happened
by chance, The moderately high negative gamma (=.39) and the contine
gency coefficient (,36) infer the extent and direction of this relatione
ship,

The college governance index (see page 49) attempts to meagure
the degree of alienation of faculty toward Lthe central and loecal admine
istration, as well as toward the Board of Trusiees, Once again, the
scores Wwere collapsed that ranged from a =8 to a +8 in the direction of
a negative to a positive atiitude toward the administration, Table 4,14
summarizes the resulis,

TABLE 4,14

COLLEGE GOYERNANCE ATTITULE

Percentage Digtribution of Scores on College Governance Index22

Pogitive Neutral Negative Total
Union Active (N=233) 75 (,7/1.0) 79 (3.8/3.8) 85 (69,4/65,1) 80
Never Union (N=58) 25 (.6/.3) 21 (1,0/1,0) 15 (14,5/18.8) 20
Totals 100 (1.3) 100 (4.8) 100 (83,9) 100
N=291 Nmg N=14 N=273
contingency coefficient = 39 gamma = o, 48

What i3 interesting about Table 4,14 is the minute percentage of

union active and never union faculiy who possess positive (1,4R) or even

zzsee footnote No, 6,
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neutral (4,8%) views of the administration, and thus almost 84% have

a negative view, At this point, one is reminded that the college governe
ance index which, as indicated above, measures faculty attitude toward
the administration, was taken entirely from the Ladd and Lipset study
(see page 49), Since there were differences beiween the percents of
positive and negative scores of the union active (85% to 15%) and
never union (75% and 25%), one can also conclude that those with a
negative view of the administration are more union active and less never
union, while those with a positive view, though very few, are less union
active and more never union,

The views of the union active faculty and never union faculty
toward student power 1ssues was anoiher important variable, Table 4,15
{liustrates the results after collapsing all negative ahd positive scores

of the student orientation index (page 49),

TABLE 4,15
STUDENT POWER VIEWS
Percentage Distributlion of Scores on Siudent Orientation Index23
Con Neutral Pro Totals
Union Active (N=233) 75 (AI/AA) 76 (975) 89 (31/28) 80
Never Union (N=58) 25 (13/10) 24 (3/7) 11 (3/6) 20
Totals 100 (54) 100 (12) 100 (34) 100
N=291 N=158 N=34 N=99
contingency coefficient = ,32 gamma = «,24

The first fact Lo note i3 that only 34% of the previously established

liberal faculty favor more studen%t control over college decisicn areas while

23See footnote No, 6,
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over half (54%) have negative, more traditional, more conservative views
in this regard, Of the 34X who are more pro student activism, however,
a significant percent are more umiocn active and less never union than
would be expected by chance,

Only 11% of those that scored positively toward student power and
control were never union, while 25% of those Who scored negatively were
never union, It is clear that there i{s a relationship between views
of student power and whether one has never joined the union or ls active
in the union,

Tenure, rank and salary were also found significant when com=
paring union active and never union facully as Tables 4,16 to 4,18
demonstrate,

TABLE 4,16

TENURE
Percentage Distributions

T enured Untenured Totals

Union Active (N=231) 84 (72/69) 59 (8/6) 80
Never Union (N=58) 16 Q1&/17) 41 (6/8) 20
Totals 100 (86) 100 (14) 100
N=289% N=250 N=39
phi = 21 gamma = 55
TABLE 4,17
RANK

Parcentage Distributions

Instructor Asst, Prof, Assoc, Prof, Prof, T:ials
Union Active (N=232) 64 (13/15) 81 (30/29) 88 (25/22) 85 (12/11) 80
Never Union (N=58) 36 (7/4) 19 (7/8) 12 (3/%) 15 (2/3) 20
Totals 100 (20) 100 (37) 100 (28) 100 (14) 100
N=290 N=59 N=109 N=31 N=4l

contingency coefficient = ,20 gamma = ,34

——
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TABLE 4,18

SALARY

Percentage Distributions

— 311,000 315,000a 370,000 573,000 Totals
14,999 19,9%9 24,999 and over

Unton Active 69 (14/17) 88 (37/34) 76 (27/28) 76 (2.7/2.4) 80
(N=232)

Never Union 31 (7/4) 12 (5/8) .24 (8/7) 12 (.3/.6) 20
(N=58) ' f

Totals 100 (21) 100 (42) 100 (35) 100 (3) 100

N=290 Ne=61 N=120 N=101 N=8
Contingency coefficient = ,19 gamma = »,06

The above three tables 1llustrate the faect that there 1s a sige
nificantly higher percent of never union facully who are untenured
(41%), of the lowest rank of instructors (36%), and of those with the
lovest salaries (31%) than would be expected by chance, All three of
these variables, of course, are related to each other since the untenured
instructors receive the lowest salary, This continues the pattiern found
with age in Table 4,17 and years teaching experience in the Chicago
City Colleges in Table 4,4 that the youngest, least educated, untenured,
instructors with the lowest salaries and least experience are the most
prone o never joining the union and thus the least active union members,
This is the exact opposite of what was predicted by the literature and

the hypotheses,

Hypotheses #2 « Why NoneUnion Faculiy Did Not Join the Union,

2, The faculty who have never been union menmbers did not joln
Local 1600 because they bdeliave tThat!
a, unions are unprofessional and identified with manual

workers,
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b, that unions are t00 concerned with their own interests
and take away from excellence,
¢, that Local 1600 is too radical and strikes too much,

The second set of major hypotheses listed above refers to the
reasons why a small percentage of the faculty (8%) did not choose to
join the union, Fiftyesix of the 58 (97%) never union faculty specified
why they refused to join, Reasons that{ were selected from a review of
the literature and from the studv's prectest were in the main, but not
completely, indicative, as Table 4,19 reveals,

As sgpecified in Table 4,19, the main reasons for not joining
refer to the traditional fear that one's professional status is somehow
diminished though only 7% a?e against unions because the latier are
identified with manual workers, Strikes or fear of radical labeling,
while there (9%), do not appear to be the crucial reasons, Therefore,
while hypotheses 2a and 2b appear to have some validity since up to
45% of all never wunion have indicated same, the hypotheses that the
never union faculty d4did not join Local 1600 because it is too radical
and sirikes too much cannot be accepted since only 13% and 25% of all
the never union indicated same as a reason, Perhaps even the hardecore
noneunion faculiy have become somewhat socifalized to the many stirikes
(see Appendix B) that the Chicago City Colleges have had, AL any
rate, many of the nonsunion faculty do not cross the picket lines during

a gtrike and thus, in effect, are on strike,
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TABLE 4,19

REASONS WHY NEVER UNION PACULTY (No36)
DID NOT JOIN UNION

24 % Selected % Selectedyg % of All Whoyg
Reasons 1st as lste3rd Selected
1. Unions are unprofesasgional, 16% 38% 45%
2, Unions:.are-selfishly corne 14% 27% 36%
cerned with own interesis,
3, Unions take away from ex= 11% 3482 38%
cellence,
4, Local 1600 is too radieal, 9% 147 25%
5, Local 1600 strikes toco much, 9% 11% 13%
6, Local 1600's leadership is 8% 9% 9%
poor,
7. Unions are {dentified with 7% 9% 14%
manual workers,
26
8, Other, 25% 25% 25%
1007

Hypothesas #3 » Why Faculiv Quit ths Union,

3, The faculty who previously belonged to but quit Loecal
1600 did so because they:
a, Were never commitied to unionism in the first place

and only joined out of peer pressure,

ZAListed by highest percentage that selected the reason as the
main one,

25Do not add up to 100% because mos{ selectad more than one reason,

26A wide variety of other ressons given ranged from "personal" and
"being against a closed shop™ to just "not interested" and even to "no one
ever agked me,”" The most significant "other reason” indicated by 9% of the
never union faculty, however, was the five month coniract, t appears that
Since the union agreemeni does not offer sufficient job protection to faculty
hired on a one semesfer contract, many feel less of a need to ioin the
union until they receive a normal two semester contract,
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b, dislike the presenti union leadership,
¢, Were against the issues in one strike and believe the
union strikes too much,
The above gset of hypotheses refer to the reasons why faculty
who once belonged and were even very active, have quit the union, Table
4,20 gives the reasons spacified by 38 of the 44 once union faculiy

respondents (86%),
TABLE 4,20

WHY FACULTY QUIT THE UNION (Ne38)

Ressons”/ Roelagted T Stleckedsy A of M1 hopg
1, Against particular strike 23% 43% 50%
{ssue(s),
2, Union leadership poor, 16% 30% 414
3, Union strikes %too much, 14% 43% 41%
4, Union has made education 12% 16% 43%
too political,
5, Expelled from union.29 9% 9% 9%
6, Union acts unprofessgionally, 5% 124 12%
7, Never wanted to join In 2% 5% 7%
first place,
8, Other3? 19% 19% 19%
100%

27Listed by highest percentage that gselected the reason as the
main one,

28Do not add up to 100% because mosi selected more than one reasgon,

9
For crossing picket lines,

A wide variety of reasons that included that the union is "ioo
selfish,” that "hospitalization insurance was needed during a strike,” that
"dues checkoffs are not right,” that one is a "loner and against all
organizations,”
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Since 41% of the once union faculty mentioned dislike of the
union leadership, since 50% indicated being against particular strike
{ssues, and since 41% believe the union strikes too much, hypotheses
3b and 3¢ are acczpted, Hypothesis 3a, however, appears to be une
substantiated since only 7X selected it at all and only 2% specifled
peer pressure and lack of commitmeni as t{he main reason, It has to be
replaced by the politicization of education which 43% indicated was a
reason,

Hypothesis #4 o Once Union Faculiy Compared to Union
NoneActive and Never Union,

4, The faculty who previously belonged to but quit Local 1600
are more like the union nonsactive than the faculiy who
have never been union,

Hypothesis #4 simply states that the nonesunion faculiy who once
belonged to the union are more like the union faculty who are not very
active than the noneunion faculty who have never been members,

Tables 4,21 to 4,26 present the similarifties and differsnces
among the variables found significant when comparing once union faculty
and the never union faculty {see pages 55 and 56) then comparing the
once union to the union noneactive,

The pattern that emerges in Tables 4,21 to 4,26 is that, contrary
to what was expected, the once union faculty members are not more like
the nonwactive union members than the never union faculty regsardinz
background variables found significant; but the nonmeactive union members

are more like the never union faculty, Regarding sex in Table 4,21, there
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{s a 23% difference between femsle and male faculty who were

once in the union and who are nonsactive union members, while there

i{s only an 8% difference between the nonsactive and never union female

and male facultiy,

As to age, only 12% of the once union faculty were under 35

years, while the noneactive and never urion are almost the same {(28%

to 29%4), A similar difference is found in the other age categories,
TABLE 4,21
TABLES COMPARING ONCE UNION/NEVER UNION/IMNION NON-ACTIVE
SEX
Female Male Totals
Once Union (N=42) 12% 31 88% 100%
(23%)
Union NoneActive (N=416) 35% 65% 100%
(8%)
Never Union (N=38) 43% 57% 100%
TABLE 4,22
AGE
Uver
U
qger 35049 50060 60 Totals
Onee Union 12% 41% 33% 14%
(N=42) (16%) (8%) (13%) (11%)
Union NonseActive 28% 49% 20% 3%
(N=&16) ( 1% (2%) (1% ( 2%)
Never Union 29% 47% 19% 5%
(N=58)

31?ercentage in parentheses is the difference between Lhe once
union and noneaciive union and between the noneaciive union and never
union in each of the categories in Tables 4,21 to 4,26,
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TABLE 4,23
SALARY
T e e s oA et WT— gy O ottt g T——t——
?II,CUO‘ ;Is,”””. S‘ZO,UOOO $2_S ,OUG Totals
14,999 19,999 24,999 & over
Once Union (N«42) 3% 33% 57% % 100%
(20%) (19%) (27%) (6%)
Union NonsActive (N=418) 23% 52% 25% 1% 100%
(10%) (26%) {16%) (17)
Never Union (N=38) 33% 247 41% 2% 100%
TABLE 4,24
RANK
B e— —— e e T
Instr, Asst, Assoc, Prof, Total
Once Union (N=42) 7% 29% 40% 24% 100%
(20%) {9%) (13%) (16%)
Union NonwActive 27% 38% 27% 8% 100%
(N=418) (13%) (2% (10%) (3%)
Never Union (N=38) 36% 36% 17% 11% 100%

TABLE 4,25

TENURE

Yes No Total

Once Union {N=42) 98% 2% 100%
(18%)

Union NoneActive (N=413) 80% 20% 100%
( 8%)

Never Union (N=38) 72% 28% 100%Z

TABLE 4,26

YEARS EXPERIENCE « CHICAGO CITY COLLEGES

_ 1.5 6210 1115 16220 Over 20 _ Total

Once Union 10% 49% 14% 10% 9% 100%
(Nwal) (23%) (3%) (27%) (6%) (6%)

Union NonmAce 337 46% 12% 4% 3% 100%
tive (N=&ll) (12%) (11%) {5%) G R

Never Union  43% 315% 7% 9% 2% 100%

(N=58)

——
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Salary is not as clear with large differences between most
categories, but in three of the categories there is a larger difference
petween the once union and union noneactive than between the noneactive
and the never union, Rank and tenure follow the same patiern as sex
and salary with larger percentage differsnces bestween the categories
when comparing once union and union nonwactive than when comparing union
noneactive and never union,

Lastly, years experience {n the Chicago City Colleges found less
clear cut distinetions, Percentage differences betwesn those with
1 to 5 years experience, 21 to 25 years, and over 25 years, are clear
cut in favor of greater similariiy beiween the noneactive and never
union than beiween the once union and noneactive (8% to 13%, 1% to 9%),
and 0% to 3%), Categories 6410 years and 11=15 years, however, contained
less difference between thg once union and union noneactive than between
the union noneactive and never union (3% to 11% and 2% to 5%), The
differences in category 16 to 20 years were very close with a 6%
difference between the once union and unlon noneactive and a 5% differ=
ence betiween the noneactive and never union,

In summary, regarding the variables found significant by chia
square, the hypothesis that the faculty who once belonged to the union
are more like the union nonwactive than the faculty who have never been
union members i{s not accepied, and is replaced by the conclusion that

the noneactive union faculty are more like the never union faculty,
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Hypotheses #35 a, » Why the Union Active Faculty Joined the Union

5, The active union members compared to the union noneactive:
a, originally joined Local 1600 because thay believe that:
1) faculty power cannot be obtained any other way,
2) collective bargaining is the only path left to
professionalism,
3) unionism brings greater personal, as well as
professional freedon,
4) the City Colleges administration is very poor,

The set of hypotheses indicated above refers to the reasons why
the union active originally joined the union, Comparing the union active
with the union nonsactive, only peer pressure, gratitude for benefits,
and job security were found to be significant by chiesquare (See Tabie
4,27).

The hypotheses Lhat the active union faculty (unlike the union
non active) the union because faculty power could not be obtained any
other way, because collective bargaining is the only path left to proe
fessionalism, and because the City Colleges zdminisiration is very poor

Were not accepted,

TABLE 4,27
REASONS POR JOINING UNION
Reagon ' ChieSquare Degrees of Freedom Significance
Peer Pressure 21,76 8 ,001

Gratitude for Benefits 21,87 8 .001

Job Security 15.91 8 .05
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Tables 4,28 to 4,30 1llustirate how the three significant motives
were expressed,
TABLE 4,28

PEER PRESSURE AS UNION MOTIVE
Percentage Distributions3?

e e e e ]

1st33 2nde3rd3%  4thedtn3d Totals
Union Active (N=99) 21 (8/13) 32 (8/8) 44 (16/11) 32
NoneActive (N=211) 79 (31/26) 68 (17/17) 56 (20/25) 68
Totals 100 (39) 100 (25) 100 (35) 100
N=310 N=122 Nm77 N=111
contingency coefficient = .26 gamma = 33
TABLE 4,29

PEER PRESSURE MOTIVE AS FREQUENCY & PERCENTAGE
OF UNION ACTIVE AND NON ACTIVE TOTAL N'S

No, & % Selected

Totals No, & % Selected 1st as a Reason
Union Active 233 = 100% 25 = 11% 99 = 42%
Union NoneAciive 420 = 100% 97 = 23% 211 = 50%
Totals 653 = 100% 310 = 47%

Table 4,28 clearly indicates that only 21% of all who mentioned

peer pressure as the main reason for joining the union vwere active union

325ee footnote No, 6, page 61,

33
Percent that selected peer pressure as the primary reason
for joining the union,

BéPercent that selected peer pressures as either the second or
third reason for joining the union,

3SPercent that selected peer pressure as the fourth through ninth
reason for jeining the union,
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members (much less than was expected by chance) , while 797% were none
active, In addition, Table 4,29 shows that 50% of all the non active
and 42% of all the active specified peer pressure as a reason, Furtherw
more, 97 noneactive (23%) selected peer pressure as their primary motive
for joining while only 25 union active {11%) did so, Therefore, while
the fact that 42% of the union active selected peer pressure as a motive
was & surprise, the hypothesis thai peer pressure was more influential

as a reagson for joining the union by the union noneactive appears

upheld,
TABLE 4,30
GRATITUDE AS UNION MOTIVE
Percentage Distributions36
1st37 2nde3rd38 4thadth39 Totals
Union Active (N=98) 26 (6/7) 24 (8/12) 46 (20/15) 34
Union NoneActive (N=»190) 74 (16/15) 77 (27/23) 54 (23/28) 66
Totals 100 (22) 100 (35) 100 (43) 100
Ne288 N=62 N=101 N=125
contingeney coefficient = 27 gamma = =,30
36

See footnote No, 6, page 61,

37
Percent that selected gratitude for benefliis earned as the
primary reason for joining the union,

38Percent that selected gratitude as the second or third reason
for joining the unien,

39Percent that selected gratitude as the fourth through ninth
reagon for joining the union,



TABLE 4,31

GRATITUDE MOTIVE AS FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF

UNION ACTIVE AND NON ACTIVE TOTAL N'S

86

Totals

No, & % _Selected

No, & % Selected 1sat as a Reason
;;;on Active 233 = 100% 16 = 7% 98 = 427
Union NonsActive 420 = 100% 46 = 117 190 = 45%
Totals 653 » 100% 288 = 44%

Table 4,30 shows that while the percent of union active and none

active that stated gratitude ag the main reason ig¢ riot that significant,

the noneactive selected the reason as second or third or as one of many
much more 8o than was expectaed by chance,
that a h{gher percent of all union noneactive seleciead gratitude first
(11% to 7)., Interestingly, however, 1s the
active and 42% of ithe active indicated it as
It appears that the good contracts earned by
for tts high rate of union participation and

Job security, as Table 4,32 shows, is much like peer pressure
regarding the fact that more noneactive and fewer active selected it as
the maln reason or as one of the reasons than would have been expecied
by chance, However, Table 4,33 states that 64X of all the active to

56% of the non active selected it as one of the reasons,

Table 4,31 also states

fact that 45% of the none

one of gseveral reasons,

low rate of nonsunionisma,

This is

contrasted with 42% of the active that selected gratitude and peer

pressure, Job securiiy is indeed s reason for clinging ‘o the union

for almost{ twoethirds of the union active faculty and over half of the

non active {(56%).

Local 1500 are major reasons
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TABLE 4,32
JOB SECURITY AS UNION MOTIVE

Percentage Distributions‘o

\

lstal 2nd-3rd&2 AthachA3 Totals
Union Active (N=148) 25 (5/7) 37 (17718) 47 (18/15) 39
Union NoneActive (N=235) 75 (12/10) 63 (29/28) 53 (19/22) 61
Totals 100 (17) 100 (46) 100 (37) 100
N=183 N=64 N=175 N=1l44
contingency coefflecient = 20 gamma = «,19
TABLE 4,33

JOB SECURITY MOTIVE AS FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF
UNION ACTIVE AND NON ACTIVE TOTAL N'S

No, & A Selected

Totals No, & % Selected 1st as a Reason

Union Active 233 = 100% 16 = 7% 148 = 64%
Union NoneActive 420 = 100% 48 = 117 235 = 56%
Totals 653 = 100%Z 383 = 59%

Due to the very negative rating given the administration by boih
the union active in the college governance ineex (see Table 4,13, page 71),
and the never union faculty, a second locok was given to the motive of

Joining because the administration is so poor (Hypothesis S5a, 4), The

AOSec footnote 6, page 61,

lPercent that selacied job security as the primary reason for
Joining the union,

62Parcent that selected job securiiy as the second or third
reason for joining the union,

A3Percent that selected job securiiy as the fourth through ninth
43 a reason,
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chiwsquare level of significance was ,0373 more than nsrmally allowed
but close to the preferred .05, Table 4,34 presents the relevant
percentages and correlations,
TABLE 4,34

POOR ADMINISTRATION AS UNION MOTIVE
Percentage Distributions’%

15t 2nde3rd?® 4the9th®? Totals
Union Active (N=110) 38 (5/5) 33 (9/12) 47 (28/35) 42
Union NoneActive (N=151) 62 (8/8) 67 (19/16) 53 (31/34) 58
Totals 100 (13) 100 (28) 100 (59) 100
Nw=261 N=34 N=73 N=154
contingency coefficient = ,23 gamma = »,10
TABLE 4,35

POOR ADMINISTRATION
AS FREQUENCY AND PERCENT OF UNION ACTIVE AND NON ACTIVE TOTAL N'S

No, & % Selected

Totals No, & % Selectad 1lst as a Reason
Union Active 233 = 100%Z 13= 6% 110= 47%
Union NoneActive 420« 100% 21 = 5% 151 = 36%
Totals 653 -.100% 261 = 40%

QASee footnote No, 6, page 61,

asPercent that selected poor administration as the primary
reason for joining the umion,

46Percent that selected poor administration as the second or

third reason for joining the union,

A7Percent that selected poor administration ag the fourth
through ninth reason for joining the union,



While there is no significant difference in Table 4,34 between
the union active and non active who selected poor administiration as
the primary reason, there appears 10 be a clear cut difference among
those Wwho selectad it as the second or third or the fourth L{hrough
ninth reason, Table 4,35 indicates that while 47% of the active
listed it as a reason, only 36% of the non active did so,

Hypotheses 5b, 1, = Why Active Union Faculty Joined and
Comparison with All NoneUnion Fagulivy

5, b. The most pro union faculty, the union active, and all
of the nonsunion faculty, those who never joined, as
well as those who once were members, will be influenced
by the independent variables to Lhe following extent:
1) The young, Jewish, untenured men from a working

clags and unlon family background who tsach in

the social science or humanities depariments and

who have previous union experience, lower rank and
salary, and lower educational attainments wiil be
more union active while the older, noneJewish,
tenured women from a noneworking c¢lass or none.union
family background, who teach in the natural sclence
and dbusiness depariments, who have not had previous
union exXperience, and who have a higher rank, salary,
and education will be more noneunion,

Regarding background variables, Hypotheses 5b, 1, compares the

89
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233 union active faculty to the 102 noneunion faculty, Again using
chiesquare, no statistical significance was found regarding several
variables listed in the above set of descriptive hypothesas = sex, union
family background, depariment, tenure, rank and salary, educaticen, The
hypotheses, therefore, that men, those from a union hackground, those
from the Social Sciences and Humanities, the untenured, those of lower
rank and salary, and those of lower educational atiainments were not
more likely to be active in the union than their non unien counterparts,

Table 4,36 lists the variables in the hypotheses found fo be

significant,
TABLE 4,36

UNION ACTIVE AND NON-UNION SIGNIFICANT HYPOTHESIZED VARIABLES

Degrees of Level of

Variable Chi Square Freedom Significance
1. Religion 15,25 - 4 .001
2, Pamily attitude toward unions 10,05 2 .001
3. Class 9,02 3 .01
4, Age 8,22 3 .05
5, Previous union experience 6.54 2 .05

Tables 4,37 to 4,39 present these five significant variables
in an {1lustrated manner,

Ag expected in Table 4,37 and as previously see in Table 4,10
on page §9 that compared the union active and the never union faculiy,

that 15% of the faculty who are Jewlsh are much more active than the

48
In a sense, the hypotheses comparing the union active and non=

union are redundant because the major parallels have already been accome
Plished with the union active and never union faculty,



TABLE 4,37

RELIGION
Percentage Distributions®9
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Pretestant Catholie Jewish Other None Tot.
Union Active 57 (17/21) 69 (19/20) 84 (13/10) 78 (9/8) 75 (12/11) 70
(N=230)
NonelUnion 43 (13/9) 31 (9/8) 16 (2/5) 22 (273) 25 (4/79%) 30
(N=101) .
Totals 100 (30) 100 (27) 100 (15) 100 (11) 100 (16) 100
N = 331 N=99 N=92 N=51 N=37 N=52
contingency coefficient = ,21
TABLE 4,38
FAMILY ATTITUDE TOWARD UNIONS
Percentage Distributicns®?
Pro Con Neutral Totals
Union Active (N=233) 80 (30/27) 69 (11/11) 862 (28/31) 70
NoneUnion (N=101) 20 (2/11) 31 (5/5) 38 (17/14) 30
Totals 100 (38) 100 (16) 100 (45) 100
N=334 N=127 N=54 Nw153
continzency cocefficient = 17 gamma = 32
TABLE 4,39
CLASS
49

Percentage Distributions

P ——— e e

Upper
Lover Middle M gdle Upper Totals
Union Active (N=233) 356 (6/8) 75 (46/43) 68 (17/18) 44 (1/2) 70
NonsUnion (N=100) 44 (573) 25 (15/18) 34 (9/8) 356 (2/1) 30
Totals 100 (11) 100 (1) 100 (26) 100 {3) 100
N=333 Nw34 N=204 N=36 N=9
contingency coefficient = ,16 gamma = ,04

n——

495ee footnote No. 6, page 61.
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TABLE 4,40

AGE
Percentage Distributions
F IR o s B S

50

Under 353 36049 - 59260 :Ovar 60 Totals
Union Active 62 (11/13) 72 (34732) 74 {23/22) 44 (2/14) 70
(N=233)
NoneUnion 38 (7/5) 28 (13/14) 26 (8/9) 56 (3/1) 30
Totals 100 (18) 100 (47) 100 (31) 100 (5) 100
N=334 N=58 N=159 N=101 Nwl6
contingenecy coefficient = 16 gamma = o,03
TABLE 4.41
PREVIOUS UNION EXPERIENCE
Percentage Distributions ®
Teachers!
Yes No Union Totals
Union Active (N=233) 78 (21/19) 64 (37/40) 76 (12/711) 70
NoneUnion (N=101) 22 (6/8) 38 (20/17) 24 (4/5) 30
Totals 100 (27) 100 (57) 100 (16) 100
N=334 N=G1 N=190 N=53

contingency coefficient = 14

30% who are Protestant (84% to 57%) and who are, therefore, more noneunion
(43% <o 16%), While differences among the 27% who are Cathollic are not
that significant, the 27% of the faculty who indicated another religion
(unspecified) or no religion were more active and less noneunion than
expected by chance,

Table 4,38 regarding family attitudes toward unions eclearly

5(’Sne footnote No, 6, page 51,
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points out that being from a prosunion or neutralsunion family increases
one's union activity and decreases one's "nonounionness,'" but being
from an antieunion famlly does not make much difference, While a sube
jective self selection of class background has debatable research value,
it is Interesting that Table 4,39 shows 44% of those who admitted to a
lower class background (much more than would be expected by chance)
wvere noneunion, If the class selfedesignation is at all accurate, the
hypothesis that the union active are from a more lower class background
than the none-union is questionable, The other categories of uppers
middle, and upper class, though the last has a small N (9), justify the
hypothesis because as class goes up, 30 does percent of nonsunionism,
The middle class, however, were more union active and less never union
than expected, Perhaps the lower class suspicion of estabiished organie
zations and institutions, as indicated in the relative deprivatioﬁ
theory, in this case, has carrlied over Lo the faculiy union,

Age, in Table 4,40, presents an even more confusing picture,
While the oldest category of over 60 has the highest percent of nons
unionism (56%), the category 50 to 60 has less than what was expected
by chance (though not by much) and less than the category of 36 to 49;
and those under 35 are higher yet with 38% noneunion, Perhaps many of
those in the lower class in Table 4,39 are the ones under 35 in Table 4,40,
Lastly, previous union experience was moderately important, as
Table 4,41 shows, in determining a higher rate of union activity and
and lower rate of noneunionism, Of those with previous union experience

(it does not make much difference whether it was in a teachers' union or
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not), 78X were active Wwhile only 64% of those without union experience
were so, The question is, however, why does previous unjon experience
make such a small difference, This researcher expected it to be much

more influential.

Hypotheses 5b, 2,

5. The active union members:

b, The active union members and all of the nonesunion
faculty will be influenced by the following independent
variable to this extent:

2) The politically and educaticnally more liberal,

the more politically active, the less trusting of

major social institutions (especially the City .

College Administration), and the less satisfied

with a community college teaching career will be

more union active while the opposite will be true

of the more nonaunion,

Regarding attitudinal variables, hypotheses 5b, 2, compares the

233 union active faculty with the 102 noneunion faculiy regarding
political and educational orientations, degree of political activity,
degree of trust or mistrust of major social institutions (especially the
City Colleges administration), and degree of satisfaction with a community
¢ollege teaching career, All these hypoiheses were able to be accepted
at the ,001 and .01 level of significance, Table 4,42 specified the
hypothesized variables that were found significant while Tables 4,43 to

4,46 display their cross tabulations,



TABLE 4,42

UNION ACTIVE/NONeUNION » OTHER SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
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Degrees of Lavel of

Variable ChieSquare Freedom Significance
1. Politiecal Orientation 33,47 7 .001
2, Educational Orientation 42,90 16 ,001
3, Trust of City College 41,38 4 .001
Administration
4, Political Activity 18.20 8 .01

TABLE 4,43
POLITICAL ORIENTATION
o1

Percentage Distributions®

Conservative Neutral Liberal Totals
Union Active (N=233) 47 (10/19) 71 (15/15) 77 (44/41) 70
NonsUnion (N=102) $3 (11/6) 29 (6/86) 23 (14/17) 30
Totals 100 (21) 100 (21) 100 (58) 100
N=335 N=72 N=72 N=191
contingency coefficient = .30 gamma = o,37
TABLE 4,44

EDUCATIONAL ORIENTATION
Percentage Distributions

Conservative Neutral Liberal Totals
Union Active (N=233) 44 (6/10) 61 (5/6) 83 (59/55) 70
NoneUnion (N=102) 56 (8/4) 39 (3/2) 17 (19/23) 30
Totals 100 (1& 100 (8) 100 (78) 100
N = 335 N=48 Nm27 N=260
contingenecy coefficient = ,34 gamma = ,36

o

518ee footnote No, 6, page 61,
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TABLE 4,45

TRUST OF CITY COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION
Percentage Distrlbutionssz

Trust Neither Distrust Totals
Union Active (N=224) 53 (6/8) 56 (21/27) 87 (45/32) 72
Non Union (N=89) 47 (5/3) 44 (17/10) 13 (6/14) 28
Totals 100 (11) 100 (38) 100 (46) 100
N=313 N=34 N=117 N=162
contingency coefficlent = ,34 gamma = =,57

TABLE 4,46
DEGREE OF POLITICAL ACTIVITY

Percentage Distributionssz

Not Active Neither Active Totals
Union Active (N=232) 61 (33/38) 75 (156/15) 83 (21/17) 70
NoneUnion (N=102) 39 (21/16) 25 (5/6) 17 (4/8) 30
Totals 100 (54) 100 (21) 100 (25) 100
N=334 N=179 N=69 N=86
contingency coefficient = ,23 gamma = 2,29

Tables 4,43 and 4,44 were structured like Tables 4,2 and 4,3
on page 59 with the negative and positlve scores of the appropriate indices
being collapsed into conservative and liberal categories, As can be
clearly noted, the two tables present the pattern of conservative attitudes

held by the nonwunion faculty and liberal attitudes held by the union

52See footnoie No, 6, page 81,
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sctive faculty with the neutral differences not that different than what
wvas expected by chance,

As predicted, Table 4,45 points out that the faculty who
distrust the Ciily College administiration ars much more active ihan
expected (87%) with almost half (47%) of those who trusti L{he admine
istration being noneunion, Those who Indlicated they nelther trusted
nor distrusted the administiration also scored much lower in union
activity and thus much higher in never unionness than was expected,

Note also the rather sirong negatlve gamma («,57), Concerning degree
of political activity, the hypothesis that the union active are more
politically active sgems to be borne out by Table 4,46 since 83%

of those who score as active politically are active in the union and
394 of the politically inactlive are nonsunion » significanily more
than would be expected by chance,

Other vari;bles that were found to be signiflcant were the
atlitudes toward college governance, unions, and siudent power, as
displayed in Table 4,47,

TABLE 4,47

OTHER SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES
UNION ACTIVE/NON-UNION

Degrees of Lavel of

Variable ChieSquare Freedom Significance
1, College governance 52,07 11 L0001 *
attitude
2, union orientation 40,41 12 .001 *
3, student power vievs 32,90 13 001

*chiesquares and significance levels when collapsed are in Appendix G,
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Just as when comparing the union agtive and the never union
faculty, the scores on the index to measure the attitude of the union
active and 21l noneunion faculty toward the administration are signle

ficant as Table 4,48 points out,

TABLE 4.48
COLLEGE GOVERNANCE ATTITUDE
ATTITUDE TOWARD CITY COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION

Pro Neutral Con Totals
Union Active (N=233) 50 (1/1.5) 65 (3/3) 70 (65/65) 70
NonsUnlon (N=102) 50 (1/.5) 35 (2/2) —32 (28/28) 30
Totals 100 (2) 100 (5) 100 (93) 100
N=335 N=6 ) N=17 N=312
contingency coefficient = 37 gamma = «,41

Again, just as with the union active and never union faculty (see
Table 4,13 on page 71), a very small percentage of the faculiy have a
score pro (2%) or even neutral (5%) regarding the administration of the
City Colleges, The N's, however, are to0o small in the pro and neutral
categories to generalize regarding the percentages, It is clear that
the union active and the non-union are anti-administration. This is supported
by the moderately high negative gamma (~.41). It does not appear, however,
that those with a negative view of the administration are more union
active or less non union than those with a positive view,

Pro and con unlon attitudes should also have been hypothesized

ag Table 4,49 indicates,
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TABLE 4.49

UNION ORIENTATION
ATTITUDE TOWARD UNIONS

Con Neutral Pro Totals
Union Active (N=233) 39 (27/31) 78 (5/5) 78 (37/34) 70
Never Union (N=102) 41 (18/14) 22 (2/2) 22 (11/14) 30
Totals 100 (45) 100 (7) 100 (48) 100
N=335 Nw152 N=23 N=160
contingency coefficient = 33 gamma = =,37

Once more very few were found neutral {(7X) regarding unions

(see Table 4,12 on page 71), and 41% of those with antieunion scores

were never union and 59% union active, The percenisge of those

with promunion sentiments that were never union (22%) and union

active (78%) were also significantly different than were expected,

The correlations reinforce the conclusion that the never-union faculty

have more anti-union views than the union active faculty than were also expected.
The third attitudinal variable that wvas not inzcluded in the

hypotheses was the faculty view of student power, Table 4,50 illusirates

this after the collapsing procedure is again applied ag in Table 4,14

on page 72,
TABLE 4,50

STUDENT POWER VIEWS

Con Neutral Pro Totals
Union Active (N=Z233) 64 (36/39) 63 (7/9) 81 (26/23) 70
Never Union (N=102) 36 {(19/16) 37 (5/3) 19 (7/10) 30

Totals 100 (55) 100 (12) 100 (33) 100
N=335 N=1853 N=4l N=109

contingency coefficient = .30 gamma = ,22




100
As hypothesized, those faculty against student pnower issues were
more never union and less union active than expected, and those for student
activism vere more union active and less never union than expected, Those
who were given a neutral score Wwere very similar to those who received

negative scores,

Hypotheslis #6 e Why NoneActive Facultiy Joined and Comparison with NonsUnion

8, The noneactive union faculiy originally joined Local 1600
because of peer pressure, in gratitude for benefits won, for
greater job security, because they believe unionism is the
only way to cbtain adequate salary and fringe benefits, and
because they believe the Citv Colleges administration is
very poor, Regarding the above categorical and scaled
variables, they are more like the nonsunion than active
union faculiy,

It has ajready been established in Tables 4,27 to 4,31 (pages 83a

86) that the noneactive significantlv differ from the active as to motives
for joining the union with the former being more influenced by peer pressure,
gratitude for beneflts recelived, and job securlty; and the latter by a
negative view of tha adminisiration, Though not found significant by
chiesgquare, 67% and 65% of the active, while only 497% and 37% of the
nonmactive, selected greater facully power and professionalism as one

of nine reagons for joining the union, In addition, 73% of the active

and only 55% of the nonsactive indicated salary and other benefits,

This last perhaps means that the active union facuiiy identify greater

economic benefits as a sign of professionalism,
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Concerhing similarities and differences among significant
variables, hypothesis #6 states i{hat the nonsactive union faculiy are
more like the noneunion thsn the union active, It alsoc has already been
established in the discussion concerning Hypotheses #4 (Tables 4,21 to
4,26 on pages 80-81) that the noneunion faculty who were once in the
union are not more like the union noneactive faculiy but that the laiier
are most like the nonsunion facully who were never in the union in
regard 1o sex, sge, salary, rank, fenure and Chicago Cliiy College
teaching experience.

The two noneunion groups are lumped togeiher and compared to
the unioneactive in Tables 4,51 to 4,56, Reviewing all ithe tables
at once, thgﬁpattern is one of great similarity., The noneactive are
glightly more female, younger, of lower rank and eXperlence, slightly
less untenured, and much 1e3§ in salary, In almost every category the
differences beiween the union nonwactive and nonsunion are less than the
differences belween the nonmactive and never union and much less beiween
the nonmactive and once union faculty (see Tables 4,21 to 4,26, pages 80w
81), The hypoiheses accurately predicted the above relationships,

Chapter 5 will now summarize the resulis of this study and
relate them to the pertinent literature, as wall as indicate topics for

future study,
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TABLES COMPARING UNION NON-ACTIVE AND ALL NON-UNION

TABLE 4,51 » SEX

Female Male Totals
NonsActive (N=416) 35% 65% 100%
NonsUnion (N«100) 30% 70% 100%
TABLE 4,32 = AGE
Under 35 3540 5060 Over 60 Totals
NoneActive (Nw=416) 28% 49% 20% 3% 1007%
NoneUnion {N=100) 22% 43% 26% 9% 100%
TABLE 4,53 = SALARY
$11,000 $15,000=- $20,000+ $25,000
14,999 19,999 24,999 & over Totals
NonwActive (Nw418) 23% 52% 25% 1% 100%
NonelUnion (N=«100) 20% 28% . 49% A 4 100%
TABLE 4,54 e RANK
Instr. Asst, Assoc, Prof, Totals
NoneActive (N=418) 27% 38% 27% 8% 1007%
NoneUnion (N=100) 24% 34% 27% 16% 100%

NoneActive (N=413)
NonaUnion (N«10Q)

TABLE 4,36 « YEARS EXPERIENCE = CHICAGC CITY COLLEGES

NoneActive (N=411) 33%

NonmUnion (N=96)

1e5 6210 11215 1520 21025 Over 25 Total
Lb% 12% 4% 3% 2% 100%
29% 42% 10% 10% 6% 3% 100%




CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

Background and Attitudinal Variables

The purpose of this research was three-fold: 1) to compare the
non-union and union faculty regarding background and attitudinal variables;
2) to find out why so many faculty joined the union, why some quit and
why some never joined; and 3) to suggest future directions for community
college unions.

Regagding hypothesized background and attitudinal variables, it
was correctly predicted that the =most pro union faculty, that is, those
active in the union would differ significantly from the least pro union
faculty, those who never joined the union. As did Ladd and Lipset {1373),
it was discovered that ideological and attitudinal variables (political
and educational ideology, positive or negative attitudes toward unions,
views pro or con the administration and studert activism) were the most
significant.

Concerning peclitical orientation, the never union faculty, as
hypothesized, were politically conservative and the active union faculty,
politically liberal (Table 4.2, page 59). This finding is very consistent
with the literature distinguishing faculty pro or con unionism at all

levels of education {K-12, Cole (1969), Moore (1971) and Summer (1975):

103
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community college, Hoehn (1971) and Flango (19$75): university, Ladd and
Lipset (1973) and Kemerer and Baldridge (1975): all college levels).

This conclusion is also compatible with the left of center politics of
social criticism that has become identified with college faculties. It
is logical that the most liberal of this liberal group (college teachers)
would be the most militant or active in opposing the established power
structures of the Chicago Community Colleges.

Though the literature does not specifically cover liberal-con-
servative educational orientation, it was correctly predicted that the
political ideological differences would carry over to educational views
(Table 4.3, page 39).

As should have been foreseen, these same two groups differed,
although not as markedly, regarding their union orientation, their attitude
toward the administration, and their views concerning student activism
with the union active being more pro union (Table 4.13, page 58), more
critical of the administration (Table 4.14, page 69), and more in favor
of student coantrol over campus decisions (Table 4.15, page 70). Again
the literature is filled with pertinent references. Ladd and Lipset
(1973) found the more liberal, pro-union faculty more pro-student activism
and more critical of the administration. Practically all the studies
cited in the literature review {(Lane (1967), Howe {(1973), Tice {1973),
Angel (1972), Begin (1974), Nelson (1974), Summer (1975), Schultz (1975),

Kemerer (1975)) indicated, at least indirectly, a negative view of the
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administration and dissatisfaction with one's work environment1 as a
distinguishing variable between pro-union and anti-union and hence as one
of the major causes of faculty unionization. Flango (1975) also concurred
with Ladd and Lipset (1973) regarding studeat activism.

The background variables found important were family attitude
towards unions, college teaching experience (especially in the Chicago
City Colleges), tenure, rank, salary, education, political activity,
department, religion and age.

Previous findings regarding college teaching experience is uneven,
Lane (1967) found promuniocn faculty to have had less college teaching experience
while Muezyk (1973) and Moore (1971) did not, This study concludes that the
most pro-union are those with 6 to 15 years experience in the Chicago City
Colleges and those with 6 to 10 years of other college teaching experience
(See Tables 4.5 and 4.6, pages 61 and 62). The least pro-union are the
faculty with less than % years experiance in the Chicago City Colleges and
over 10 years in other college systems. The next least pro-union and
most non-union are those with 18-20 years experience in the City Colleges,
but those with over 20 years are the most active and the least non-union
(though both categories have small N's). It takes the faculty time to
join the union, as well asg to get active in it, possibly because of the
occupational socializing factor of peer pressure and issue awareness
during strikes.

Concerning union background, several variables were considered
as child and adult socializing influences - prior union membership, family

Dember in unicn, and family attitude pro or con unions. Only the last
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was found significant (See Table 4.6, page 65) though Tice (1972), Moore
(1971), Sumner (1975) and Garbarino (1975)2 stressed prior union eXperience
on the K-12 level. Perhaps the XK-12 influence is not membership so much
as the atmosphere of an accepted behavior pattern and the model for better
economic benefits and improved werking conditions. Moore found father's
membership in a union important in his study of Pennsylvania community
colleges.

The literature regarding the related background and career
variables of education, age, rank, tenure, and salary is fairly consistent.
Though Hoehn (1971) found the pro-union to be of higher educational level,
though Muczyk (1975) did not find age significant, and though Moore (1971)
did not find education or salary level important, Ladd and Lipset (1973),
Lane (1967), Seidman (1974), Fulle (1974), Sumner (1975), and Kemerer (1975),
all found the younger, the untenured, those of lower rank and salary more
pro-unicn. Moore (1971), in addition, found the untenured and those of
lower rank more pro-union while Muczyk (13975) found rank alone significant.

This research concluded that those withvmare education (Table

4.7, page 66), and those 35 to 60 years of age (Table 4.11, page 69),

are the most pro-union and that the untenured and those of lowest rank and
salary are the least pro union (Tables 4.16 to 4.18, page 71), as well as
those under 35 and those over 60 years of age (Table 4.11, page 69).

Thus the class theory of politics that the more deprived - the untenured
faculty of iowest rank - would be the most militant and active is not

endorsed as far as explaining the union militancy of the Chicago City

2Muczyk (1975), however, did not find prior union membership
significant.
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College faculty. The real surprise in the above is the fact that those
under 35 are the least pro union or most anti-union. The conclusions
from Chapter IV and as indicated above regarding occupational socialization
and peer pressure to join during the regularly held strikes, appears to
explain this phenomenon, at least in part. It is more likely, however, that
Kemerer and Baldridge's conclusion that unicns appeal to two different
faculty groups is more applicable. The '"preservation” oriented seek to
safeguard their higher status and the ''deprived’ oriented view collective
bargaining as a way to gain more power and benefits.3 This research's
findings suggest that the City College faculty are more preservation
oriented.

Corwin reinforces Kemerer and Baldridge.when he concluded that
it is the middle-aged well-established male faculty that are more pro
union.? With the exception of the sex differences, his finding seems
to also apply to the City College active union faculty.

Another explanation might be the relative deprivation that the
established, experienced, educated faculty experience when they compare
their community college status to the status of four-year college and
university professors. According to Garrison, many see themselves as
the Ph.D. candidate who '"couldn't make it" and their self-esteem needs

would be better satisfied at a university.5 Further research might
investigate this possibility,

3Kemerer and Baldridge, op. cit., p. 63.
4See footnote No. 8, p. 20.

3R, Garrison, Junior College Faculty: Issues and Problems
(American Association of Junior Colleges: Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 37.
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Using political orientation as a test variable, Table 5.1 presents

another perspective regarding age.

TABLE 5.1

POLITICAL ORIENTATION6 BY AGE

Conservative Liberal
under under
35 35-4% 50-60 over 60 35 3549 50-60 over 60
Union Active 20% 627 74% 807% 787 89% 947 607%
Never Union 80% 387% 267 20% 22% 11z 6% 40%
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100Z% 100% 100% 1002 100%
N=80 (10) (34) (3L (5) N=194 (40) (37) (52) (5)
gamma = ~-.50 gamma =.-,28

Though the small N's in the over 60 category make generalizations
difficult, it 1is clear that poiitical ideology has a significant difference
in the three other age categories., The most dramatic of which is the
under 35 category. When the above table is compared to Table 4.11 on
page 69, it is seen that, for those of conservative orientation, youth
(note the~.50 gamma) is more important since the degree of pro unionism
is lessened as one gets younger. Again, this might be explained in terms
of occupational socialization. Tor liberals the basic pattern seen in

Table 4.11 on page 69 holds true.

6The moderate category was eliminated because of a low N (17).
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Another background variable considered was religion. Cole (1969)
and Ladd and Lipset (1973) deduced that Jews were definitely more pro union
because of a more liberal background, while Moore (1971) ascertained that
non-Protestants were more favorable toward unions. This study also con-
cluded that Jews were the most pro union and Protestants were the least,
with Catholics intermediate (Table 4,10, page 69). Even more pro union
than Catholics, however, were those 80 respondents (23%) whc checked "other"
or 'mone". It was thought that perhaps religious differences could also
be explained by political orientation or ideolocgy. Though the conclusions
were not significant by chi-square (undoubtedly because of the small N's

in some sub-categories), Table 5.2 presents the results.

TABLE 5.2

RELIGION BY POLITICAL ORIBNTATION7

Conservative Liberal
Prot. Cath. Jew Other None Prot. Cath. Jew Other None
Union
Active 6172 57% 38% 677% 402 75% 87% 922 927% 90%
Never
Union 39% 437 12% 33% 602% 25% 13% 8% 8% 10%

Total 100% 100Z 1007 100% 100Z 1007 100% 100Z 1007  100%

(31) (29) (8) (6) (3) (44) (44)  (38) (26) (40)
N=179 N = 192
gamma = -.03 gamma = -,33

7 v .
The moderate category was eliminated because of a low N (17).
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The picture is now changed from Table 4.10. Although Protestants and
Catholics were more evenly divided between conservatives and liberals,
there were very few conservative Jews, '"other,' and 'mones”. Protestants
and Jews do not vary that much in their union orientation by political
ideology, but liberal Catholics are significantly more pro union than
conservative Catholics (87% to 57%). The same applies to those of other
religions (92% to 67%) and especially those who indicated no religion
(90Z to 40%).

The last background or career variables to be considered are the
department in which the faculty member teaches and his or her degree of
political activity. As pradicted, those least pro union, the faculty
who never joined the union, were significantly less active politically
(Table 4.8, page 67) concurring with Flango's (1975) study at the uni-
versity level. Several studies (Ladd and Lipset (1973),~Hoehn (1371,
Muczyk (1975), Seidman (1974), Moore (1971), Xemerer (1975)) found that
the more active or more pro union faculty belonged to the social science
or humanities (liberal arts) departments, while the least pro union were
in the business department. As Table 4.9 on page 58 indicates, this
research concluded basically the same thing with members of the counseling
and library departments as even more pro union than the social science
and humanities and members of the child development, engineering, law
enforcement, nursing and physical education departments more anti-union
than business and data processing. The natural science faculty was not
found as anti-union as expected.

Again, using political ideology as a test variable, Table 5.3
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presents some interesting observations, namely, that political orientation
does not make too much difference to counselors and librarians or to
teachers of the humanities, but it makes a substantial difference to social
scientists, to business and other career faculty, aand makes a moderate
difference to natural scientists and mathematicians. Exactly why the
above occurs is not quite clear. Perhaps both conservative as well as
liberal counselors and librarians realize their position is improved
substantially by unionization since they are given full faculty status.
Perhaps also the liberal ideology of others just simply includes unionism
while their conservative ideology simply excludes it. The humanities
teachers who are interested in all things "human" might simply exclude
unionism from their political ideologies.

TABLE 5.3

DEPARTMENT BY POLITICAL ORIENTATION

Conservative
Counseling Science Bus. & Other
Library Science Humanities & Math Data P. Career
Union Active 100% 67% 79% 68% 367 417
Never Union - 33% 212 32% 647 59%
Total 1002 100% 1007% 100% 1007 100%
N =78 (8) (9 (14) (19 (11 17
Liberal
Counseling Science Bus. & ther
Library Science Humanities & Math  Data P, Carear
Union Active 88% 97% 87% a5 87% 752
Never Union 12% 3z 13% 15% 13% 257
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 1007 100%
¥ =139 1n (34) (63) (40) (15) (20)
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Motives for Joining, Quitting, or Not Joining

The second major purpose of this research was to discover exactly
why the union members, especially the active, joined; why a small minority
of faculty never joined; and why almost half of the non-union who responded
once belonged to the union. The literature stresses several reasons why
individuals, especially college faculty members, join unions. Seidman
mentioned work conditions and peer pressure in discussing steel workers.
As indicated earlier, a direct or indirect negative view of the admini-
stration by college faculty was rather universal - Lindeman (1973),
Shulman (1972), Howe (1973), Tice (1972), Angell (1972), Begin (1374),
Nelson (1974), Sumner (1975),‘Schultz (1975), Kemerer (1975). Unionism
being the only viable alternative to obtaining a say so in important
decisions affecting economic benefits and working conditions and there-
fore to obtaining greater freedom and controli over events, was also
inferred as a reason by Moore (1971), Howe (1973), Hankine (1972), Begin
(1972), Nelson (1974), Sumner (1975), Schultz (1975) and Kemerer {1975).

Changing views of what professionalism consists of were considered.
Lane (1967), Seidman (1974), and Corwin (1565)specifically mention the
attitude that militant control over important career areas are now con-
sidered by pro union faculty as much more professional than the outdated
idea of collegiality that all ccllege zroups have input and can influence
decisions and conditions. CEconomic pressures were also presented as in-

fluential by Ladd and Lipset (1973), Howe (1973), Angell (1972), Begin (1974),



Nelson (1974), Sumner (1975), Schultz (1975) and Kemerer (1975).
Although all of the above motives were of some influence in the decision
to join the union, only peer pressure, gratitude for benefits receivad,
job security, and a negative view of the administration distinguished
the active union members from the non-active, (See Tables 4.27 to 4.31,
pages 83-86).

The active union faculty were less motivated by the so-called
extrinsic motives of peer pressure, gratitude, and job security than were
the non-active faculty. The active, as expected, were more influenced
by a negative view of the administration and a desire for greater faculty

power and professionalism., This last is consistent with Corwin's view
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that the traditional opinion of professicnalism being elitist and anti-union

egalitarianism is giving way to the professional militancy of control
over decision making. The conclusions regarding job security seems to
indicate that Etzioni's (1969) replaceability factor of the semi-pro-
fessions refers mainly to the union non-active, not the union active who
take a less traditional and more professional attitude toward unionism
on campus.,

A small group of faculty did not join the union (Table 4.19,
page 7) because of traditicnal views of unions as unprofessional, too
concerned with their own interests, and indicative of medicerity. Local

1600 was also seen as too radical and possessing poor leadership. Yo one

Or two reasons dominated, but a fairly wide range of motives for not joining

were indicated. It would seem that a chaage in the situation would be
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difficult because of the many expressed reasons and since the major reasons
appear to be based on a more traditional view of academic life reinforced
by a more political comnservative ideology. While answering another question,
however, seven never-union faculty indicated a passage of a state collec-
tive bargaining law would change their minds.

The motives of the rather large percentage of non-union faculty
(427%) who were once union members, were particularly intriguing. The
frequent strikes and criticism of the union leadership are their major
reasons for quitting, although almost 107 were expelled {(Table 4.20,
page 78). Interestingly, 17 or 42% of those teachers would rejoin the
union if there were no strikes, or if they could cross the picket lines,

and/or if the union changed its leadership.

Future Directions

The last purpose of this research is to suggest future directions
or trends for community college unions. As indicated above, the passage
of a state collective bargaining law will probably increase the perceat
of faculty unionization within community college locals as well as perhaps
the number of locals.,

The importance of political ideology as the major independent
variable directing attention to or away {rom unions might have an adverse
effect., If liberal orientation is to questicn established institutions,
the more liberal faculty might begin to look upon experienced unions or
their established leadership as social phenomena to be criticized. A
concern for future research is to study the factions in Local 1600 for

political ideology differences.
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I1f central administrations engage in more understanding and open
communication with the faculty and allow them effective participation in
governance by eliminating the X-12 mentality of employer-employee relation-
ships and encouraging a collegial approach, much of the faculty's negative
view of the administration might be dissipated and the need to join uniocns
to have an effective voice would probably be lessened. At any rate, the
faculty trace much of their alienation to poor administration.

On the other hand, it might be too late. The administration now
has to show a "tough face' or else be considered weak. The above dis-
cussion seems to call for an open, considerate, imaginative and leading
administration and faculty working together for the good of the students,
as well as for their own professional goals. As far as the Chicago City
Colleges go, it appears that a change in leadership would go a long way
toward diffusing the perscnal and categorical antagonisms engendered over
its long history of continual conflict.

The elimination or proliferation of one-semester or short-tern
contracts would also appear to increase or decrease union participation.

Areas for further research not previously mentioned are a detailed
historical analysis of the origin and growth of Local 1500 and the questions
of whather the pro union community college faculty are cosmopolitans or
locals; whether personal, temperamental and other psychological traits
distinguish union attitudes; whether union officers differ significantly
from the rank and file; whether most administrators have a negative view of
faculty unions; whether sexism is non-existent in Local 1600; whether any

K-12 union influence can be traced; whether black faculty view unionism
y
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differently than the non-black; whether strikes can be diminished in
importance; and whether the positive aspects of unionism - economic benefits,
job security, increased faculty influence in college governance, conflict
management, and past discrimination remedies - outweigh the suggested
potential problems -~ polarization of administration and faculty, increased
bureaucracy, disproportionate power to faculty, inferior educational

quality, and increased standardization. 8

8Kemerer and Baldridge, pp. 206218,
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History of Amerlican Fedsration of Teachera (AFT)

In an effort to promoie stronzer local organizations, eight of
the local teacher unions banded together in 1916 to form the American
Federation of Teachers, The AFT affiliated with the American Federation
of Labor three ysars later,

Though the AFT started with a membership of almost 3,000,
the Chicago Federation of Teachers, which was organized in 1887 as the
first teachers' union in the nation1 and hasg always borne the designation
Local No, 1, withdrew soon afterwards when they were forced to accepi
a "yellow=dog™ contract that prohibited union membership, The AFT,
however, rebounded quickly to 10,000 members in 1920, This growth was
interrupted by the antisunion, openeshop drive in the early 1920%'s and
the intense membership campaign of the National Education Agsociation,
directed by public school adminisirators, Therefore, between 1520 and
1926, the AFT losi twomthirds of itis members because many local leaders
were dismissed or threatened with diamissai,

Beginning in 1926} the AFT gradually increased iis membership and
by the mid 1930's {{ was once again at the 10,000 member mark and spurted
to almost 40,000 in 1540, Serious internal problems besel the organie

zations az a Communisgt takeeover was flnally averted with the revccation

ITeachers salaries had not been ralsed in 20 years and after ihe
union d4igcovered several major corporations had failed to pay their full
taxes, suscessfully recovered the needed revenues in a court suit, The
union was aided in thelir efforts dy the Chicago Federation of lLabor,
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of the charters of three major locals by a membership referendum
in 1941.°

During the 1950's, the AFT resumed its steady growth though it
experienced a brief loss of membership in the mid-1950's when convention
delegates expelled a few racially segregated locals. By 1960, the AFT
emerged as a securely established union with approximately 60,000
members. Pressure from the rival National Education Association
(NEA) prompted the AFT to formally label that organization "'a company

union,”

thereby establishing the two groups in firm competition.

By then it was considered obvious by many teachers that collective
bargaining was the only way to insure economic security and to protect
teachers' rights. Prior to collective bargaining, "negotiations”

between boards of education and teachers' unions ranged from preseni
tations of salary committees to agreements that were almost de facto
collective bargaining agreements. The formsl strass on the importance

of collective bargaining clearly defined the AFT as an organization

with unmistakabls trade union goals.3 The big breakthrough came in

l9§g when the New York City teachers went out on strike after three

months of negotiations. Less than ten vears later, almest half of all

the public classroom teachers in the nation followed suit. No longer

ZiThe AFT at 50: Maturity, Vitality, Vision," American Teacher
61 (September 1976): C8-10.

3Virginia Lee Lussisr, ""Special Report #8: National Faculty
Associations in Ceolliective Bargeining,” (Washington, D.C.: Academic
Collective Bargaining Information Service, 1974): 2-3.
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did professionalism to teachers mean conformity and acquiescence as
over 453,000 had jolned t4e AFT by 1975.°

In 1967, the AFT Executive Council formally established a
fulletime Colleges and Universities Department when there were some
50 college locals with about 3,000 members., In 1974, there Were
approximately 240 locals in over 300 campuses with 35,000 members in
higher education5 which had established itsel? as one of the fastest
growing sectors of the AFT, About half of these mambers were in New

. _ 6
York State, most of them in the joint NEASAFT unions in CUNY and SUNY.
b ] 4

In 1975, membership was about evenly divided beitwesn the Twos
7

i

vear community colleges and foureyear colleges, "the most notable
unit (outside New York) being thai in the Chicazo Ciiy Colleges with
: ERY 3 118 m
eight vears of bargaining and a number of sirikes behind i+%, The
AFT has had more success than the NEA in organizing communiiy college
faculty in the larger cities like New York, Detroit and, of course,

Chicago,

4
American Teacher 39 (June 19%75): 3.

5
Garbarine and Agsszeker, Faculty Bargaining+-Shange-and
Conflict,-p,.-93.

6rme AFT in 1976 voted to dissolve this joint relationship,
See American Teacher 60 (Mareh 1976): 3.

7

Mainly former teachers or normal colleges,

3 R .
Garbarino and Aussieker, », 93,
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Strike and Contract Historv of CCC

Called the "largest faculty strike in the history of American
junior colleges," the first faculiy walkoui in the fifty=vear Chicago
City College history took place on November 30, 1966, and lasted for
three days, Besides being *housed in inferior facllities, faculiy leaders
complained that they tad "virtually no voice in the determinationm
of their working conditions” and t-at i“e needs of 684 fullwtime junior
college teachers were submerged among tre 22,000 fteachers under ihe
Chicago Board of Education.1

When the I1linois Master Plan for Higher EZducation made possibdle
the transferring of the colleges Lo an independent junior college board,
the Cook County College Teachers'! Union, wiit™ a membership of 430,
or twoeihirds of the fulletime faculty at eight campuses, “ad great
eXxpectations that they would be recognized as ihe exclusive bargaining
agent,

After the Board of Education had refused this right, even Though
i1t wad given the rig=t o a collective bargaining election to the Kel2
faculty, a threaltened strike was averted in June, 1966, only after

Mayor Richard J, Dalev promised t»at an indepandent junior college board

lMuch of the information about the early relations between the
City College Board and i»e Cook County College Teachers Union was conw
tained in the following article, Norman G, Swenson and Leon Novar,
"Chicago City College Teachers Strike,” Junior College Journal 37
(27 March 1967): 19-22, See also Monroe (1972) and Kelley (1570).
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would be appointed by July 1, 1966, and that it would be sympathetic
to the union's demand for an election,

The new bcard received the petition signed by 475 faculty members
and agreed to hold an election. This election was not held until Oetober,
1966, because of delays caused by the Chicago Division of the Illinois
Bducational Association, an NEA affiliate. BSecause the beard insisted
that all faculty groups participate in setting the slsction ground rules,
the Cook County College Teachers' Union was forced to negotiate with an
organization reoresenting cnly a handfal of the faculty. The I.Z.A.
eventually withdrew at the last minute and the Cook County Teachers' Urion
received 535 of the 590 votes cast ($1%),

The board took two weeks to select its negotiating team so that
negotiations for the first collsctive bargalining coniract were not begun
until the end of October, The unicn expected to negotiate with board
members and its chief administrative officer but instead faced an outsider,
a former labor lawyer, as sole spokesman for the negotiating team (also
composed of campus deans and lesser administrative officers), while at
the same time negotlations by the Chicago 3oard of Zducation wers being
conducted by three board members and the general suverintendent,

During the first six sessicns, the board further alienated ths
union by failing to make one single counterproveosal to the union's
thirty-eight page proposed contract, by insisting on the vresencs of a
court reporter (as in a trial), by calling for all meetings on board
oroperty, by insisting that the sessions ba timed around the chief

negotiator’s schedule at Loyola University, and by demanding seventeen
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sreconditions for unlon recognition. Among the latter items wers that the
union would agree not to strike, that the negotiated results would only be
recommendations to the board, and that the board would discharge any employee
who sncouraged or particivated in a strike.

The union negotiating team, acting on instructions from the Cock
County College Teachers! Union House of Representatives, declared at the
sixth sesslon that they would refuse to negotiate until the seventeen
preconditions would be withdrawn, r. Taylor, the board rvresident, in 2
letter to the press and faculty, stated that he was going to couri Lo
seek zn injunction to nalt any vossibility of a striks sincs
the union's House of Representatives had already authorized the calling
of a strike if negotiations were not continued,

Dr. Taylor's lstter iriggered the sirike and progress was made in
negotiations during the brief sirike resulting in 2 signed agreement thai
pledged the board to good faith bargaining without vreconditions and a

signed collective bargaining contract,

The union remained alienated, however, because, sven though
meeatings were no longer held on board property, the composition of the beard's
team did not change, the oral promiss of no court reportar was not carried
out, and the chief negotistor announced that he would have to lsave for
two weeks to attend a prcfessionsl mesting just before the crucial dsad~
line (January 10, 1967) of vassage of the final budget, Therefore, because
of lack of progress, the union membership voted on January 2, 1967 to

triks again if the poard did not offer substantial sconomic counter-
propesals., A second sirike was called for January 5 that lasted Tor one

day and resulted in a breakthrough agreement in Mayor Taley's office with
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reductions in class load #nd class size, salary increases, naid major
medical and term insurance policies, paid sabbatical leaves, sick leave
accumulation, severance pay basad on unusad sick leave, calendar agree-
ments, and a tax sheltered annuity to be negotiatsd later. The first
contract was for two years and ran from Januvary 1, 1967 through Decem~-
ber 31, 1963,

The experiences of these first impasses were a foretelling of
future bargaining conflicts with the strikes lasting longer, the board
trying to chip away at the excellent contract provisions, relaticons te-
coming mere strained, and the courts being more involved,

In 1969, although 2 contract strike was averted with another last
minute two-year agreement from January 1, 196G to December 31, 1570, the
faculty struck for two days in November over the issue of the involuntary
transfer of two union faculty members at Bogan (now Daley) Community
Collegs. This eventually was settlsd by an outside arbitrator,

In 1971, Local 1600 had its longest strike of five weeks. This
vericd contained one of itihe nmosi successful instances in which students
nave influenced evenis by appealing to the couris use of injunctive powsrs,
After four weeks of the strike, six ¢f the then seven siudent body presi-
dents supported the injunction petitlon. Cook County Cireuit Judge Nathan
Coher. ordered further negotiations to be held in court under his super-
vision., He eventually resolvwed fivs dispated issues himself and the

s

longest contract {%two and sne-half years) was sigred from January 1, 1971

2
through June 30, 1373.

2
Garbarino, P. 120,



132

In the Fall of 1973, after a striks of one-day and another defled
injunction, both parties arrived a%t a2 settlement on thelr own to last
from July 1, 1973 through June 30, 1975.

The sixth strike was again over a contract and lasted for three
bitter weeks before the openinz of the Fall, 1575 semester, Another in-
junction was defied resulting in a five-month jail sentence {later pardoned
by Governor Walker) and the second jailing of President Swenson for
eight days3 as well as fines of 355,000, An agreemesnt was eventually
reached that extended from July 1, 1975 through the beginning of the
Tall semester, 1077 (and as long as negotiations for a new contract con-
tinue), Resides salary increases, released time for department chairmen
was restorsd, 100 teachers were added to the bargaining unit and procedurss

for laying~off and hiring teachers were spelled out.&

3;@23‘1@27 Agrggﬂﬁn; ) po 3'

Pacultv Collective Zargaining: 4 Chronigle of Zishaew Tducation

Sandkook, B Tt :

i S b &
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APFEIDIX ¢
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

please check the appropriate category.

lc

2.

10.

11.

12.

13,

14,

5.

Male () Female ( )

( ) under 35, () 35-49, ( ) 50-60, ( ) over 60.

Religious preference?
( ) Protestaant, ( ) Catholic, ( ) Jewish, () other

Your race or ethnic group?
( ) White ( ) Black ( ) Latin ( ) Oriental { ) Other

e et

Do you consider the family you grew up in to be?
( ) lover class, ( ) lower middle class, ( ) upper middle class
( ) upper class

What was your father's major occupation?

As you were growing

up
belong to a union? (

s

, did you father (or other family member) ever
) Yes, () No.

As you were growing up, were your family's sentiments toward unions
{ ) Pro, ( ) Conm, { ) Neutral.

Your salary over academic year (not including summer school)?
() 11,000-14,999 () 20,000-24,999
() 15,000-19,59% { ) 25,000 and over

Your rank?

( ) instructor, ( ) assistant professor () associate professor
( ) professor

Teaured? ( ) Yes () No
Department? (Please check one)
() Are ( ) Foreign ianguages ( ) Physical Science
( ) Biclogy ( ) Law Enfcrcement ( ) Physical Education
( ) Business { ) Humanities & Art { ) Police Academy Services
( ) Data Processing ( ) Library ( ) Public & Community Services
( ) Drama { ) Mathematics ( ) Student Personnel
{ ) English ( ) Music ( ) Speech
( ) Nursing { ) Social Sciences
{ ) Other

Years teaching? (Iandicate total no. of years in brackets -~ incliude
this semester)

( ) In CCC System ( ) In Bigh School ( ) Other

( ) In colleges other than CCC ( ) In Elementary

Indicate your highest level of educatiounal attainment:

{ ) M.A. or equivalent . ( ) Ph.D. or Ed.D.

() M.A. + 15-29 semester hours () J.D.

( ) M.A. + 30 or more semester hours ( ) Other (C.P.A., etc.)
Were you ever a member of another uaion? { ) Yes () YNo

If yes, please indicate:

134
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16. Are you presently a member of Local 16007 ( ) Yes () Yo

17. If 16 1is no, were you once a member of Local 16007 () Yes () No

18. If 17 is yes, why are you no longer a member?

19. Were (are) you ever a local (city-wide) or chapter officer? ( ) Yes () No
20. Were (are) you a delegate or alternate to the House? () Yes () No

21, I1f 20 is yes, how often do (did) you attend House meetings?

( ) almost always ( ) most of the time ( ) a few times ( ) ueveﬁegéralmosc

22. How often do you attend monthly chapter meetings?
() almost always ( ) most of the time ( ) a few times ( ) nevegegéralmOSC
23. 1If a union member, why did you first join the City College Union?
(Please number-rank all that apply, signifying the most important reasoms
with 1; 2nd most important with 2; etc.)
peer pressure, most faculty belonged
true faculty power cannot be obtained in any other way
collective bargaining is the only road left to professionalism
3reater persomal, as well as professional, freedom
Poor central administration
in gratitude for benefits won by union
only way to get adequate salary and fringe benefits
greater job security
other

N’ Wl Wl N N N Nl N s

X,

24, If nmever a union member, why did you not join the City Cellege Union?
(Please number-rank all that apply, signifying the most important reasons
with 1; 20d most important with 2; etc.)

unions are too concerned with own interests

teachers should not identify with manual workers

teachers' unions are unprofessional

unions take away from excellence

the union is too radical

other

ot N N N N S

25, If once a union member, why did you quit? (please number-rank all that
apply, signifying the most important reasomns with 1; 2nd most importaat
with 2; ete.)

( ) was against the issues in one strike

( ) believe union strikes too much

( ) makes educational issues a political football
( ) dislike union leadership

( ) never wanted to join in first place

( ) other

26, If not presently a union member, are there any conditions under which
you would consider joining? { ) Yes () Mo

27. 1f 26 is yes, piease indicate the conditions.

28, Even if community college teachers earned as much momey as doctors, there1
would still be a need for unions because of less control over professional
decisions. ( ) strongly agree ( ) agree { ) disagree ( ) strongly disagree
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29. When reading about other strikes (not teachers), you tend to sympathize
with the union.

( ) strongly agree () agree { ) disagree ( ) strongly disagree

30. Teachers uniocns should take a stand cn non-union related political issues
such as Watergate or Vietnanm.

( ) strongly agree () agree ( ) disagree () strongly disagree

31. Laws should be obeyed even if I think they are wrong.
( ) strongly agree () agree ( ) disagree () strongly disagree

32, Groups that are under-represented on the faculty - such as Blacks,
Latins, and women -~ should be assigned a large share of future faculty
vacancies until they are proportionately represented.

() strongly agree ( ) agree { ) disagree () stromgly disagree

33. The Central Administration at 180 is autocratic. _
() strongly agree ( ) agree ( ) disagree () strongly disagree

34. The administration of your college is autocratic.
() strongly agree ( ) agree ( ) disagree ( ) strongly disagree

35. The City College System would be better off with fewer administrators.
( ) stroungly agree ( ) agree ( ) disagree ( ) strongly disagree

36. There should be faculty representation of the City College Board of
Trustees. ( ) strongly agree ( ) agree ( ) disagree ( ) stromgly disagree

37. Please indicate whether you (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) disagree,
or (4) strongly disagree with the following statements (indicate for each)
( ) Most IQ tests are culture and class biased
( ) Everyone has a right to equality of educational opportunity,
regardless of income.
( ) A&s a group, Biack Americans possess lower IQ's than non=-Blacks
probably due to a genetic factor.
The "F" grade is wmaianly punitive and should be eliminated.
The Chicago City Colleges should primarily stress veocational-
technical training.
The Chicago City Colleges should emphasize remedial education.

Faculty promotions should be based on formal student evaluatiouns
of their teacher.

L

F o Y an' N
S N’

38. 1Indicate which of the following established institutions and statuses you
(1) trust very much, (2) trust, (3) neither trust mer distrust, (4) distrust
{5) distrust very much -- Indicate for each please.

( ) The Supreme Court ( ) AFL-CIO leadership

( ) The U.S. Congress { ) The organized Churches

( ) U.S. Chamber of Commerce ( ) Illinois House & Senate

{ ) American Bar Association ( ) Chicago City Council

( ) The !edia (Press, TV, etc.) ( ) State Bd. of Higher Education
() acwy ( ) Bd. of Trustees, City College

District #508

39, Whom did you vote for in 19727
() McGovern ( ) Nixen ( ) Wallace ( ) Other { ) Didn't Vote

|
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE -~ Page 4

40. To what extent have you worked for political candidates in local, state,
and federal elections?

( ) frequently ( ) occasionally ( ) seldom ( )} never

41. How would you characterize the political candidates you worked for?

() liberal () radical ( ) middle of road ( ) moderately conservative
( ) strongly conservative

42. If you were to begin ycur career again, wculd you still want to be a com-
munity college teacher?

( ) Definitely yes ( ) probably yes ( ) Probably mo ( ) Definitely no

43. Please indicate your opinions regarding the following with (1) strongly
agree; (2) agree; (3) disagree; or (4) strongly disagree:
( ) Marijuana should be leaglized
( ) the emergy crisis has been, in large part, manufactured by the
major oil cowpanies to sell less oil at more profit.
( ) Racial integration of public schools should be achieved even if
it requires busing.

44, How would you characterize yourself politically at the present time?

( ) Liberal ( ) Middle of the road ( ) Moderately Conservative
( ) Strongly Conservative

45. Answer the following questions with one of the following statements:
(1) control; (2) voting power on committees; (3) formal consultation;
(4) informal consultatiom; or (5) little or no role,

( ) What role do you believe students should play ia faculty
appointments or promotions?

( ) What role do you believe students should play im decisions ou
admissions policy?

( ) What role do you believe students should play in decisions on
provision and content of courses?

( ) What role dec you believe students should play in decisions on
student discipline?

46, Do you wish a summary of the research when finished?
() Yes () Y

Thank you sincerely.
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APPENDIX D

Pres] est

In May of 1974, a tentative questionnaire and explanatory letter
was placed in the majiboxes of 40 faculty colleagues at Loop College,
Ten of these éolleagues wera not members of Local 1600, while 30 were,

Of the latter, about half were zonsidered active In the chapter or local,
Thirtyeiwo responded (an encouraging 80%) = 6 noneunion and 26 union
(14 active and 12 noneactive),

Questions regarding Watergate, the effects of the union on the
City College System, marital status, degree of religiosiiy, and comparing
professional associations with %rade unions were rated as vague or
unnecessary by several respondénts and, therefore, dropped from ithe
final quesiionnaire, Some items also considered vague were kepl in as
the index of institutional trust, The fact that this last was not
considered significant in the studvy iliself seems to validate the originsal
pretest criticism, A few objected to the lack of a "neither," or
"I don't know," or other neuiral categories, I% was decided to retain
most of them, however, to forece 2 cholce,

Clarification conslderations concerning format, deletions, or
additions were welcomed, In particular, suggested reasons for joining,
quitting or not joining the union were added,

Incredibly, mot one of the respondents objected o the length of
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the fourspage questionnaire, Perhaps the fixed response format that ecould

be ansWwered rapidly with a check or an X was the reason,
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APPENDIX E

The hypotheses for this study dealt primarily with distinctions
between the most pro union faculty category of union active and the least
pro union (or most anti unicn) category of never union. This addition
compares all the union members with all the non-union faculty, the union
active and upion non-active and the once union with the never union

regarding variables found significant by chi-square. Table E,1, ligts the
variables found significant when comparing the 653 union with the 102

non=union faculty,

TABLE E.1l.

SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES BETWEEN UNION AND NON-UNION FACULTY

Degree of Level of
Variable Chi-Square Freedom Significance

Educational Orientation 22.43 2 .001
Salary 23.42 3 .001
Class 11.92 3 .001
Other College Experience 12.08 2 .005
Union Orientation (6.14) (2) .05
City College Experience 11.51 5 .05
Family Attitude 6.02 2 .05
Age 9.19 3 .05

Note that educational, not political, orientation was significant

with the expected educationailly liberal faculty more union and the edu-

cationally conservative significantly more non-union.l

1The tabular data displaying numerically the indicated relationships are
available from the author. ‘
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College governance was not significant undoubtedly because 957 of all
non-union as well as union faculty have a negative view of the admin-
istration.

Salary was very significant with those earning over $25,000
the most non-union and those earning the least (511,000 to $15,000) also
more non-union than expected. The most union group were those in the
$15,000 to $20,000 bracket.

As expected, almost half of those indicating an upper class back-
ground were non-union with those from the lower class more non-union than
the lower or upper-middle class. Those of lower middle class origin were
the most union of all the classes.

Forty-three percent of all the faculty has previous college
experience - 42% of the union and 47% of the none-union, Those with over
10 years experience were more non-union, while those with 6 to 10 years
were the most union. Interestingly enough, those with over 25 years
experience in the City Colleges were wmore represented in the union than
all categories except those with 6-15 years experience. The most non-
union are those with 16-25 years experience.

Again, as expected, those whose families were pro union themselves
were more represented in the union than would have been expected by
chance., Strange to say, however, those who indicated their families
were neutral toward unions‘were more non-union than those who indicated
their families were anti-union.

One-third of the faculty over 60 years of age Wwere non.union while
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only 12% of those 3550 years are noneunion, Those under 35 years are
less non-union than those 50-60 years,

Next to the distinctions between the union active and never union
faculty, comparisons between the union active and non-active are the most

significant as Table E.2. indicates.

TABLE E.Z2.

SIGNIFICANT VARTABLES BETWEEN UNION ACTIVE AND NON-ACTIVE

. Degree of Level of
Variable Chi-Square Freedom Significance

Political Activity 11.85 1 .001
Age 19.48 3 .001
Rank 15.06 3 .001
Administrative Tru;t 13.81 4 .001
City College experience 22.76 5 .001
Tenure 12.42 3 .005
Religion 12.11 4 .01
Salary 9.89 3 .01
Department 15.84 6 .01
Education 14.29 5 .01
Race 10.82 4 .05
Family Membership 5.20 2 .05
Family Attitude 9.22 3 .05

Regarding political activity, the union active {367 of the union

faculty) were much more politically active than the non-active (64Z of the
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faculty) - 43%Z to 30%. Regarding age, almost half of those 50-60 (247 of
the union faculty) were active while 247% of those under 35 (237 of the
union faculty) were active. As to rank, there is a definite relationship
since full professors are much more active (522) than instructors (23%).

The union active faculty were predictably more distrustful of the
administration but the non-active were also, The most active were those
with over 25 years City College teaching experience (717%), while those
with less than 5 years experience were the least active (25%). The un-
tenured who represented 167 of the respondents were much less active than
expected - 22% to 397 of the active,

While Protestants (32% of the union faculty) were less active
(27%) and Catholic (277 of the union faculty) differences were not
significant, Jewish faculty (15%) and those who responded that they had no
religion (14%) had a higher percent of the active faculty (453% and 437%).

Those who earned over $20,000 were more active than expected (447)
and those who earned under $20,000 were less active than expected (30%).
The most active department is the Social Sciences (almost half) and the
least active are Business and Data Processing (approximately one-quarter).

Regarding educational background, those just short of the doctorate
were the most active (42%) while those at the lowest educational rung had
the least number of active faculty (24%).

The only time race was significant in this entire study was when
the active and non-active faculty were compared. Whites who make up 787
of the respondents were slightly more active than expected (38%), and
the black faculty (186%) were much less active than their numbers would

indicate (28%). The most active and least active groups, however, were
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the orientals who represent cnly 3% of the faculty (447 of whom were

active) and the Latins who are just 2% of the faculty (18% of whom were
active). Having a family member in a union definitely made for more union
activity (42% to 32%) as was being from a family with positive union
attitudes (437 to 30%).

Table E.3. compares the non-union faculty who were once in the

union and those who had never joined.

TABLE E.3.

SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES BETWEEN ALL NON-UNION FACULTY, NEVER UNION AND ONCE UNION

Degree of Level of
Variable Chi-Square Freedom Significance

Sex 11.29 1 .001
Tenure 10.97 1 .001
Rank 16.564 3 .001
Salary 15.02 3 .001
Trust of Administration 13.84 4 .001
City College experience 16.35 5 .005
Age 7.82 3 .05
Education 11.44 5 .05

The only time in this study that sex was very significant was the
comparisons with the two categories of non-union faculty - those who never
nad joined (58%) and those who once had belonged to Local 1500 (42%

Women are very unrepresented among the latter (17%) and, therefore, overly
represented among the former (83%Z). More than half of the male non-union

faculty had once belonged.
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Tenure was also very significant with 947 of the untenured (177
of the non-union faculty) being never union. Ranks operates in reverse
order with instructors being the most never union (88%) and full professors
being the most once union (63%Z). Salary basically follows rank with 95%
of those in the lowest category (311,000 to $15,000) being more never
union and those in the highes: category being the most once union (73%).

City college teaching experience influences similarly since
those with over 20 vears have the highest percent of once union (67%)
and those with the least experience (1 to 5 years) have the lowest
percent of once union and the highest percent of never union faculty,

Age and education offer no surprises with the highest percents of
those over 60 (67%) and those with doctorates (55%) being once union and
those in the lowest categories, under 35 years of age and with only a

masters degree being much more never union than expected by chance (77%

and 80%).
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Mey, 1975

Dear Colleaguse:

I need your respected views and some personal information for a
research project., aAttached is a questionnaire that I have developed to
survey the 1300 faculty members in the City College System, I would be
deeply grateful if you would take 10-15 minutes of your time to fill it out,

Besides an historic overview, my method is a descriptive survey with
ideas culled from a variety of sources, e.g., Ladd and Lipset's 2rofaessors,
Unions and American Hisher Tducation (1873), a Carnegis Commission Study.

I am basically after a comparison of three groups: 1) the non-union faculty,
2) the faculty members who are active in union matters, and 3) the faculty
who belong to the union but would not be corsidered very active (where I
belong).

ithough I have discussed my research with officers of the Uniocn and
the central administration, this study has been sponsored by neithsr group.
My primary purpose is to write a dissertation (EZd.D., Loyola University).
It does seem about time, however, that scme ressarch about the Chicago City
Colleges and AFT Local 1600 is due.

Knewing how easy it is to put something like this aside and forget
about it(I myself have done it more than once), may I implore you to take
a few minutes at your earliest opportunity to complete the gquestionnaire
and return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.

Gratefully,

Cas KXotowski
Loop College
Social Science Dept. (265-8073)

Home Phone: 764-4657
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May, 1975
P.S. The anonymity of respondents will be preserved. The number on the

questionnaire merely allows me to note who returned the gquestions

and to send a reminder if needed.
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November, 1975

Dear Colleague:

This is another atiempt to solicit your aid in my research project (disser-
tation in Zd.D. Program at Loyola University). First, however, I would like
to bring you up to date on my returns. As of November 7, 1975, £01 returns
or about 44% have been sent back. The breakdcwn by colleges (Soring, 1975
totals) is as follows:

cP 102 of 300, or 34
XX 8 of 22, or 36%
Loop 106 of 203, or 72%
Mayfair 69 of 135, or 51%
M{ 33 of 153, or 22%
H 69 of 177, or 39%
SW 53 of 133, or 41%
Aright 84 of 233, or 38%
Campus Unknown _EQ

601
Union: 508 of 1136, or u45%
Non=Union: 92 of 220, or L42%

Considering the negative CIA climats, the perscnal nature of some of the
questions, and the fear of their misuse, the responses have besn gratifying,
The high percentage (72) from Loop, my own college, I believe, illustrates
the confidence that my fellow instructors have in my integrity.

Znclosed 1s a follow-up questionnaire, in case you mislald the earlier cne.
(Flease ignore this one if you have already responded.) If you feel that
you cannot respond, naturally your wishes will ba respected and you will
not be bothered again, If, however, you just have not gotten arourd to

it, needless to say, I would appreciate you taking 10-15 minutes to accom-
plish same so I may have a more statistical significant return,

If the code number on the first page bothers you, just blot it out or
clip it off, The number was merely used to avoid an expensive overlapping
secord mailing and to do the breakdown by colleges,

Gratefully,

Cas Kotowski

Sccial Sclence Degartment
Loop College

64 E, Lake St,

Chicago, Illinois 6060L
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APPENDIX G

COLLAPSED CHI«SQUARES
BETWEEN UNION ACTIVE AND NEVER UNION

Variable | Chi-Square g:ﬁ:ﬁngE é?;:if:Zance
1, Political Orientation 19.21 2 .001
2, Educational Orientation 11,37 2 . 005
3, Other College

Experience 8.85 2 .01
4, Political Activity 12,44 1 .001
5. Union Orientation 12,97 2 .005
6, College Governance

Attitude 6.39 2 .05
7. Student Power Views 7.77 2 | .01

COLLAPSED CHI<3QUARES
BETWEEN UNION ACTIVE AND ALL NON-UNION

Variable Chi=Square ?§§§§§m°f é?g:%f?gance
1. Political Orientation 14,25 2 .001
2, Educational Orientation 11,37 2 .005
3, Political Activiiy 13,66 1 .001
4, College Governance

Orientation Attitude 1.04 2 .05
5. Union Orientation 13,83 2 .001
6, Student Power Views 7.31 2 .05
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