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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
IN MICHIGAN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

I
By

Charles A. Shoup

Faculty collective bargaining Is a new phenomenon 
In higher education and Is presently limited to a very 
few states. In Michigan, enactment of a law In 1965 pro-

ivldlng for collective bargaining by public employees was 
closely followed by bargaining activity In a number of 
community colleges. By the 1968-1969 academic year the 
number of colleges operating under negotiated agreements 
had reached sixteen.

The purpose of this study was to obtain the opinions 
of faculty, administrators and trustees In regard to three 
major questions:

(1) Why have the faculties In the Institutions In­cluded in the study chosen to bargain collec­
tively with their employers?

(2) What are the most significant outcomes of collective bargaining In these Institutions?
(3) What outcomes are likely to result from collec­tive bargaining in these colleges In the next three to five years?
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Thirteen Michigan community colleges, all of which 
had operated under a negotiated contract for at least one 
academic year prior to the fall of 1966, were selected 
for Inclusion In the study. For each of these Institu­
tions, the Investigator Interviewed three persons: the
chairman of the faculty negotiating committee, the chief 
administrative officer of the college or his representa­
tive, and the chairman of the board of control or another 
trustee knowledgeable about negotiations. The Interview 
which was tape recorded was largely unstructured but 
followed a standard, format outlined in an Interview 
schedule. The findings were presented In the form of a 
verbal description of the problem with quantitative data 
presented where appropriate.

The chief factors that contributed to the development 
of collective bargaining according to those interviewed 
were: the desire by faculty to Increase their salaries and
Improve their fringe benefits and to gain greater partici­
pation In Institutional declslon-maklng. Faculty also 
reported dissatisfaction with too much unilateral decision­
making by administrators as a major contributing factor.
The presence of the enabling Michigan labor legislation was 
seen as an extremely important facilitating factor In the 
development of collective bargaining.

There were found to be a number of variations in the 
outcomes of collective bargaining between institutions.
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However, there were several common effects as well. The 
most widely agreed upon effects were the greater increases 
In salaries and fringe benefits and.the increased partic­
ipation of faculty in deciding questions of salary and 
other conditions of their employment. Opinion was divided, 
however, about the effect of collective bargaining on the 
involvement of faculty in the larger institutional deci­
sions .

The existence of a contract specifically spelling 
out various policies was seen as reducing the flexibility 
in the operation of the college but faculty also saw the 
contract as assuring equitable treatment for all faculty. 
The claim that collective bargaining had caused a greater 
division between faculty and administration was the most 
frequently mentioned undesirable outcome. However, whether 
an openly antagonistic relationship resulted appeared to 
depend largely on the personalities involved in the respec­
tive colleges.

The majority opinion was that collective bargaining 
had not significantly affected instructors’ performance in 
the classroom.

There was general agreement among the interviewees 
that the primary issues of the past— faculty participation 
in decision-making and salaries and fringe benefits—  
would continue to be the central issues of the future.
The prediction was also made that the tensions and friction
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between faculty and administrators associated with collec­
tive bargaining would tend to subside.

In several colleges the viewpoint was expressed, 
especially by trustees and administrators, that the college 
would not be able to continue granting salary increases of 
the magnitude of those granted in the last two or three 
years.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

.The advent of eollectlve bargaining In the public 
schools, strikes by teachers In New York, Detroit, Chicago, 
and In other locales, and the rapid unionization ofr
teachers have recently gained nation-wide coverage by the 
mass media. With far less publicity, collective bargain­
ing by faculty in higher education has experienced signifi­
cant, if less dramatic, growth. A quick review of some 
recent developments will Illustrate this fact.

To date, much of the collective bargaining activity 
in higher eduoation has been centered In just three states—  
Michigan, Illinois and New York. Michigan has been the 
most active state with sixteen community colleges operating 
on negotiated contracts in the 1968-69 academic year. 
Illinois has been the- scene of collective bargaining since 
1966 whenthe^multi-campus Chicago City (Junior) College 
faculty e^haaised their demands with a three-day strike. 
Subsequentl^ 'theyvwere successful In negotiating a con-

'"V*4 * * * 1' l > ’ '• *u * ■tract whlch^tmx^teachers * union called "probably the most
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comprehensive union contract for college teachers in the 
nation.1,1

Unlike Michigan and Illinois where collective bargain­
ing has been limited to two-year colleges, New York has 
been the scene of unionization and negotiating activity 
in four-year as well as two-year colleges. The City Uni­
versity of New York became the first university in the 
United States to elect a bargaining agent for purposes of 
collective bargaining in the fall of 1968. Other states 
including Rhode Island, New Jersey, Washington and Cali­
fornia have witnessed the beginnings of collective bar­
gaining in higher education.

The introduction of collective bargaining in higher 
education has been attended by a number of problems. In 
some cases, boards and administrators have resisted'its 
coming. Strikes have occurred and state labor officials 
have been called in to help settle Impasses in the bargain­
ing process. The topic has drawn increasing attention in 
the professional Journals and among college administrators 
and faculty. If its present development continues, and 
there is every indication that it will, collective bargain­
ing is destined to affect higher education In major pro­
portions .

■^Harry A. Marmion, "Unions and Higher Education," Educational Record, XLIX (Winter, 1968), p. *42.
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What is Collective Bargaining?
For the purposes of this study, It Is not necessary 

to discuss or describe the process of collective bargain­
ing In detail. The significant point to be understood is
that bonafide collective bargaining as provided for under

2Michigan law is closely patterned after the industrialt
model of collective bargaining. The process and the re­
sulting faculty-administrative relationship is distinct 
frqm the traditional consultations between faculty and 
administrators.

Perry and Wlldman of the University of Chicago 
Industrial Relations Center explain it this way:

The substitution of collective bargaining for consultation or testimony as the basis for teacher participation in decision-making in­volves more than a change in form. Full-scale collective bargaining is much more than an elaborate structure for open communication or a formal procedure for the mutually satisfactory resolution of problems. As traditionally per­ceived and practiced, it is an adversary pro­cess for the articulation and accommodation of group conflict on the basis of p o w e r . 3
The essence of bargaining is compromise in 

search of accommodation on matters over which there is disagreement between the parties to the bargaining relationship.^
2See Chapter II, p. 21 for a discussion of the Michigan Public Employment Relations Act.
ôCharles R. Perry and Wesley A. Wlldman, The Impact of Teacher Bargaining on the Schools. Vol. IV of Collective Action by Public School Teachers. Industrial Relations Center, University of* Chicago (Washington, D.C.: Depart­ment of Health, Education and Welfare, 1968), p. 1.
**Ibld:, p. 7.
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Purpose of the Study
This study Is concerned with faculty collective 

bargaining In Michigan community colleges. The purpose 
of the study is to investigate the reasons for the de­
velopment of collective bargaining in these colleges, the 
impact (it has had on these institutions, and its probable 
future trends in the state.

More specifically, the study is designed to answer 
the following questions:

1. Based on the opinions of trustees, administrators 
and faculty:
a. Why have the faculties in the institutions 

included in the study chosen to bargain collectively with their employers?
b. What are the most significant outcomes of collective bargaining in these institutions? Which of these outcomes are most desirable and most undesirable?
c. What outcomes are likely to result from collective bargaining in these colleges in the next three to five years?

2. What are the similarities and differences be­
tween the opinions of trustees, administrators 
and faculty in regard to the above questions?

Need for the Study
The magnitude of the collective bargaining movement 

in higher education has already been described. Although 
presently limited to colleges in relatively few states,
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collective bargaining will, in all probability, soon 
appear in a number of other states as well.

Until now, insufficient experience has been accumu­
lated on which to base a study of this nature. This is 
evidenced by the fact that no studies relating to this
subject have yet been completed.

\

At the present time approximately one-half of all 
institutions operating under negotiated contracts are 
located in Michigan. In addition, many of these institu­
tions are in their second or third year under such agree­
ments . Thus, there is afforded in Michigan an excellent 
opportunity to study collective bargaining in higher edu­
cation.

As Interest In collective bargaining grows, and as 
faculties at an increasing number of colleges become more 
serious in their deliberations with respect to collective 
bargaining, there Is a real need for all parties in the 
higher education community to know more about this new 
phenomenon.

For example, why have faculty resorted to collective 
bargaining? Is It symptomatic of problems existing be­
tween faculty and administration? What kinds of problems 
does it help solve and what kinds of problems does it 
create? These are but a few of the questions that require 
answers.
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The current literature in the field includes a 
number of very informative presentations expressing vari­
ous viewpoints about the factors behind the growth in 
collective bargaining and its relative merits and demerits 
Most such articles are written by those intimately in­
volved yith the process itself, either as a faculty or 
administrative negotiator, or as a labor relations 
specialist.

But as Ray Howe, chief negotiator for the administra
tion at Henry Ford Community College in Dearborn, Michigan
told a conference of community college educators:

Those of us in the field are too involved in the hurly burly of the turbulence to step back and examine the issue dispassionately. But someone ha3 to do that. And while we deal with the pro­cess directly, someone has to project and plan based upon the consequences of both what we are doing and what we are trying to do.5
It is hoped that this study, which represents the 

first effort to systematically study the development and 
Impact of collective bargaining in a number of institu­
tions, will materially add to the understanding of the 
subject under consideration.

Definition of Terms
Collective bargaining: collective negotiations. A 

process whereby representatives of employees and

^Ray A. Howe, "Collective Bargaining and Its Por­tents for Higher Education" (address delivered at a meet­ing of the Midwest Community College Leadership Council, 
East Lansing, Michigan, June, 1968).
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representatives of employers meet together and make offers 
and counter-offers in good faith on the conditions of 
their employment relationship for the purpose of reaching 
a mutually acceptable agreement, and the execution of a
written contract binding on both parties for an agreed

£upon period of time. The terms collective bargaining and 
collective negotiations are used interchangeably in this 
study.

Master contract. The written contract resulting 
from collective bargaining. A master contract includes 
the conditions of employment for all who are included in 
the bargaining unit.

Bargaining unit. A collective group of employees, 
usually defined by commonality of interests, who have 
organized for the purpose of collective bargaining. Asi
applied to this study, the bargaining unit normally con­
sists of teaching faculty and certain other persons such 
as counselors.

Administrator. As used in the analysis of findings, 
this term will refer to the chief administrative officer 
of a college or the person representing him for the pur­
poses of the interview.

^Adapted from Myron Leiberman and Michael H. Moskow, Collective Negotiations for Teachers: An Approach to
School Administration (Chicago: Rand McNally Co., 1966),p. 41«.
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Faculty negotiator. The chairman of the faculty 
negotiating committee who is the chief spokesman for the 
faculty at the bargaining table.

Overview of the Study 
Chapter II consists of a review of the literature 

related'to the subject. Since no studies concerning 
collective bargaining in higher education have yet been 
completed, this chapter is largely concerned with the 
background of the problem, including the development of 
collective bargaining in public employment and a discus­
sion of the Michigan labor law relating to public em­
ployees. Where appropriate, the findings of research 
conducted in the area of public school collective bargain­
ing are presented.

In Chapter III, the method used in conducting the 
study is presented. The source of data, the procedure 
used in collecting the data and the method of presenting 
the data are discussed.

The findings of the investigation are presented in 
Chapter IV. This chapter consists of three principal 
parts, each one dealing with one of the questions posed 
In the study. The first part is concerned with the 
question of why the faculties in these colleges chose to 
negotiate their contracts collectively. The second part 
is devoted to a discussion of the outcomes of collective

-y? --g—
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bargaining; the future of collective bargaining in Michi­
gan community colleges is the subject of the last part.

A summary of the study and the conclusions reached 
as a result of the research are reported in Chapter V.
The chapter is concluded with some suggestions for 
further( research.

In this chapter the problem has been introduced 
and an overview of the study has been presented. The 
background of this problem is discussed in further detail 
in the next chapter.
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REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE

IJt is the purpose of this chapter to describe the 
setting within which collective bargaining has developed 
In Michigan community colleges. Also, findings of re­
search related to the problem are presented.

Background of the Problem
The relatively recent development of collective 

bargaining In higher education has its roots in the long 
struggle for employee bargaining rights, first In pri­
vate employment and then in certain sectors of public 
employment. An acquaintance with the history of the 
labor movement In the United States Is helpful In under­
standing the subsequent development of collective bargain 
lng in higher education.

In addition to the historical development of col­
lective bargaining, the Michigan labor legislation pro­
viding for faculty negotiations and the nature of the 
community college are discussed in this section.

The Development of Collective 
bargaining in Private Employment

Efforts of workers in private industry to organ!ze 
for collective bargaining purposes date from the early

10
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nineteenth century. In 1806 a court decided in the Phila­
delphia Cordwainers case that workers who sought to organ­
ize for bargaining purposes were gui-lty of a conspiracy to 
raide their wages.1 This landmark decision formed the 
basis for what was known as the."doctrine of criminal 
conspiracy." This doctrine guided subsequent court deci­
sions until 18M2 when a decision by the Massachusetts 
Supreme.Court voided this viewpoint. Even so, efforts to 
achieve collective bargaining rights in the ensuing years 
were largely unsuccessful. Unsympathetic courts and em­
ployers who were openly hostile to organized labor were 
among the factors that combined to prevent any significant 
progress by the labor movement.

The formation, In 1886, of the American Federation 
of Labor marked the beginning of accelerated attempts to 
organize labor. However, four years later the labor move­
ment was dealt a serious setback with the passage of the 
Sherman Anti-Trust Act. Originally enacted to outlaw 
monopolies In business, the federal courts applied to 
labor organizations the provisions of this act which pro­
hibited conspiracies In restraint of trade. Thus, such 
organizations were stymied in attaining their objectives 
until the enactment of the Clayton Act In 191*J. This act 
exempted employee labor organizations from the anti-trust 
laws. However, even though employees now had the right to

■^Lfeiberman add Moskow, op. clt., p. 63•
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.a result of negative deci-

.12

organize, they still had no legally based right to bargain 
with their employers.

Labor organizations' effo 
to obtain the right to bargain 
more intense in the 1920's. As
sions in the courts and vigoroub opposition by employers, 
relations between labor and management grew worse. The 
situation deteriorated into violence and, in some cases, 
virtual warfare between company and worker during the 
years of the "Great Depression." "Company arsenals were 
found to include pistols, rifles, tear ga3 bombs, and even 
machine guns. Expenditures for 
services in the years 1933-37 a 
million.

Faced by this critical situation and pressured by 
the conditions of the depression to take remedial action, 
Congress, in 1935, passed the National Labor Relations Act 
(NLRA), commonly known as the Wagner Act. Without doubt, 
this legislation is the most important in the history of 
the labor movement in the United States. It still serves 
as the legal foundation for labor-management relations in 
the private sector of employment and, further, it has been 
used, though often in a modified form, as the basis for 
state labor legislation applying to public employees.

2Ibid., p. 68.

i t  2

weapons and strike-breaking 
mounted to nearly $9.5

i
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In effect, this act:
1. Guaranteed employees the right to organize and to bargain collectively through representatives 

of their own choosing.
2. Required employers to recognize the representa­tive selected by employees as the exclusive 

representative of all the employees in the bargaining unit.
31 Required employers to bargain in good faithwith the employees' representative with respect 

to wages, hours, and other conditions of employ­
ment .

In addition, the act provided for the establishment 
of the National Labor Relations Board which serves as the 
administrative agency responsible for carrying out the 
provisions of the act. For the first time, employees had 
the legal right to engage In collective bargaining with 
their employers under a law that provided for penalties 
to employers who violated It.

It is important to note, however, that the NLRA 
applies only to employee-employer relations that affect 
interstate commerce since It Is based on the Constitutional 
provision that gives Congress the power to regulate inter­
state commerce. Also, employees of the federal government, 
of any state or political subdivision thereof, or of non­
profit hospitals are specifically excluded from federal 
labor legislation. Consequently, neither private nor 
public college employees are covered by the NLRA.

The growth of unions and of collective bargaining 
under the NLRA was rapid. Union membership reached a peak



m

of 17.3 million In 1957* a figure which represented 32.8 
per cent of the nonagricultural labor force and 2*1.5 per 
cent of the total labor force. Although membership has 
declined slightly since that time, the position of union 
labor in private employment remains strong.

Collective Bargaining In Public Employment
The advent of collective bargaining In public employ­

ment, Including the field of education, is, of course, 
much more recent.

The growth of employee organizations in public 
employment roughly paralleled the growth of unions in the 
private sector. However, even though the right of em­
ployees to belong to unions was generally recognized, 
employers were under no legal obligation to bargain with 
these organizations. Thus, public employees were unsuc­
cessful In efforts to secure the right to bargain collec­
tively with their employers for a number of years after 
this right had been guaranteed to millions of workers In 
private employment.

After World War II a number of strikes by public 
employees led to a "get tough" policy by state and federal 
governments. A total of eighteen states passed anti-strike

3Ibld., p. 87
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Jjlegislation which included severe penalties for strikers. 

The Taft-Hartley Act, passed in 19^7> forbade strikes by 
federal employees. However, public-employees achieved a 
significant breakthrough during the 1950's when several 
large cities authorized collective bargaining for their 
employees.

President Kennedy appointed a task force in 1961 
to study and make recommendations with regard to employee- 
management relations in the federal service. As a result 
of the ensuing report, President Kennedy issued Executive 
Order 10988 in 1962 which extended to federal employees 
some of the same rights to organize and to bargain col­
lectively as are embodied in the NLRA. It is generally 
agreed that this order was a great stimulus to the collec­
tive bargaining movement in public employment.

Since that time, a number of states have enacted 
labor legislation applying to public employees. Such 
legislation varies widely in its application to various 
classifications of workers and in regard to the rights it 
grants to employees. In a limited number of states court 
decisions have provided the guidelines for organizational 
and bargaining activity by public employees. Although the 
present trend is toward more state labor legislation,

liHarold S. Roberts, Labor-Management Relations in 
the Public Service: Part VI (Hawaii: Industrial Rela­tions Center, University of Hawaii, 1968), p. 7^6.
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states having comprehensive labor legislation for public 
employees are still clearly In the minority.

Collective Bargaining in Public Education
In the 1951 case of Norwalk Teachers* Association v.

Board of Education of City of Norwalk, a state court held
that, in the absence of a state law granting teachers the
right to organize and collectively bargain: (1) public
school teachers may organize, (2) a school board may, but
is not legally obligated to, negotiate with such teachers’
organization, and (3) public school teachers may not

5strike to enforce their demands. These guidelines are 
generally considered to apply to both the public schools 
and higher education where applicable state legislation 
does not exist.

Thus, teachers may gain the right to collectively 
negotiate in one of two ways: a state law may extend this
right to them or, in the absence of such a law, they must 
convince their employers of the efficacy of granting this 
right to them. The employers (the boards of control) have 
not always been easy to convince. In most cases teachers 
have had to use the power generated by collective action in 
the form of a strike or a threatened strike to achieve

^George M. Johnson, Education Law (East Lansing: 
Michigan State University Press, 1969)> p. 219.
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this goal. Those In power have not been noted for volun­
tarily relinquishing their power to others 1

While workers In certain sectors of public employ­
ment first achieved the right to collectively bargain in 
the 1950’s, this right was not extended to professional 
employees in public education until the 1960*s. As 
Charles Schmidt of the School of Labor and Industrial Rela 
tions, Michigan State University, has written:

Although there are probably thousands of ex­amples of some type of consultations between 
teachers and boards of education over the past fifty years or more, the acknowledged breakthrough 
'that served as a forerunner for contemporary bar­
gaining activities in Michigan and elsewhere was the December, 1961, recognition of the United 
Federation of Teachers as the exclusive bargaining agent for public school teachers in New York City. Their nejgotiated settlement has been followed by 
similar settlements in Milwaukee, Detroit, Cleve­land and hundreds of other districts throughout the nation.6

State negotiating laws have since been enacted in a 
number of states and negotiating activity has experienced 
a rapid growth. At the present time, collective bargain­
ing is much more prevalent in the public K-12 schools than 
in higher education. Most colleges that have operated
under negotiated contracts are located in three states—*Michigan, Illinois and New York. However, collective 
negotiations between college faculties and college

Charles T. Schmidt, Jr., Hyman Parker, and Bob Repas, A Guide to Collective Negotiations in Education (East Lansing: Social Science Research Bureau, Michigan
State University, 1967), pp. 3-4.
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administrations, aided In some cases by state legislation, 
Is now taking place In colleges located in several other 
states.

The Role of Teacher Organlzatlons
Ait the national level, three organizations represent­

ing teacher interests are most often mentioned: The
American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the 
National Education Association (NEA), and the American 
Federation of Teachers (AFT).

Of these three organizations the AAUP has been by 
far the least active in promoting collective bargaining 
in higher education. Their present official position is 
that collective bargaining leads to a sharpening of lines 
between faculty and administration and results in less 
professionalism and more employeeism. The belief of the 
AAUP is that the most promising alternative to the un­
desirable consequences of collective bargaining lies in 
the development of responsible, thoughtful, and ethical 
college and university governance.' Thus, this organiza­
tion has never taken an official position in support of 
the concept of collective bargaining.

The AFT, as an affiliate of the AFL-CIO, has long 
championed the right of teachers at all levels of

7Peggy Heim, "Growing Tensions in Academic Adminis­tration," North Central Association Quarterly. XLII (Winter. 1968), 2U7.
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edicatlon to organize and bargain with their employers. 
Originally formed in 1916, the AFT experienced a slow 
growth in its membership until the depression years of 
the 1930's when it grew to include 32,000 members. At

Qthe present time membership is said to be about 140,000.
Although its traditional strength and activity has 

been in the public schools, the AFT has recently focused 
more attention on efforts to organize at the college level.* 
In 1966, a separate college division was formed and for 
the first time college faculty were able to Join a "local" 
of the union composed only of college teachers. It is 
reported that a total of 104 AFT college locals have been 
chartered and approximately 14,000 professors have affili­
ated.^

The National Education Association, although his­
torically concerned with teacher welfare, began to move 
toward a position of supporting collective bargaining in 
the early 1960's. Priding itself on being a professional 
organization rather than a labor union, the NEA originated 
the term "professional negotiations." At Its 1962 con­
vention in Denver, Colorado the concept of professional 
negotiations was Introduced and guidelines prepared. This 
development marked the beginning of a continuing campaign

QMarmion, op. clt. . p. 42.
q̂Philip A. Grant, Jr., "Unionism in Higher Education," Labor Today. VII (Fall, 1968), p. 24.
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by the NEA and Its state level organizations to support 
the concept of shared decision-making In public education 
through a formal process of negotiations between teachers 
and their boards. Although original efforts were directed 
toward the public schools, these efforts eventually 
affected higher education as well. Like the AFT, the NEA 
has recently recognized the need for directing specific 
efforts toward organizing college faculties. Consequently, 
it has formed a division called the National Faculty 
Association of Community and Junior Colleges.

The efforts of the Michigan Federation of Teachers 
and of the Michigan Education Association contributed to 
the development of collective bargaining in Michigan public 
education. Even before passage of "enabling" legislation, 
a number of local affiliates of the MEA and of the MFT had 
negotiated agreements with boards of education. The MEA 
claimed that thirty-six such agreements had been drawn up 
by the time the Michigan Public Employment Relations Act 
was passed.*1*® Locals of the MFT had been engaged in a 
form of collective bargaining in both schools and two-year 
colleges, especially in the Detroit area, for a number of 
years.

Not only did these organizations assist and en­
courage their local affiliates to organize and secure the

■^Thomas Patterson, "PN Spreads Across the Country," 
Michigan Education Journal, XLIII (September, 1965), P* 2.
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right to collectively bargain, but they sponsored, and 
actively lobbied for the passage of, state labor legisla­
tion covering employees of public educational institutions. 
Although the two organizations disagreed.on the form the 
legislation should take, their efforts contributed to its 
passage,.

The Michigan Public 
Employment Labor Legislation

In July, 1965 two laws were enacted In Michigan 
relating to collective bargaining for public employees.
Act No. 379 amended the Hutchinson Act which had been 
mainly concerned with prohibiting strikes by public em­
ployees. This new law, known as the Public Employment 
Relations Act (PERA), extended to public employees the 
right to organize and collectively bargain with their em­
ployers .

The second act, known as the Michigan Labor Media­
tion Act of 1965» provided for the Michigan Labor Media­
tion Board to act as the legal agency to carry out the 
provisions of the PERA.

When Governor George Romney signed into law Act No. 
379* he Issued the following statement describing the 
nature of the Act and the rationale for It:

The bill is the most basic revision of the 
(Hutchinson) act since Its adoption in 19^7* The major provisions of the bill give public employees 
primarily at the local level, the rights of organi­zation and of collective bargaining.
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It also eliminates automatic penalties for striking employees but permits public employers to discipline striking employees, to the extent 
of discharge, with the employees having the right of appeal to circuit court.

"It Is apparent that public employees In our state and throughout the nation are demanding 
and deserve a, greater voice in their own working conditions than we have historically given them.""The provisions called for in this revision of 
the Hutchinson Act give them this greater voice, while at the same time (will leave) the ultimate determination in labor relations matters with 
pub11c employers."

The Governor said his decision on this bill was succinctly summarized 10 years ago in a statement 
of the Committee on Labor Relations of Govern­mental Employees of the American Bar Association:

"A government which Imposes upon private em­ployers certain obligations In dealing with their 
employees may not in good faith refuse to deal with Itw own public servants on a reasonably simi­
lar basis modified, of course, to meet the exi­gencies of public service."11

The Act covers public employees In any branch of 
public service including political subdivisions of the 
state, the public schools and publicly supported colleges 
and universities. However, state employees within the 
Jurisdiction of the Civil Service Commission are not 
covered by the provisions of the Act.

In effect, the Michigan PERA:
1. Makes it lawful for public employees to organize and to engage in collective bargaining with their public employers through representatives of their own free 

choice (Section 9).

■^Schmidt, Parker and Repas, op. cit., pp. 17-1*3.
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2. Prohibits public employers from interfering with•the rights of employees to organize and to bargain col­lectively and specifically spells out other unfair 
labor practices (Section 10).

3. Extends to employees the right of exclusive represen­
tation for purposes of collective bargaining. In other words, employees must be represented by only one organization in the bargaining relationship 
(Section 11).
Requires the public employer to bargain collectively 
with the representatives of its employees. . It defines collective bargaining as "the performance of the mutual 
obligation of the employer and the representative of the employees to meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written contract . . . Incor­
porating any agreement reached If requested by either party, but such obligation does not compel either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of 
a concession" (Section 15).

At the same time, three sections of the Hutchinson 
Act were repealed including a clause providing for dis­
missal and loss of all benefits to public employees who 
strike.

The act closely parallels the National Labor Rela­
tions Act in its provisions and in the structure provided 
for administering the act. Thus, in Michigan, public em­
ployees have the right to organize and to collectively 
bargain with their employers in much the same fashion as 
those in private employment who are covered by federal 
labor legislation.
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The Community College 
In Michigan

The State of Michigan was among the first states to 
have public two-year colleges. Such colleges were 
organized in Grand Rapids (191*0, Detroit (1917), Highland
Park (1918), and in Flint and Port Huron (1923). The

\early two-year colleges were formed as upward extensions
of the K-12 public school system. As divisions of the
public schools, they had closely articulated curricula,
shared faculty and administrative staffs and were even

12housed in the same building with the high school.
These two-year colleges, or Junior colleges as they 

were called, were organized in response to a growing 
interest in higher education. They were designed to meet 
the needs of a limited number of students for whom a four- 
year college away from home was not feasible.

The enrollment in Michigan community colleges grew 
slowly until the 1950's. By then the community college 
had developed a reputation for its excellent vocational- 
technical programs in addition to its traditional college 
transfer courses. As the demand for occupational train­
ing beyond high school was stimulated by rapid advances 
in science and technology, and as the educational aspira­
tions of the general populace moved upward, community

12Clyde E. Blocker, Robert H. Plummer, and Richard C. Richardson, Jr., The Two-Year College: A Social S.vnthe<
sis (Englewood Cliffs! Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), p. 25.
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colleges experienced a vigorous growth. Prom 1950 to i960 
the number of community colleges grew from nine to sixteen, 
and the enrollment multiplied five times to over 27,000.

The growth of the public two-year college In Michigan 
was even more dramatic during the I9601s. The latest 
figurestshow 95,065 students enrolled in twenty-eight 
institutions for the fall of 1968. Thus, between i960 and 
1968 twelve more colleges were opened and total enrollment 
more than tripled.

In contrast to the early organizational structure of 
community colleges, most colleges formed after 1950 were 
Independent of the public schools and served a county or 
regional area rather than one public school system. In 
addition, several of the colleges originally associated 
with public schools later formed independent and enlarged 
districts. Consequently, community colleges became 
accessible to the majority of Michigan residents.

The philosophy and purpose of present day Michigan 
community colleges have been stated by the State Board 
for Public Community and Junior Colleges as follows:

The community college is becoming the one versa­
tile educational institution with the flexibility and adaptability to meet the ever changing require­
ments of community needs in a dynamic world. It is coming of age under the spiraling needs that a modern, democratic society has for educated and trained manpower. It offers hope that in this 
nation there shall not exist an educational gap breachable only by the economically, the socially, or intellectually elite.
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Public community colleges can and should pro­vide additional educational opportunities leading not only to advanced academic study in our four- 
year institutions of higher education, but also to the best in continuing education*programs, in 
vocational/technical, occupational and re-training programs, in general and in broad educational pro­grams beneficial to the entire community and to 
society, In diversified community enrichment activities and functions that will elicit maximum 
participation by both youths and adults.!3

Conditions in Michigan 
Community Colleges 
i n " T 9S 5  -----

In 1965, when the Michigan Public Employment Rela­
tions Act was passed, the State's community colleges were 
In a period of rapid expansion. New institutions were In 
the planning stages while others had Just been opened. 
Meanwhile, the older Institutions were experiencing rapid 
growth.

Unprecedented enrollments necessitated employing 
large numbers of new instructors. Mo3t of these instruc­
tors came either directly from graduate school or from the 
public schools, but regardless of their origin, the 
majority had several things in common. They were young men 
who had significant family and financial obligations. They 
came from a time in our history characterized by sociolo­
gists as "a period of rising human expectations." They 
were schooled in the philosophy of participatory democracy

13A Position Paper by the State Board for Public 
Community and Junior Colleges (Lansing: Michigan Depart­
ment of Education, 1967), pp. 1-2.
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and had been taught that they could and should make a con­
tribution to their educational institutions outside of the 
classroom. In short, these instructors expected to earn 
salaries appropriate for professional people and they were 
prepared to assume an active role in shaping the educa­
tional find personnel policies of their college.

The conditions encountered by these young faculty 
members did not always match their expectations. Many 
of the colleges to which they came did not have a tradi­
tion of strong faculty participation in policy decisions. 
In addition, these institutions were struggling with 
problems associated with newness and with rapid growth. 
Those that were new had not yet had time to develop pat­
terns of active faculty Involvement. In the Interest of 
expediency, administrators had made many decisions uni­
laterally. The longer established colleges were In the 
process of moving from an Informal mode of operation 
appropriate to the small college to a more highly struc­
tured and formal operation required of a large, complex 
college of several thousand students. Many had not yet 
completed this transition.

Salaries could at best be described as modest. In 
those community colleges that were a part of the public 
school system, salary schedules were closely tied to the 
limited rates of pay received by K-12 teachers. Salaries 
in independent community colleges were not much better.
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This, then, was the situation in Michigan1s com- 
munity colleges in 1965 when the Public Employment Rela­
tions Act (Act No. 379) was signed into law.

Collective Bargaining in 
Michigan Community CollegesI

Soon after passage of Act No. 379 -in the summer of 
1965* faculties in a number of Michigan community colleges 
began to organize for the purpose of collective bargaining 
under the provisions of the law. By the fall of 1966, 
eleven colleges had succeeded in negotiating contracts 
covering their faculty and related professional staff. 
Another fou£ colleges were added to this number in the 
next year and, by the fall of 1968, sixteen colleges were 
operating under master agreements.*^

A total of eight of these bargaining units were 
affiliated with the Michigan Education Association and 
three were affiliated with the Michigan Federation of 
Teachers. However, five units elected to remain inde­
pendent of these organizations.

In cases where the community college was a part of 
a public school system, it was possible for the faculty 
of the college to be Included in the same bargaining unit

l i ix^For a summary of the provisions of these master agreements see: Summary of Community College Salary
Schedules and Selected Provisions from Community College Agreements: 19&H-&9 (East Lansing: Michigan EducationAssociation, 1968).
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with the K-12 teachers or to be included in a separate 
bargaining unit composed only of college faculty. Of the 
sixteen colleges operating under negotiated agreements 
during the 1968-69 academic year, six were a part of a 
public school system. Of these six colleges, three were 
included with the K-12 teachers in a combined bargaining 
unit, the other three having established a separate unit.

Table 1 summarizes this information for the Michigan 
community colleges currently operating under master agree­
ments .

Review of Related Research
Because of the development of collective bargaining 

in the field of education is so recent, Insufficient time 
has elapsed to permit the completion of much research in 
this area. In fact, a review of the research revealed no 
studies concerning collective bargaining in higher educa­
tion. However, one study was disclosed that assessed the 
impact of collective bargaining in the public schools.
Even though the study waB not concerned with negotiations 
in higher education, its method and purpose were suffi­
ciently similar to the present study to warrant Its review.

The study was conducted under the direction of Perry 
and Wildman1  ̂of the Unitersity of Chicago Labor Relations 
Center and was sponsored by the United States Office of

Sperry and Wildman, op. olt.
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TABLE 1.— Michigan community colleges operating under 
negotiated agreements, 1968-69*

Institution Organi­
zationalBasis

Bargain­
ing Unit Composi­

tion

Year First 
Negotiated Contract 
in Effect

Bargain­
ing Unit 
Affilia­tion

Alpena Community 
College PublicSchool

K-lH 1966-67 MEA

Flint Community 
Junior College Public

School
K-14 1966-67 MEA

Glen Oaks Com­
munity College

College College 1968-69 None

Gogebic Community 
College College College 1967-68 MEA

Grand Rapids Junif *• 
College

Public
School College 1966-67 None

Henry Ford Com­munity College Public
School

College 1966-67 MFT

Highland Park College Public
School

K-lH 1966-67 MFT

Jackson Community 
College

College College 1966-67 MEA

Kellogg Community 
College

Public
School

College 1966-67 MEA

Lake Michigan 
College

College College 1967-68 MFT

Macomb County Com­
munity College

Colle College 1966-67 None

Muskegon County Community College College College 1966-67 MEA

Oakland Community 
College

College College 1966-67 None

St. Clair County 
Community College College College 1967-68 MEA

Schoolcraft College College College 1966-67 None
Washtenaw Community College College College 1967-68 MEA
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Education. The researchers investigated the shortrun and 
probable longrun impact of negotiating activity between 
school boards and teacher organizations in twenty-two 
selected school districts in eight widely scattered 
states. The data were collected through interviews with 
board members, faculty, administrators and others con­
nected with the schools and by analyzing agreements, 
minutes of meetings and other documents related to nego­
tiations .

Perhaps the most significant conclusion reached by 
the investigators was that collective bargaining is an 
evolutionary, not revolutionary process. Its Impact was 
found to be less dramatic than might be expected.

It was reported that the greatest impact of col­
lective bargaining was on the level and structure of 
teacher compensation. Not only was there a marked In­
crease in teacher salaries In general, but yearly incre­
ments and differentials for education beyond the Bachelor's 
degree Increased considerably. However, the possibility- 
was seen that these were only shortrun gains and that the 
rate of gain might well diminish in the future. Also, as 
a result of collective bargaining, extra curricular school 
activities were found to command supplemental pay,

In another area that has been a central issue in 
collective bargaining— the struggle by teachers to become 
more meaningfully Involved In the affairs of the school—
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the conclusion was reached that "bargaining has gained for 
teachers a voice, if not control, in matters hitherto 
reserved exclusively to board and administrators.

It was found that personnel codes and manuals deal­
ing with such matters as promotions, decisions on teacher 
assignments, the length of the school day, holidays and 
grievance procedures were being rewritten and made more 
explicit by joint action of union and administration.
The emphasis in the rewritten policies was on standardized 
treatment of all teachers, therefore leaving less discre­
tion in the hands of principals. Furthermore, the pos­
sibility was seen for even greater involvement of teachers 
through committees functioning outside of the bargaining 
context. However, the authors observed that: "(to date)
collective negotiations has not . . . resulted in any 
wholesale restructuring of the traditional control patterns 
affecting basic school district policy or its implementa­
tion."17

The authors found that some reduction in class 
hours per teacher had been achieved but they felt that a 
practical lower limit would ultimately be reached that 
would not be subject to further reduction. The overall 
pupil-teacher ratio had not been reduced but some Internal 
shifting had taken place to eliminate some over-sized

l6Ibid., p. 120. 17Ibid., p. 69.
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classes and to effect better balance and equity among 
teachers.

As for the future, the authors'observed that the 
question was not whether collective negotiations will 
revolutionize education but whether it would tend to 
"freeze" the present structure and administrative prac­
tices of the educational enterprise. As is true with 
collective bargaining in the private sector of the 
economy, the authors reported that there were indica­
tions that collective negotiations in public education 
was essentially an affirmation of and an adaption to the 
status quo.

The possibility that the state might become more in­
volved in the determination of salaries and in other im­
portant aspects of the employment relationship was sug­
gested as was the danger of politicizing highly contro­
versial Issues.

In summary, the study conducted by Perry and Wlldman 
presented evidence that most of the changes brought about 
by collective action of teachers in the public schools 
have been moderate, not radical. The upsurge in teacher 
salaries has been the most obvious result although some 
gains have been made in teacher involvement in forming 
personnel policies and in securing a greater voice in 
policy formulation. The view was presented that, although 
salary increases will begin to level off, the power
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generated by collective action by teachers has the poten­
tial for much greater involvement of teachers in the 
determination of policies that affect them personally and 
that affect the operation of the schools.

A statement made by Dr. Wildman in a recent address 
summarizes the current state of knowledge concerning the 
impact of collective negotiations in the public schools:

We must admit that our study of bargaining at 
the elementary and secondary level is essentially inconclusive so far. We are not now able to de­
clare whether collective bargaining is inevitable or necessary in American education. Indeed, we 
are not able to guess whether the ultimate Impact 
of bargaining on the educational enterprise as a 
whole will be good or bad. We do have a fairly 
good notion, however, of what's going on at the 
moment.-*-®

Thus, while this study makes a significant contribu­
tion to understanding the impact of collective negotiations, 
there are sufficient differences between higher education 
and public schools to warrant a study of this phenomenon 
as it relates to higher education. Also, as Dr. Wildman 
stated, the evidence is inconclusive. It is hoped that 
the present research will add to the knowledge of col­
lective bargaining at the college level.

18Wesley A. Wildman, "Collective Bargaining on the 
Campus: Two Views" (address delivered at the Springmeeting of the Michigan Association of Colleges and Uni­
versities, May, 1967).
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Summary
The efforts of workers In private employment to 

bargain collectively with their employers concerning their 
wages and other conditions of employment date from the 
early l800fs. This long struggle culminated in 1935 with 
the passage of the National Labor Relations Act which 
guaranteed to employees in certain sectors of private 
employment the right to organize and bargain collectively 
with their employers.

Subsequent efforts by public employees to gain 
similar rights were largely unsuccessful until the mid- 
1950'3 when certain cities recognized the right of their 
employees to.enter into a negotiating relationship with 
them. Beginning in I960, certain states began enacting 
state labor legislation which covered public employees.

Bargaining activity in public education was ini­
tiated in the public schools in the early 1960's and 
began gaining momentum in about 1965. At approximately 
the same time, collective bargaining on a limited scale 
was begun in higher education. At the present time, 
while significant bargaining activity has been limited 
largely to colleges in Michigan, New York and Illinois, 
indications point to its imminent emergence in a number 
of other states.

In Michigan the Public Employment Relations Act 
(PERA) was passed in 1965. It guarantees to public
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employees, Including those in publicly supported insti­
tutions of higher education, the right to organize and to 
bargain collectively "with respect to wages, hours, and 
other terms and conditions of employment." It provides 
for a form of collective bargaining not unlike that 
practiced in industry.

When this act was passed, community colleges in 
Michigan were in a state of flux resulting from rapid 
expansion. The large numbers of new Instructors employed 
often brought with them expectations for higher salaries 
and the desire for greater involvement in policy-making 
decisions. Organizational activity by community college 
faculties for purposes of collective bargaining was al­
most immediate. By the fall of 1966, eleven colleges had 
negotiated contracts and this number had grown to sixteen 
by the fall of 1968.

It was reported that research related to the problem 
of this study was found to be extremely limited. The one 
study reviewed supported the viewpoint that collective 
bargaining in education is an evolutionary process and 
that its most dramatic impact was in the area of Improved 
teacher compensation. Moderate gains were also made in 
achieving a greater voice for teachers In policy formula­
tion.

In this chapter the background of the study was 
discussed in some detail. Also, a review of the related
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research was presented. In Chapter III the method of the 
study will be described.

\



CHAPTER III 

DESIGN OP THE STUDY

It was the purpose of this study to describe the 
development, effects and probable future trends of col­
lective bargaining in Michigan community colleges as 
seen by selected faculty, administrators and trustees of 
these institutions. In this chapter the method employed 
to accomplish this purpose is described.

Sources of Data
The assumption was made that at least one year of 

operation under the terms of a negotiated contract was 
necessary before an assessment of the effects of col­
lective bargaining could be made. Therefore, the insti­
tutions Included in the study were those Michigan public 
community colleges that had operated under a negotiated 
faculty-contract for at least one academic year prior to 
the fall of 1968.

Fifteen institutions were Identified as meeting 
this requirement. Two of these colleges were not in­
cluded in the study, one because of its distant location 
and the other because internal reorganization meant that 
the persons normally Interviewed as outlined below were

38
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not sufficiently knowledgeable about collective bargain­
ing. Thus, the thirteen colleges listed below were in­
cluded in the study:

Alpena Community College
Flint Community Junior 

College
\Grand Rapids Junior 

College
Henry Ford Community 

College
Highland Park College
Jackson Community 

College
Kellogg Community College

Two of these colleges have operated under .negotiated 
agreements since the fall of 1967* The remaining eleven 
colleges have operated under such agreements since the 
fall of 1966.

The data for the study were obtained by means of 
personal interviews with three persons at each of these 
thirteen institutions.. In most cases, these people were 
the chairman of the board of trustees, the chief adminis­
trative officer of the institution and the chairman of 
the faculty negotiating committee. Certain exceptions 
were made in order to assure that those interviewed had 
been associated with the institution for a long enough 
period of time to answer the questions posed in the

Lake Michigan College
Macomb County Community 

College
Muskegon County Com­

munity College
Oakland Community 

College
Schoolcraft College
Washtenaw Community 

College
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interview. The names and titles of the persons who were 
interviewed are listed in Appendix A .

Trustees, administrators and faculty were included 
in the study in order to secure the opinions of persons 
representing the various component parts of the academic 
community. Also, it was thought important to obtain 
views of persons representing both sides of the adversary 
relationship which exists in the bargaining process.

Method of Collecting the Data
The interview was decided upon as the most appro­

priate method for collecting the data. This technique 
was chosen in preference to using a questionnaire be­
cause of the flexibility afforded in an interview.

Also, as Van Dalen writes:
Many people are more willing to communicate 

orally than in writing and, therefore, will pro­
vide more data more readily and fully in an interview than on a questionnaire. . . . In a 
face-to-face meeting, an investigator is able to encourage subjects and to help them probe 
more deeply into a problem, particularly an 
emotionally laden one. Through respondents* incidental comments, facial and bodily expres­
sions and tone of voice, an interviewer ac­
quires information that would not be conveyed 
in written replies.1

The flexibility of the interview and the opportunity to
probe in depth were seen as being particularly important
because of the exploratory nature of the study.

■^Deobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Re­search (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), p.
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An interview schedule (Appendix B) was developed 
for use in conducting the Interviews. The schedule was 
composed of three principal topics, each of which was 
related to one of the three elements of the study— the 
development, outcomes and future of collective bargain­
ing in Michigan community colleges.

Topic I included both open-ended and scaled- 
response items focusing on the question of why the 
faculty chose to collectively negotiate their contracts. 
Other questions dealing with the age and sex of the 
faculty who led the collective bargaining movement and 
the proportion of the faculty who were in favor of col­
lective bargaining were included in this topic.

Within the second topic of the schedule, inter­
viewees were asked to relate those outcomes of collective 
bargaining that, in their opinion, were the most signifi­
cant. Also, they were asked to indicate what they con­
sidered to be the most desirable and the most undesirable 
outcomes. A final question was included in this topic to 
elicit a Judgment of the overall merit of collective bar­
gaining in the community college.

The future of collective bargaining was the topic 
of the final portion of the interview. Interviewees were 
asked to indicate what they thought would be the major 
outcomes of collective bargaining in the coming’years.
In addition, questions concerning the possibility of
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faculty strikes, the possibility of a state-wide master 
contract and the future dependency on the state for operat 
ing revenue were Included in this part of the interview 
schedule.

Interviews were arranged by telephone approximately 
two weeks in advance. Those to be interviewed were in­
formed of the purpose of the study and given a brief 
summary of the topics to be covered in the Interview.
They were told that no specific preparation was necessary 
and that the interview would require about an hour to an 
hour and a half to complete. Arrangements were made to 
hold the Interview wherever convenient for the Inter­
viewee. In most cases the preferred location was either 
at the college or, in the case of several trustees, at 
their place of business. About a week prior to the 
scheduled date of the interview a letter (Appendix C) 
was sent to the Interviewee confirming the appointment 
and listing the topics to be discussed. This procedure
resulted In 100 per cent participation of those Invited 

*

to take part In the study.
With the interviewee's permission the interviews 

were tape recorded. This was done In order to maximize 
retention of the discussion and to free the investigator 
from taking notes, thus allowing him to concentrate on 
the discussion. Only one person requested that the 
interview not be taped.
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The actual Interviews ranged from one-half hour to 
two hours in length with the average being about an hour 
and a quarter. An attempt was made-to create an informal 
atmosphere and the interviewees were encouraged to express 
their frank opinions in regard to the questions. The 
interview schedule was used as an aid to cover the salient 
topics. The entire interview was later transcribed and 
used as the basis for the data presented in Chapter IV.

Presentation of the Data
It was the plan of this study to present a verbal

description of the problem using the responses of the
thirty-nine interviewees as the data upon which to build
this description. Van Dalen, in his book Understanding
Educational Research. supports this as a logical approach
to the study of new phenomena:

Qualitative data— word descriptions— may pre­
dominate in studies that examine the general 
nature of phenomena. Pioneer studies in a field are usually expressed in verbal terms.
Verbal symbols lack precision: words do not
hold the same meaning for all people, for all times, and in all contexts . . . But qualitative 
studies , . . help workers identify the signifi­
cant factors to measure. Until these general explorations are made, measurement cannot be 
utilized fruitfully.2

This was the goal of the present study: to examine
the general nature of collective bargaining in higher 
education, particularly in the community college, and,

2Ibid., pp. 205-206.



hopefully, to reveal some areas which merited further 
and more exacting study.

The use of the unstructured Interview resulted In 
the expression of various viewpoints that did not always 
fall into specific and distinct- response categories. 
Therefore, because of the imprecise nature of some of 
the data, it was not always possible to specify the 
number of interviewees who shared a given point of view. 
Where the responses were sufficiently specific, they were 
quantified but the focus was on portraying the relative 
support the various opinions were given rather than on 
quantifying all responses.

The unstructured interview also produced viewpoints 
on a wide variety of subjects. Only one or two inter­
viewees offered opinions in regard to certain topics 
while nearly all interviewees expressed a viewpoint con­
cerning others. Because of the wide variety of subjects 
on which opinions were expressed, a certain amount of
discretion was exercised in deciding which of these sub- 

*

Jects should be included in the findings. ' An attempt was 
made, however, to include the subject discussed if it was 
germane to the study regardless of the number of persons 
who expressed opinions about it. In any case, if a topic 
was included, all of the viewpoints concerning it were 
indicated.
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Quotes from the Interviewees were used to illustrate 
various viewpoints throughout the presentation of the data. 
However, to preserve anonymity, these quotes were not 
credited to a specific person or associated with a par­
ticular college.

\



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE FINDINGS

Ih this chapter the findings of the investigation 
are presented and analyzed. The findings consist of the 
opinions obtained through the interviews with the thirty- 
nine faculty negotiators, trustees and administrators 
associated with the thirteen Michigan community colleges 
studied and appear largely as verbal descriptions of the 
problem. Quantitative data are presented where they 
contribute to this description. However, no attempt Is 
made to demonstrate differences between the responses of 
the three groups based on statistical tests.

The three main divisions In this chapter parallel 
the principal questions posed In this study. The first 
part Is concerned with the development of collective 
bargainipg In the community colleges studied. The second 
part deals with the outcomes of collective bargaining, 
and the final segment Includes the predictions of those 
interviewed concerning the future of collective bargaining.

The Development of Collective Bargaining
It was the purpose of this phase of the study to 

investigate the reasons for the development of collective

H6
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bargaining and to provide a limited amount of information 
about those faculty members who were instrumental in 
organizing the faculty for bargaining purposes. A related 
question— the extent of faculty support for the move­
ment— was also Investigated.

Reasons* for the Development 
of Collective Bargaining

In order to obtain a complete picture of why the 
faculties in the institutions studied chose to bargain 
collectively with their employers, this question was 
approached in two ways. First, to obtain a spontaneous 
response, the interviewees were simply asked why the 
faculty had chosen to bargain collectively. Secondly, 
a list of thirteen factors described by various authori­
ties in the field as having contributed to the development 
of collective bargaining was developed.*1- Each interviewee 
was asked to rate each of these items along a three point 
scale based on its relative importance in contributing 
to the collective bargaining movement in his college.
This technique was employed to further explore possible 
reasons that did not occur to the interviewee when he 
gave his response to the first question and to provide a 
more objective comparison of the responses given by the 
three groups.

^These factors are listed on p. 55.
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Spontaneous responses— faculty.— Certain responses 
to the open-ended question mentioned above were given by 
the majority of the faculty interviewed while other 
answers reflected the existence of unique conditions in 
individual colleges, or merely differences of opinions 
held, i

Faculty tended to attribute the development of 
collective bargaining to several interrelated factors. 
First, they expressed dissatisfaction with their status 
prior to collective bargaining both economically and in 
terms of their lack of involvement in the decisions 
affecting the operation of the institution. In large 
measure they attributed their status to autocratic 
administrators and to boards of control that were un­
sympathetic to their requests. They saw collective bar­
gaining as a means of generating enough faculty power to 
remedy some of the inequities in this system.

Seven of the thirteen faculty interviewees indi­
cated that significant problems had existed between the 
faculty and the president prior to the time negotiations 
began. Two others mentioned similar problems between the 
faculty and the board of control.

The complaints directed at the president usually 
centered around charges that he made too many decisions 
unilaterally, that faculty were permitted little involve­
ment in making decisions that affected themselves or the
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making pr 
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said that

of the college, and that Inequities existed In 
dmotlons and In setting the salaries for indi- 
tructors. Those who were-critical of the board
faculty requests, especially in the area of

salary and fringe benefits, had.usually been ignored.
The following statement by a faculty negotiator

typified tjhe responses of many of the faculty:
For srime time now faculty members in general 
have lfelt they have been left out of many policy decisions, many decisions that directly involve 
them and their school. When (Public Act) 379 
came along, we found we were able to legally 
organize and bargain. It is a way for us to have a say in our working conditions and other deci­
sions that are extremely important to us. Most of us feel that for years, whether we've been 
teaching in high school or in a community college, 
the beard of trustees and administration have made arbitrary decisions and now we have a chancel to be heard.

Another faculty member stressed this same theme
when he said:

We felt collective bargaining was the way to get what ve wanted. You don’t get what you want out­
side cf the contract. Virtually everything inthe cc Facult 
way

Some 
faculty ne 
policy by 
that all c 
dent has t

ntract was something desired, needed, 
y felt they couldn’t get this in any other 
sides active negotiations.
were far more pointed in their remarks. One 
gotiator said "The unilateral establishment of 
the president was the thing. Our main problem 
f this focused on was the president— the presi- 
een the problem at this college."
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The desire for higher salaries was specifically 
mentioned by some faculty but often it was included as a 
part of the overall galn3 that faculty hoped to make 
through collective bargaining. In general, however, It 
was made clear that, while this was not the only contri­
buting if actor, it was of prime importance.

Some faculty gave answers that revealed circum­
stances that were unique to their institutions. One said 
that the faculty in his college had been collectively 
bargaining for years in a slightly different form and so 
it was a natural step to undertake collective bargaining 
under the provisions of Public Act 379. In two colleges 
that were parts of public school systems, It was explained 
that the college faculty was Included In the same bargain­
ing unit as the K-12 teachers. Thus, when the K-12 
teachers organized, the college faculty also found Itself 
organized. In one of these cases It was felt that the 
college faculty would not have organized had It been inde­
pendent of the K-12 teachers, but that It probably would #'
have gone to collective bargaining within the next two 
years. The desire to establish a college bargaining 
unit separate from the K-12 teachers was seen as a factor 
in the rapid organization of the faculty In one college 
that was a division of a public school district.

One faculty member said that the entire political 
and social climate of Michigan had been affected
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tremendously by the United Auto Workers and that this had 
led to the acceptance of collective bargaining as a fact 
of life. Thus, he saw this "climate" as having contri­
buted to both the passage of Public Act 379 and to the 
subsequent development of collective bargaining in higher 
education. This, however, was not a viewpoint expressed 
by the majority of faculty.

Five faculty members pointed out that the feeling of 
the faculty after enactment of Public Act 379 was "the 
act is here— why not use it?" However, these same faculty 
followed this statement with some very definite-reasons 
for resorting to collective bargaining. The point made 
was that these faculty felt no conpumction about using a 
union type of collective bargaining to achieve their de­
sired ends.

Spontaneous responses— administrators.— The explana­
tions given by the administrators for the development of 
collective bargaining were extremely varied. There were 
no predominate reasons revealed as there were with the

4

faculty.
Two of the thirteen administrators interviewed said 

that there had been collective bargaining or collective 
discussions between faculty and administration previous 
to enactment of Public Act 379 and once the law was in 
effect it was but a natural step to move into formal 
negotiations. Three administrators , all from colleges
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in the Detroit Metropolitan area, pointed to the influence 
of the general labor movement as a contributing cause.

Several administrators said that collective bargain­
ing "Just happened." It grew out of the law and the idea 
Just spread from one college to. another aided by good 
communications between community college faculties.
Efforts by the MEA and AFT were seen as assisting this 
development by some administrators.

The viewpoint was expressed by three administrators 
that the faculty did not have an effective faculty organi­
zation prior to collective bargaining and that, conse­
quently, they saw the answer to some of their problems in 
collective bargaining.

Unlike the faculty who were interviewed, the admin­
istrators revealed relatively little in the way of faculty- 
administrative conflict as causative factors. There was, 
however, some mention of faculty dissatisfaction with the 
treatment accorded them by the board but this, too, was 
limited.

4Three administrators reported that the low salaries 
received by the faculty was a strong motivating force.
One of these administrators related how each year faculty 
salary proposals were politely listened to by the board, 
then put on file and Ignored.

In two cases, administrators said that the college 
faculty was participating in collective bargaining
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primarily because they found themselves part of a K-lU 
bargaining unit. Another administrator indicated that 
the faculty had been motivated by a desire to form its 
own bargaining unit so that it would not be a part of 
the K-12 unit. It was acknowledged, however, that this 
was not*a primary reason for the development of collective 
bargaining but only served to hasten the process.

Spontaneous responses— trustees.— The development of 
collective bargaining was attributed to Public Act 379 
itself more than any other factor by the thirteen trustees 
interviewed. It was seen as a natural outgrowth of the 
presence of a law which required the administration to 
enter into a bargaining relationship at the faculty’s 
request. Typical comments were, "I suppose the whole idea 
behind collective bargaining and the reason for It was 
Act 379." Another turstee simply said, "The answer Is 
the law required collective bargaining." A total of six 
called this a major factor and three others said it had 
been fairly importanti

Three trustees acknowledged that salaries were low 
or that faculty thought they could make gains In this area 
through collective bargaining. The desire to present a 
unified method of communication with the administration 
and board was seen by two trustees as a reason for the 
development of collective bargaining.
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The influence of the AFT and the MEA was mentioned 

as an important factor in two cases. Also, the reception 
of the idea of collective bargaining by the general popu­
lace in the areas in which the colleges were located was 
seen as a factor.

Two trustees said that the many new faculty members
hired at the time Public Act 379 came into existence was
a major cause of collective bargaining. As one said:

The most important factor was that we hired a lot 
of new faculty* younger faculty, some of whom 
came out of public school systems and who had a 
background of militancy. Apparently, they were 
imbued with the idea that you fought for every­
thing you could get . . . These new, younger faculty members said "let's become the official 
negotiators under the Btate act" and they did.
They grabbed control of the faculty association and of the faculty negotiating committee and 
started hardnosed labor negotiations . . . The 
militancy came from the new members of the faculty 
association.

The trustees reported the existence of very few 
problems between faculty and administration. Only three 
trustees hinted of such problems but their Importance in 
the development of collective .bargaining was largely dis­
counted.

Scaled response factors.— The interviewees were 
asked to respond to each of thirteen factors appearing 
on a prepared list. They were requested to indicate 
whether each factor was (1) very important, (2) somewhat 
Important or (3) not important in contributing to the 
collective bargaining movement in their respective
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colleges. They were also given the opportunity to say 
that they had no opinion or were undecided as to the 
Importance of the Item. The thirteen factors in the list 
were as follows:
(1) Enactment of Michigan Public Act 379 In 1965 makingit lawful for public employees to collectively bargain.

I
(2) Being a part of a K-12 district whose teachers wanted to collectively negotiate their contracts.
(3) A feeling on the part of the faculty that there was a lack of communication and/or understanding between 

them and the administration.
(4) A desire on the part of the faculty to be more in­

volved in the institution’s decision-making.
(5) A feeling on the part of the faculty that teaching 

loads were too heavy.
(6) A "union orientation" of faculty resulting from 

close proximity to strong labor unions in Detroit 
and other cities.

(7) A feeling on the part of the faculty that the 
president was making too many unilateral decisions.

(8) A desire for higher salaries and fringe benefits 
by faculty.

(9) The assistance and encouragement of the MEA or APT.
(10) A very limited number of faculty who sold the idea 

of collective bargaining to other faculty.
(11) Dissatisfaction among faculty with the handling of 

their grievances.
(12) A desire on the part of the faculty to establish 

their independence from the administration.
(13) A desire for more academic freedom in the classroom.

In order to compare the relative importance of the 
responses quantitatively, a weighted score was computed 
for each item for each group (faculty, administrators and
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trustees) interviewed. A score of two was arbitrarily 
assigned to each "very important" response and a score 
of one was assigned to each "somewhat important" response. 
For example, if a factor earned three "very important" 
and two "somewhat important" responses, it was given a 
weighted score of eight.

The relative importance of the factors thus arrived 
/at is shown in Table 2. The factors are ranked for all 
respondents and for each of the three groups interviewed.

Based on this method of arriving at the relative 
importance of the items, enactment of Public Act No. 379 
was agreed upon by all three gorups as the most important 
factor. Next in overall Importance was item No. 8, "a 
desire for higher salaries and fringe benefits by faculty." 
However, for faculty this factor was rated equal in 
importance with item No. , "a desire on the part of the 
faculty to be more involved in the institution's decision­
making." This latter item was ranked third and fifth 
respectively by administrators and trustees.

Several differences in the importance attached to 
each of the factors by the various groups is revealed in 
Table 2. For example, for faculty "a feeling on the part 
of the faculty that the president was making too many 
unilateral decisions" ranked fourth in importance whereas 
for administrators and trustees it ranked seventh and 
eighth respectively. On the other hand, item No. 12,
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TABLE 2,— Relative Importance of factors that contributed 
to the development of collective bargaining In thirteen 
Michigan community colleges as indicated by trustees,administrators and faculty.

Item
All

Respondents Trustees Admin­
istrators Faculty

No.* Item Weighted
Rank Score1

Item
Rank

Weighted
Score

Item
Rank Weighted

Score
Item
Rank

Weighted
Score

(1) 1 67 1 20 1 23 1 24

(8) 2 50 2 15 2 20 2 15
(4) 3 32 5 7 3 10 2 15

(3) 4 28 7 6 3 10 5 12

(10) 5 27 4 8 6 9 6 10

(7) 6 23 8 3 7 6 4 14

(9) 7 21 3 11 7 6 11‘ 4

(12) 8 18 8 3 3 10 10 5
(5) 9 15 8 3 10 4 7 8

(6) 10 13 5 7 10 4 13 2

(11) 10 13 13 1 9 5 8 7
(13) 12 11 11 2 13 2 8 7
(2) 13 10 11 2 10 4 11 4

•Item No. refers to number of Items listed on p. 55.
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"a desire on the part of the faculty to establish their 
independence from the administration" was ranked third by 
administrators compared with an eighth place ranking by 
trustees and a tenth place ranking for faculty.

Trustees tended to place more emphasis on the 
importance of the assistance and encouragement of the MEA 
or APT and on the "union orientation" of faculty than 
either the administrators or faculty.

Discussion.— There was general agreement between the 
answers which the interviewees gave to the open-ended 
question and the responses to the factors on the prepared 
list. However, the quantification of responses brought 
the relative. Importance of these factors into sharper 
focus.

In answering the open-ended question apparently some 
interviewees took for granted the importance of Act 379 
since several of them neglected to mention It. But on the 
scaled-response Item there was nearly unanimous agreement 
about the importance of the Act Itself. The importance of 
the faculty's desire for higher salaries and fringe bene­
fits was also made more obvious in the scaled-response item.

The data shown in Table 2 reinforce the importance 
of the factors stressed in the open-ended question. Again 
the point was made that, faculty were dissatisfied with the 
making of unilateral decisions by administrators and with 
their lack of Involvement In policy-making decisions. To
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the faculty, these two related conditions were as Important 
In the development of collective bargaining as was the 
desire for a better economic package.

The Faculty Leaders 
of the Movement

The interviewees were asked the question, "Would you 
say that most of the leaders in the collective bargaining 
movement at your college were older or younger or were 
there some of each?" The responses to this question are 
discussed below.

About one-half of those in each group, or a total of 
sixteen of the thirty-one interviewees who responded to 
this question, said that most of the leaders came from 
among the younger faculty. Of the other fifteen respond­
ents, six said that most of the leaders came from among 
the older faculty, four identified them as coming from a 
"middle" group and five indicated that both older and 
younger age-groups were represented. There was very little 
difference among the three groups interviewed with respect 
to the proportion of their responses that fell in each of 
these categories.

When the data were analyzed by institution there was 
found to be general agreement among those interviewed at 
the respective colleges. In seven colleges there was 
unanimous or majority agreement that most of the leaders 
had come from among the younger faculty. In two other
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colleges there was majority or unanimous agreement that 
the leaders had come from the older faculty and In the 
remaining four Institutions the responses were mixed.

At only four colleges was there unanimous agreement 
that most of the leaders could not be classified as 
"younger." Three of these four were longer established 
colleges that had relatively strong faculty organizations 
at the time Public Act 379 came into existence. In these 
cases the leadership for collective bargaining came from 
these organizations. Conversely, In most colleges that 
lacked strong faculty organization, including most of the 
newer colleges, the leadership role was filled by younger 
instructors.

A second question asked concerning the leaders was, 
"Were both men and women represented among the leaders?" 
Since women comprise only 10 to 25 per cent of most com­
munity college faculties, respondents were encouraged to 
indicate that women were among the leaders even if only 
one or two were involved.

Among each group interviewed approximately one-half 
replied that the leadership was comprised of men and one- 
half indicated that both men and women were included. No 
respondents Indicated that the leadership was dominated by 
women.

When analyzed by institution, the data showed that 
the interviewees within the Individual colleges agreed In
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their responses for the most part. In only two colleges 
did the Interviewees differ In their answers to this 
question.

Faculty Support for Collective Bargaining
Jn order to determine how much faculty support col­

lective bargaining had when it was begun, the investigator 
asked the question, "About what per cent of the faculty 
do you think were In favor of collective bargaining when 
the bargaining unit was formed?" To answer this question 
the interviewees had to estimate the percentage in most 
cases since a formal "yes-no" vote was not usually taken 
in the process of forming the bargaining unit at the col­
leges. It also should be noted that majority support was 
not necessary for the formation of a bargaining unit.

The average, of the figures indicated by the thirty- 
one interviewees in response to this question was 73 per 
cent. Faculty, administrators and trustees averaged 83,
67, and 71 per cent respectively. With regard to agree­
ment among interviewees within the respective institutions, 
in nine colleges the faculty, administrators and trustees 
gave estimates that were within twenty percentage points of 
one another. Within the remaining institutions the esti­
mates varied from thirty-five to fifty-five percentage 
points.
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The Outcomes of Collective Bargaining
The purpose of this part of the investigation was 

to secure the opinions of the trustees, administrators 
and faculty in regard to the effects which collective 
bargaining had on the community colleges studied. Also, 
interviewees were asked to indicate the most desirable 
and the most undesirable outcomes. Finally, they were 
asked to give an overall assessment of whether collective 
bargaining had been a favorable development in their 
colleges.

Salary, Fringe Benefits 
and Working Conditions"'

There was little doubt in the minds of most people 
that faculty salaries and fringe benefits were improved 
substantially by collective bargaining. Responses of the 
three groups in regard to this question were nearly identi­
cal.

All thirteen faculty negotiators expressed an opinion 
concerning the effect on salaries. Of these, eleven agreed 
that salaries had Increased more than they v/ould have with­
out collective bargaining. Estimates of the difference 
between the present average salary and what the average 
would have been without collective bargaining were made 
by eight different individuals. The estimates ranged from 
$900 to $2,000 with most figures between $1,000 and $1,500.
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Computed on a yearly basis, this represented an average of 
$500 difference per Institution.

One faculty negotiator summed*up the Importance of
financial gains In collective bargaining when he said:

Money is always the most important thing and money matters have improved drastically. You don't get the kind of raises we have here by asking the board to raise your pay. So, salaries are always important. You wouldn't have a powerful union over a period of years unless salaries improved drastically.
Two faculty members expressed dissenting opinions. 

One person, in voicing his opinion, pointed out that even 
though fairly sizeable raises had been granted, living 
costs had gone up even more in the same period resulting 
in a net loss of income.

Of the eleven administrators who discussed salaries, 
nine said that collective bargaining had caused them to 
increase faster than they would have otherwise. Again 
there were two dissenting opinions. Several administra­
tors gave their viewpoints in regard to whether they 
thought the rather large salary increases were deserved. 
The following statement by one of the administrators is 
representative of the opinions voiced by several of the 
interviewees:

Those of us who have been in the profession realize that for many years teachers were grossly underpaid. It was encouraging for all of us to : see the faculty salaries up to a point where people can afford to teach. We're very happy to see many people coming to us from business and
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Industry who are interested in teaching now . . .Many of us who went into administration did so be­cause we couldn't live on a faculty salary. . . .We're all very happy with the improvement we've made not only in salaries but also in fringe bene­fits and working conditions.
Several administrators reported that salaries had 

increased on the average of about 10 to 12 per cent 
per year since the advent of collective bargaining. When 
administrators estimated the portion of the increased 
salaries attributable to collective bargaining, the figures 
averaged about $500 per institution for each year it had 
operated under a negotiated contract. This was the same 
amount estimated by the faculty.

The consensus of the trustees was the same as that 
for faculty and administrators— collective bargaining had 
caused salaries to increase substantially. Only one of 
them disagreed. He contended that if other community 
colleges were paying higher'salaries, the rates at his 
college would have been Increased since it had always 
been the philosophy of the board to keep faculty salaries 
at the top of those paid in Michigan community colleges.

In addition to increased salaries many of those in 
each of the three groups interviewed reported that fringe 
benefits had been improved through collective bargaining. 
The investigator did not usually inquire as to the 
specific improvements made. However, initiation or im­
provement of such benefits as health and accident
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insurance, life insurance and even sabbatical leaves were 
mentioned. Also, some persons mentioned more liberal 
policies regarding personal leave days and extended sick 
pay.

The interviewees indicated that most contracts 
specified the limits of the normal work day. For example, 
the contract at one college reportedly specified a maximum 
of six hours between the time an instructor’s first and 
last class met. Furthermore, it specified that classes 
taught after 5 p.m. were extra-contractual and, therefore, 
required additional pay. Not only did teaching night 
classes command extra pay as a result of collective bar­
gaining, but performance of other non-teaching duties 
was more likely to earn extra money. One administrator 
reported that faculty even received extra pay for com­
mittee work.

Some interviewees reported a reduction of teaching 
loads although the Impact of collective bargaining appeared 
to be somewhat limited in this respect. Most contracts 
were said to specify teaching loads of fourteen to sixteen 
class hours per week with two exceptions: English in­
structors in some colleges were required to teach only 
twelve hours and instructors of certain laboratory courses 
were required to teach more than fourteen to sixteen hours. 
Standardizing the requirement at fourteen to sixteen hours 
in Itself did not effect a reduction of teaching loads.
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However, it did prevent an Instructor from being assigned 
an extra class in "emergency" situations. Prom the com­
ments made, reduction of the teaching load to twelve hours 
for English instructors did constitute a departure from 
past practice. Likewise, negotiations in some colleges 
resulted in reduction of teaching loads for instructors 
of laboratory courses to the standard fourteen to sixteen 
hours. Some contracts contained provisions setting maxi­
mum class size but It was reported that this had not had 
a significant impact on the colleges.

It was found that the amount of administrative pre­
rogative in determining the beginning salaries and the 
yearly increments for instructors had been greatly re­
duced as a result of the provisions of the negotiated 
contract. The guidelines for establishing the beginning 
salary have been arrived at through the bargaining pro­
cess and, in addition, most of the flexibility of the 
salary schedule has been removed.

Three interviewees reported that the merit feature 
of the salary - ".hedule was eliminated as a result of col­
lective bargaining. Faculty who made comments in regard 
to this feature of the salary schedules were very criti­
cal of it. As one person said, "most of merit is favorit­
ism." Another concurred with this viewpoint when he said:

(prior to collective bargaining) the strong and 
the verbose did well and those that were some­
what timid didn't come out so well. Their pay
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didn’t seem to necessarily be based on how they performed In the classroom. I don’t know that 
it is now but there is less inequity than be­
fore .

Thus, collective bargaining has resulted in master 
salary schedules requiring automatic yearly increments for
all full-time faculty and with a minimum of administrative

\influence permitted.

Financial Impact on the 
Community College

As Just reported, collective bargaining has caused 
faculty salaries to increase substantially and, to some 
extent, to reduce teaching loads. Since approximately 
seventy-five to eighty-five per cent of a college’s budget 
is normally allocated to salary and fringe benefits, this 
has necessitated a sizeable increase in college operating 
budgets.

What has this meant in terms of the ability of the 
various community colleges to support this higher cost 
of operation? Have colleges had to cut back on new pro­
grams or essential services? Or have they had the re­
sources to operate without serious difficulty? These 
questions were the subject ot another important phase of 
the interviews with faculty, administrators and trustees.

The nearly unanimous opinion expressed was that 
collective bargaining had not created any serious financial 
problems. Some interviewees, especially presidents and
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trustees, expressed concern about the future should the 
present salary Increases persist.

Most faculty said they felt their respective Insti­
tutions were not hard-pressed to finance the increased 
economic package. A typical statement was: "They have
and hav,e had the money to pay. The tax base is good and 
increasing. It is Just a matter of priorities." Some 
faculty, however, were more cautious in their statements. 
One instructor indicated that hi3 college was beginning to 
find it difficult to balance its budget and another voiced 
the opinion that, so far, the increased salaries hadn't 
been a burden for his college but that If an upcoming 
millage vote was unsuccessful they would be in trouble.

Amont administrators, the responses were much the 
same. Several Indicated that tuition and/or millage had 
been increased, but most were quick to point out that 
other cost increases contributed to this, too. One admin­
istrator said that his college had had to ask for more 
millage three years earlier than had been anticipated 
originally. Another mentioned that faculty had been in­
strumental in getting voter approval for increased millage. 
Most board members concurred with the viewpoint expressed 
by faculty and administrators: no real problems had re­
sulted, as yet, from the Increased costs. However, a 
minority opinion was expressed by one who said:
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The amount of money put Into operating expenses has Just Increased tremendously and nothing but collective bargaining has done It. We've had to vote new millage because of collective bargaining and we're straining to meet our budget now.
On the other end of the continuum, one trustee said 

that his college still had a surplus so there hadn't been 
any problem. Furthermore, he added that he was "rather 
dubious about other people 'crying' about lack of money 
to finance higher salaries." Most of the opinions ex­
pressed by trustees on this subject fell in between these 
two extremes.

Faculty Involvement in DeclBlon-Maklng
It was reported that faculty gave as one of their 

prime reasons for deciding to bargain collectively that 
of desiring a greater voice in the college's decision­
making. The question discussed here is whether this objec­
tive was accomplished through collective bargaining.

The wording of the Michigan Public Employment Rela­
tions Act was found to. have important implications for the 
answer to this question. This law provides for bargain­
ing "with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment." This language clearly gives 
faculty in community colleges the right to negotiate such 
matters as salaries, fringe benefits, hours of work and 
other personnel policies that directly affect them. The 
law is less clear, however, as to what constitutes "other
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terms and conditions of employment." Are such matters as 
curriculum development, academic policy, college finance, 
hiring and firing and other related areas appropriate for 
negotiations as provided by the law? This matter of what 
is negotiable was found to be a very controversial and 
sensitive area in a number of colleges.

In short, there was little doubt expressed that 
faculty had achieved a greater voice in determining their 
salaries and other policies that directly affected them. 
This right extended to them by law had been effectively 
exercised at the bargaining table as witnessed by the 
rapid increases in salaries and fringe benefits previously 
discussed. However, in other decision-making areas that 
were not specifically required to be negotiated by law, 
the effects of collective bargaining on faculty involve­
ment were much less clear.

Opinion on this question was divided both between 
institutions and within institutions. As a whole, the 
faculty tended to respond more positively to this ques­
tion than did administrators or trustees. Of eleven 
instructors, eight said that faculty did have a more 
meaningful voice and three said there had been no change. 
However, of those who said there had been no change, one 
said that faculty involvement had been good before and 
remained good while the other two said ttyat involvement 
was not good either before or after collective bargaining.



The administrators were more evenly divided in their 
opinions on this subject. Five of the thirteen inter­
viewed said that faculty had gained' a somewhat greater 
voice in decision-making. Three others said that faculty 
had been sufficiently involved before and that collective 
bargaining had not affected this.

On the other hand, four administrators reported that 
faculty had actually lost some of their participation in 
institutional governance. Among these people it was the 
general feeling that the faculty union had replaced a 
faculty organization which had served as a vehicle for 
communication between faculty and administration and, thus, 
there was less opportunity for involving faculty in admin­
istrative decisions.

Trustees were less cognizant of any changes in 
faculty involvement in decision-making outside of the 
area of salaries and other personnel policies. Two 
trustees did indicate that they thought faculty participa­
tion had Increased compared with five who said there was 
no apparent change.

In only six colleges did the people interviewed 
agree concerning the effect of collective bargaining on 
faculty involvement In decision-making. In the case of 
five of these colleges there was agreement that faculty 
participation had Increased as a result of collective 
bargaining and in the remaining college there was
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agreement that participation had been good before and was 
still good.

It was mentioned by several interviewees, including 
both faculty and administrators, that many Instructors 
had neither the time nor the Interest in becoming involved 
in the affairs of the college in addition to their regular 
teaching responsibilities.* As one faculty member ex­
pressed it:

Yes, I think we’re more meaningfully involved.We're not as involved as we should be in the 
sense that we don't have as many faculty in­volved as we should have. But this is part of the growth of this and part of a development of a professional attitude by the faculty. Some Just don't want to be Involved in anything but their teaching.

In sum, there was general agreement that faculty had, 
indeed, gained a meaningful voice in those matters that 
most directly affected them. They were sharing with 
administrators and trustees in the making of decisions 
concerning salary, fringe benefits and other personnel 
policies directly affecting them.

However, no clear pattern was revealed in regard to 
the effect of collective bargaining on faculty participa­
tion in decisions outside of this area. The actual out­
come appeared to depend substantially on the willingness 
of the administrator to share his power with the faculty.
In any case, the increased participation gained by faculty 
in some Institutions has not reached such proportions that
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administrators and boards have abdicated the responsibility 
for making the final decision on major questions.

Relationships Between Faculty and Administration
In the Interviews with faculty, administrators and 

trustees the term "the administration" was used in refer­
ence to the chief administrative officer in most colleges. 
In the case of the largest colleges studied, referral to 
"the administration" also included a limited number of 
second echelon administrators but still the president was 
identified as the principal figure in the college adminis­
tration. Thus, when faculty-administrative relationships 
were discussed, nearly all comments were directed toward 
the relationships between faculty and the chief administra­
tive officer.

The adversary relationship.— According to the per­
sons interviewed, the relationship between faculty and 
administration was given a critical test by the introduc­
tion of collective bargaining. The personalities in­
volved— the presidents on the one hand and the leaders in 
the faculty power structure, especially those on the 
faculty negotiating committee, on the other hand— were 
the largest determinates of whether the adversary, rela­
tionship of the bargaining table detrimentally affected 
the total relationship between faculty and administration. 
Collective bargaining had the effect of magnifying and
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exposing any real or imagined problems that had existed 
previously between faculty and administration.

Inquiry about the impact on the relationship in 
individual colleges elicited comments that ranged from 
"the rapport between faculty and administration has im­
proved tremendously" to "it has torn our college to 
pieces." In those colleges where the post-collective 
bargaining relationship was strained or even openly hos­
tile, the faculty negotiators attributed this to the 
intransigency and inflexibility of the president and not 
to the adversary relationship associated with collective 
bargaining. In these same colleges the administrators 
and trustees, were inclined to blame the problem on the 
adversary relationship created by collective bargaining 
and/or on militant young faculty members.

One administrator made a particularly insightful 
comment concerning the nature of the adversary relation­
ship when he said:

The adversary relationship is a very subtle prob­lem. The heat generated at the bargaining table among those present tends to dissipate much more 
quickly than the heat passed on either to the administrative groups on the one hand or to the faculty group on the other who have not been in­volved. It is one thing to sit at the bargaining table and quite another to get second hand and usually only part of what is going on and not get the total story. The people sitting at the table are able to overcome the effects of this adversary 
relationship much more easily than the external groups. . . .  You will always have some adversary relationship but this will depend on the people at the bargaining table to some degree.



To summarize, the adversary nature of collective 
bargaining tended to have a polarizing effect on the 
faculty-administrative relationship; But as one adminis­
trator pointed out, there is a difference between an 
adversary and an antagonistic relationship. Whether or 
not the, relationship became openly antagonistic appeared 
to depend on the personalities involved in the particular 
college.

Flexibility of the relationship.— There was wide­
spread agreement among those interviewed that the exis­
tence of a written and legally binding contract specifi­
cally spelling out a number of policies and practices 
tended to make the faculty-administrative relationship 
more formal and, at the same time, somewhat less flexible. 
Both good and bad points of the existence of the contract 
were seen, however.

Administrators said that negotiations had neces­
sitated their spelling out administrative and board poli­
cies and practices and in getting them into written form. 
They acknowledged that this was a desirable effect. On 
the other hand, they expressed concern that the existence 
of a contract had reduced the flexibility they once had 
in dealing with faculty. An example used by one adminis­
trator is illustrative of this point:

I don’t think there is any question about there being a loss of flexibility. This may cause problems. For example, when a faculty member
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asked for approval to leave a week or two early to go to a summer Institute prior to the (nego­tiated) contract, we discussed this with the Instructor and then went ahead and did it. But now you can't do this— the contract does not allow It.
Another administrator succinctly explained the prob­

lem as follows:
The more flexible you can keep things the better.If you tie down everything, then you're going to have a strait Jacket which Is going to affect both administration and faculty.

Although the faculty also saw the disadvantages of 
the formal relationship, some were quick to point out 
that Including policies and procedures In a legally bind­
ing contract was the only means of gaining equitable 
treatment for faculty. In those cases where the conflict 
between faculty and administration was the greatest, there 
was also the greatest emphasis by faculty on getting every­
thing possible into the contract.

The consensus of opinion was that the contract played 
an Important role in the operation of the college thus 
leaving less to chance or administrative prerogative and 
more to mutually agreed upon policies and practices. The 
net effect was to standardize the treatment of all faculty 
and, at the same time, to remove a certain degree of flexi­
bility from the administrative-faculty relationship.

Communications.— Faculty and administrators com­
mented on communications on several occasions. Trustees,
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because they were not well acquainted with this topic, 
made no comment.

The main viewpoint expressed by faculty was that
collective bargaining itself was a vehicle for discussing
topics that had formerly been the prerogative of the
administration or board. As one faculty member said:

Yes there is more communication (as a result of collective bargaining). The actual negotiating process is no more than one form of communica­tion.
Another instructor expressed a similar opinion saying:

The administration has had to accept the fact that now we must be listened to and, for the most part, they've been very good at listening to us.
These and other similar statements made by some 

faculty reflected the feeling that for the first time 
genuine communication was taking place between faculty 
and administrators and, in some cases, trustees as well.

In comparison, the administrators interviewed
tended to emphasize the loss of informal communications
as well as the loss of communications resulting from the
substitution of a union-type faculty organization for the
previously existing faculty structure. The crux of this
problem was outlined by one administrator who said:

Collective bargaining has affected my communica­tions adversely because we now have formal struc­ture. Technically, there are very few changes we can make in the every-day operation that don't affect wages, hours and working conditions within the institution and these are all subject to negotiations. I would personally like to have much more dialogue with the faculty in large faculty
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meetings rather than have nearly all faculty ac­tion channeled through delegated people as It now Is.
It was discovered In discussing the problem of com­

munications that the presence of collective bargaining 
tended to prevent the existence of Joint faculty- 
administrative decision-making groups where open discus­
sion might take place. One faculty member explained this 
problem when he said:

We cannot allow the legislative function of the faculty to be used In conjunction with adminis­trative personnel in a so-called faculty senate which could make decisions which conflict with 
those we make within our own (faculty) Associa­tion. Because as soon as we allow this, the president is going to bring bargalnable issues to it. So you can’t have this type of Joint organization because you’ll get two conflicting decisions— one which we make at the Association and the other at the faculty senate. Now what do you do with those?
There was substantial evidence, however, that the 

problem of communication varied from college to college. 
There was a definite relationship between the amount of 
trust and mutual respect that was present between admin­
istration and faculty and the amount of both formal and 
informal communication that took place between them.

Effect on Teachers and TeacHTng
A wide variety of opinions were expressed in regard 

to the direct and indirect effect of collective bargaining 
on the teachers and on the educational process. These
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opinions are discussed under the several headings listed 
below.

Paculty morale.— There was no consistent pattern in 
the viewpoints expressed by those interviewed. Opinion 
was divided within both faculty and administration. Mo3t 
trustees were not familiar enough with this subject to 
venture an opinion.

In general, faculty expressed the feeling that where
gains had been made the faculty morale was Improved but
where faculty efforts had been frustrated their morale had
suffered. Listed below are some representative comments:

— The faculty is far more content and the morale 
of the faculty has improved. The benefits re­
ceived are very important but money is not the 
only reason.
— The faculty has been frustrated. A third of 
them don’t give a damn because they've been 
frustrated in their attempts to change educa­tional policies and to try to better the educa­
tional program.
— There has been no change in morale.

Administrator opinion was also about evenly divided,
as represented by the comments below:

— There has been no clear effect either way—  
some are happy with it and some are very un­
happy with it.
— The contract builds an attitude, a kind of independence of spirit that I think is kind of 
healthy. They feel that they are coequals now.
— Teacher morale has not been affected by col­
lective bargaining.
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It was reported that in two colleges the fight for 
control of the bargaining unit by members of the MEA and 
AFT had caused some antagonism within the faculty and this 
had hurt morale.

Attracting and keeping teachers.— Several faculty 
and administrators commented that the higher salaries 
and Improved benefits had had a modest effect in helping 
community colleges to attract and retain better instruc­
tors. One administrator said that salaries had been im­
proved to the extent that for the first time they were 
attracting instructors from business and industry. Another 
reported that he had received over forty applications for 
each teaching vacancy and added, "People want to come to 
Michigan." A dissenting opinion was expressed by an 
administrator who said, "higher salaries don't attract 
better teachers because everybody else has higher 
salaries, too."

Teacher Interest and effort.— There was general 
agreement that the total impact on the teaching function 
was relatively small although there were a few dissenting 
opinions. On the whole, faculty were of the opinion that 
there was no change or that teacher performance had im­
proved somewhat. Two instructors said that reduced 
teacher loads had helped their staff to improve its teach­
ing.
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Those administrators who expressed an opinion on
this subject suggested that instructor interest and effort
either had not been noticeably affected or that it had
suffered somewhat from collective bargaining. There was
some feeling that instructors were putting forth less
effort outside of the classroom and that some faculty
tended to do only as much as that which was required by
the contract. As one administrator stated:

The dedicated teacher is less in evidence. The Job is spelled out in the contract and what is spelled out is considered to be the maximum not 
the minimum, so something is lost. This hasn't affected what goes on in the classroom but has made a difference in contact with students out­side of the classroom and it has made a great deal of difference in terms of the individual teacher's contribution to the growth and support of the institution itself, including committee work.

The majority opinion of trustees was that collective 
bargaining had little if any effect on teaching. However, 
a limited number expressed the feeling that some teachers 
were doing only the minimum required by the contract.

The extent to which administrators and trustees 
expressed the opinion that collective bargaining had had 
a dellterious effect on the quality of instruction should 
not be over emphasized, however. The majority opinion 
was that the teachers were professionals and that regard­
less of collective bargaining they put forth their best 
effort.
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Innovation.— The question of whether collective bar­
gaining has affected the ability to Innovate within the 
educational Institution was explored with some of the 
Interviewees. Those administrators who expressed an 
opinion on this subject said there had been no problem 
so far although there might be a little more red tape in­
volved In initiating changes. One trustee said he saw no 
problems along this line and another voiced some concern 
about "having so many rules and regulations that innova­
tion could be stifled."

Among faculty who commented on this topic the general 
feeling was that collective bargaining did not inhibit 
innovation and may even have stimulated it. One instructor 
explained that the feeling of security generated by the 
existence of the contract gave instructors the confidence 
to not only propose new ideas to administrators, but to 
refuse to accept an arbitrary "no" answer. Another said 
that the removal of the merit feature of their salary 
schedule made teachers less reluctant to try new approaches 
that might fail. This person said that the merit feature 
had tended to encourage conformity and to discourage in­
novative efforts.

Taken as a whole, the comments of the administrators, 
trustees and faculty indicated that the impact on innova­
tion had not been great.



83

The President's Role
How have the chief administrative officers of the 

institutions studied been affected by collective bargain­
ing? This question elicited a wide variety of responses 
from the trustees, administrators and faculty interviewed.

Since the time collective bargaining was initiated 
at the thirteen institutions studied, the presidency at 
four of these colleges had changed hands. Strong infer­
ences were made in the interviews that the turmoil and 
conflict caused by collective bargaining had contributed 
to the departure of at least two of these people.

Several faculty, especially those in the larger 
institutions, reported that collective bargaining had not 
appreciably affected the president's role. In some cases 
this was attributed to the fact that the president had not 
let himself become involved in negotiations.

In those Instances where the president was perceived 
to have operated In an autocratic fashion, the common 
faculty response was that his role had changed because the 
contract had required it to change. The most common 
change noted was that he had to increasingly share his 
power with faculty.

In the opinion of some instructors the refusal of 
certain chief administrators to change their modus operand! 
had led to a great deal of conflict and confrontation. One 
faculty member said:
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Deep-seated emotions are involved; collective bargaining; is a challenge to his position— his authority. It is very difficult for a man with 
his experience and age to change. He Just doesn't want to accept collective negotiations.

The responses of administrators ranged from, "The 
president's Job Is easier because of the contract," to 
"It makes the Job almost impossible." The majority, how­
ever, indicated that there had not been a major Impact on 
the president's Job. Two presidents who have been in­
volved in the negotiating process said that It was taking 
more and more of their time and another mentioned that 
paper work had Increased tremendously.

One president described his Job as becoming "in­
creasingly that of the chairman of a debating society."
He continued:

More and more It is governance by Joint agreement. More people are involved; we used to be able to see something that needed doing and within six weeks we'd get it done. But now you work six weeks Just getting it to a committee. And I'm not so sure the results are any better. It may be 
better In that the staff will accept It; they have helped you get It. If you could only get their 
opinion . . .

At least three presidents either said or strongly 
inferred that collective bargaining had "taken the fun 
out of the Job." They clearly were not comfortable or 
happy with the existence of collective bargaining.

A president of an institution where faculty- 
administrative relationships were very good offered the 
comment that "Presidents in general are going to have to
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be much more concerned with faculty problems, interests 
and desires if they are to effectively lead the institu­
tion."

The number of trustees who commented on this topic
was limited. The general feeling expressed was that the
president now had to consult and involve faculty to a
greater extent. As one trustee expressed it:

He will continue to be the "captain of the team" but he’s going to have to involve the faculty 
earlier in the process of determining policy . . .in other words, have them in on his early thinking. He is realizing that you have to in­volve people from the start. If they are going to be enthusiastic supporters of policies, they're going to have to help generate them.

Another trustee made a significant observation when 
he said:

The president’s leadership now depends not so much on his position as on his personality as well as his abilities. This definitely repre­sents a change.

The Board of Trustees ♦ Role
The opinion most often expressed was that the 

board's role had not been noticeably affected. However, 
almost as many said that collective bargaining had caused 
the board to become more interested and informed about 
the college and more sensitive to the problems and needs 
of the faculty.

This latter viewpoint gained particular support In 
those colleges that were divisions of public school sys­
tems. In several Instances boards in these systems were
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reported to have initiated a policy of devoting all or a 
part of a regular meeting to college matters where in the 
past college officials had often had a difficult time fit­
ting college affairs into the board*s busy agenda.

Those who expressed the opinion that the board's 
role had been affected very little said that the trustees 
had detached themselves from negotiations except for keep­
ing informed of their progress and ratifying the final 
contract. Only one board was still actively involved in 
negotiations and this was reported to be a very time con­
suming activity.

Also, it was pointed out by some that the board's 
role was better defined and that trustees understood their 
responsibilities more fully. Another mentioned that the 
board no longer could make decisions directly affecting 
faculty without consulting them and that, to some extent, 
their power was being shared with faculty.

Two trustees related that the existence of collective 
bargaining had been upsetting to the board. One said that 
collective bargaining had been so disruptive in this col­
lege that it was impossible for the board to function 
effectively and that trustees had lost interest in serving 
on the board.

In general, there was little difference between the ‘ 
comments of the three groups in regard to the impact of 
the board.
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Community Reaction
Because the community college Is an institution which 

depends on local tax support for a considerable amount of 
its budget, it seemed important to determine whether the 
advent of collective bargaining .caused any particular reac­
tion within the community served by the college.

There was near unanimous agreement among those 
interviewed that there had been very little reaction of 
any kind from the community to the introduction of collec­
tive bargaining. However, one faculty member said that 
the community reaction was generally favorable and that 
"the community felt teachers had the gains coming to them." 
Two trustees reported some negative reaction to the idea 
of professional people organizing and becoming involved 
in negotiations.

On the other hand, there was near unanimous agree­
ment that strikes did result in a response from the com­
munity. In most cases the response was one of concern, 
especially from parents of students. Apparently, the 
attitude of the community toward the faculty during 
strikes was usually divided with some supporting their 
actions and others opposing them. The following comment 
made by an administrator exemplifies a viewpoint expressed 
by several:

The strike is the thing that brought publicity.They weren’t sure what was wrong but "if the 
college is on strike then something is wrong at



88

the college." They didn't know enough about it to place the blame but they knew "something was wrong."

Most Desirable and Undesirable Outcomes
In order to summarize the. positive and negative 

aspects^, the Interviewees were asked to name the most 
desirable and most undesirable outcomes of collective 
bargaining. A total of eighteen different answers in the 
"most desirable" category were given. However, only six 
of these answers were mentioned by two or more persons.

The responses given most frequently was related to 
the increased involvement of faculty in decision-making 
and the increase in Joint discussions between faculty 
and administration. The outcome mentioned second most 
often was that of higher salaries and fringe benefits. 
Sever&l administrators who mentioned this item said that 
the higher salaries had helped them to recruit and/or re­
tain better teachers. Another outcome that merited rela­
tively frequent mention was the Improved morale, security 
and cohesiveness of the faculty.

Other outcomes deserving mention were the defining 
of the respective roles and relationships between faculty,

■ ■ t

administration and board and the improved relationships 
between faculty and administration.

Three persons— two trustees and one administrator—  
said that they saw no desirable outcomes. One of these
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trustees explained that collective bargaining was not 
responsible for any changes, good or bad, and the other 
trustee said that collective bargaining "Just hadn’t 
worked so far."

In response to the request to name the most un­
desirable outcomes, the Interviewees gave answers that 
fell into twenty different categories. Many of the 
answers given reflected problems or conditions unique to 
individual colleges. The answers given were marked by 
their diversity; only six outcomes were mentioned by more 
than one person.

The only response earning fairly general support 
was the Increased division created between faculty and 
administration. Other items mentioned by more than two 
persons were the emerging financial problems and the 
excessive amount of time required of both faculty and 
administration who were actively Involved In collective 
bargaining. Several persons said they knew of no undesir­
able effects.

Net Evaluation of Collective 
Bargaining .

After discussing the various effects of collective 
bargaining, the Investigator asked the following question: 
"All things considered, do you think collective bargaining 
in your college is a good thing?" This question elicited 
the responses Indicated in Table 3 below.



90

TABLE 3.— Net evaluation of the desirability of collective
bargaining.

Number of Responses By:
Responses Faculty Adminis­trators Trustees AllInter­viewees

Yes, definitely a good 
thing. 13 4 3 20

Qualified yes. 0 2 1 3
Neither good nor bad. 0 1 H 5
Qualified no. 0 2 2
No, definitely a bad 

thing. 0 2 2 H

No answer or undecided. 0 2 1 3
■ — — — —

Total 13 13 13 39

Not surprisingly, all thirteen faculty responded 
that it definitely had been a desirable development. Some 
acknowledged that there had been detrimental outcomes but 
there was no reservation in their minds that the net 
effect was good.

Administrators and trustees were nearly evenly 
divided in their responses which ranged from a very 
definite "no" to an enthusiastic "yes.” Most, in giving 
their judgment, however, said they saw some good and some 
bad outcomes. Some responses can best be described as a 
stoic acceptance of collective bargaining. Others adopted
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a "wait and see" attitude. Listed below are three repre­
sentative responses of trustees and administrators:

— It is a burden for administrators and it puts on economic pressure but it is not an unhealthy situation. Good collective bargaining with good faith on both sides is a good thing.
— Yes, I think it's a way of life; it's something we'h?e all going to have to go through.
— I'd like to see collective bargaining thrown 
out so that we could sit down in an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect, and work out the problems of the institution.

Future of Collective Bargaining 
In order to obtain the opinions of the interviewees 

regarding the future trends in collective bargaining, the 
following question was asked: "In your opinion, what will
be the major outcomes of collective bargaining in your 
college within the next three to five years?" The answers 
given to this question are discussed below.

The respondents made it clear that the principal 
issues of the past— salaries and faculty participation in 
governance— would be the principal Issues of the future. 
Some Interviewees, however, saw some shift in emphasis in 
faculty demands from economic issues to increased partici­
pation. Little doubt was expressed that faculty would 
continue to demand higher salaries and Improved fringe 
benefits. There was less agreement, however, on the 
future salary trends with faculty supporting the belief 
that they would continue to Increase at the present rate,
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at least In the Immediate future, and trustees and admin­
istrators saying that the Increases would begin to level 
off.

Several persons, especially trustees, foresaw in­
creasing financial difficulties-for some colleges. Many 
commented that, although the college had not been hard- 
pressed to pay the higher salaries, the college was not 
in a position to continue these rates of increase. It 
was pointed out that the entire financial picture in­
cluded so many variables that it was difficult to predict 
the future financial condition of the college. Included 
in these variables were the amount of legislative appro­
priations, voter approval of mlllage increases, general 
economic trends and, for some colleges, voter approval 
of proposals to transfer the college from a part of the 
public school district to an independent status.

Some foresaw increased voter resistance to higher 
taxes, although in some districts it was reported that 
the tax base was expanding at a sufficient rate to pre­
clude such problems from developing.

There was a moderate amount of support for the 
belief that as faculty continued their demands for higher 
salaries, lower teaching loads and fewer hours, increased 
state support would be necessitated. This increased sup­
port was also seen leading to a definite Increase in state 
control with a corresponding decrease In local control.
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This was a possibility that was not looked upon with 
favor.

Many predicted that the principal issue in the 
immediate future would be that of faculty participation 
in making institutional decisions outside of the class­
room. 'An Increased emphasis on actual participation 
rather than acting in a recommending role was seen.
Several faculty predicted they would achieve increased 
participation while trustees and administrators did not 
make a prediction as to what the outcome would be.

Interviewees in several colleges predicted that the
tensions and friction created by collective bargaining
would lessen in the years ahead. It was acknowledged that
those on both sides of the bargaining table still had a
great deal to learn and, as they became more sophisticated
about the process, they would avoid the common pitfalls
of the adversary relationship. As one administrator said

Collective bargaining will become a continuing ongoing process. More of a partnership will be formed between faculty and administration. We1re going to be sitting down more often on a profes­sional basis and saying "Okay, here’s a problem—  how can we solve it?" rather than bringing in a set of demands.
Signs of this prediction already coming true were 

seen In some colleges. Many were exploring ways of 
establishing year-around discussion between administrators 
and faculty Instead of waiting for the official negotiat­
ing sessions to begin.
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Pressure for reduced teaching loads was mentioned 

as a continuing issue by several interviewees. One 
faculty member indicated that preliminary agreement had 
already been reached that the standard teaching load 
would be reduced to twelve hours from the current fifteen.

A' need to change the law was mentioned by several 
persons, especially trustees. However, most persons who 
commented on this subject did not actually predict that 
the law would be changed. Changes that were suggested 
were Inclusion of a provision for binding arbitration, 
allowance for employers to initiate an unfair labor 
practice against employees and an effective way to pre­
vent strikes.

The existence of collective bargaining in the 
college setting was seen as a sign of the times. The 
belief that it would develop in other Michigan colleges 
and in other states was stated by a number of those inter­
viewed .

In order to secure additional faculty opinion in 
regard to future developments, four specific questions 
were asked at the end of the interview. Two of these 
questions concerned faculty strikes which, by law, were 
expressly prohibited. However, at the time of this study, 
six of the thirteen colleges had experienced a faculty 
strike or, as some prefer to call it, a "withholding of 
services." A third question related to a state-wide
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master contract for all community college instructors and 
the final question concerned the future need for state 
financial support.

Probability of Faculty Strikes
The interviewees were asked to give their opinion
\

of the chances of a faculty strike occurring in their 
college within the next three to five years. Following 
this question, they were asked to indicate whether the 
changes of strikes were lessening, increasing, or not 
changing. The responses are included in Tables 4 and 5.

TABLE 4.— Chance of faculty strike occurring within the
next three to five years •

Number of Responses By:
Response

Faculty “ rs‘ Trustees AllInter­
viewees

Definitely will occur 1 1 0 2
A good chance. 2 1 1
A fair chance. 1 0 1 2
Probably will not occur. 1 7 6 14
Always possible— not predictable. 7 3 3

4
13

No comment made. 1 1 2 4
— — — —

Total 13 13 13 39



96

The majority opinion was that "it depends on the 
circumstances, but it's always possible." Even most of 
those who replied that a strike probably would not occur 
conceded that the possibility was always present. No 
one ventured the opinion that the faculty lacked the will 
to strike given the right issue.

The second question asked regarding faculty strikes 
was, "Do you think the chances of a strike are lessening 
or increasing or is there no change?" The majority opin­
ion was that the chances of a strike taking place would 
remain about the same. The number who said the chances of 
a strike were lessening outnumbered those who said they 
were increasing by a nine to three margin. However, again 
it was pointed out that predicting the probability of a 
strike is very risky.

TABLE 5.— Are chances of a strike lessening, increasing or
is there no change?

Number of Responses By:
Response Faculty Adminis­

trators Trustees AllInter­
viewees

Lessening. 2 3 9
Increasing. 1 2 0 3
No change. 6 7 8 21
Too unpredictable. 3 1 0
No comment made. 1 0 1 2

Total 13 13 13 39
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The faculty Interviewed were in agreement that a 
strike.or a "withholding of services" is not a pleasant 
thing for faculty to take part in. ' But at the same time 
several acknowledged that the threat of a strike is an 
indespensable weapon. As one faculty negotiator ex­
plained:

I don’t think the majority of teachers any­
where like to strike. I would warn, however, 
that that shouldn’t be taken to mean that they wouldn’t strike . . . A  strike is not to be 
desired, but the threat of a strike is essential 
to negotiations— it is the only real threat (faculty) have.

Probability of State-Wide _
Master Contract

At the time this study was conducted there was some 
discussion of a state-wide master contract for community 
college instructors growing out of collective bargaining. 
Opinion concerning the possibility of a master contract 
was included in the interviews.

The likelihood of a common state-wide contract was 
seen as being rather remote. Only six of thirty-six per­
sons who commented on this subject thought that such a 
contract would definitely or probably evolve in the next 
three to five years. On the other hand, seventeen said 
that it probably or definitely would not evolve. Five 
trustees replied that they had not even heard this 
matter discussed.



Regardless of the answer given, many said that they 
certainly hoped this would not come. They saw a state­
wide master contract as meaning the replacement of local 
control with state control. In rather straight forward 
language one administrator summed up the opinion of the 
maj ority:

I think a state-wide contract Is a rotten possi­
bility (to contemplate). State-wide bargaining isn't going to solve anything. This type of con­
tract would be dependent on the State Board 
operating all community colleges.

TABLE 6.— Chance of state-wide master contract for com­
munity college instructors in the next 

three to five years.

Number of Responses By:
Response

Faculty Adminis­trators Trustees
All

Inter­viewees

Yes, definitely. 0 1 0 1
Yes, probably. 2 0 3 5
Possibly. 0 3 0 3
Probably not. 5 3 1 9
Definitely not. 3 3 2 8
Too many variables—  

can't predict. 3 2 0 5
Haven't heard any 
discussion. 0 0 5 5

No answer given. 0 1 2 3— — —
Total 13 13 13 39
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Dependency on 
state FundB

The question was asked, "Do ypu think It will be 
necessary to depend on the state for an Increased portion 
of your college's operating funds In the next five years?"
The responses given are presented in Table 7.

\

TABLE 7.— Will It be necessary to depend on the state for 
an Increased portion of operating funds?

Number of Responses By :

Faculty Trustees
All

Inter­
viewees

Yes, definitely. 5 7 3 15
Yes, probably. 6 2 2 10
Probably not. 1 2 1 H

Definitely not. 1 1 1 3
Too many variables—  can't predict. 0 0 3 3
No answer given. 0 1 3

— ------ ------

Total 13 13 13 39

A total of twenty-five said that they felt they 
would definitely or probably have to depend on the state 
for more of their revenue compared with only seven who 
said they probably or definitely would not have to. In 
giving their answers, many pointed out that this was a



100

difficult prediction to make because their financial 
picture was dependent on so many variables. In addition, 
they stressed that, in the final analysis, the amount of 
state support received was determined by the legislature 
and was not necessarily based on need. Most, however, 
expressed the feeling that salaries as well as other 
costs would Increase faster than revenue from local taxes 
and student tuition, thus necessitating greater state 
support.

Summary
In this chapter the opinions of the thirty-nine 

administrators, trustees and faculty interviewed have been 
presented. The areas of agreement and disagreement among 
these three groups were Identified.

Most interviewees saw the development of faculty 
collective bargaining In community colleges as having 
resulted from a combination of factors. Those factors 
identified as having been the most Important were enact­
ment of the 1965 Michigan labor legislation providing for 
collective bargaining by public employees, faculty desires 
for higher salaries and improved benefits, and a desire 
by the faculty to be more involved in the Institution’s 
decision-making.

Faculty particularly emphasized their desire to have 
a greater voice in the decision-making process and
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especially In deciding the policies that most directly 
affected them. A closely related factor In the develop­
ment of collective bargaining that was stressed by some 
faculty was the excessive amount of unilateral decision­
making practiced by the president.

Trustees and administrators tended to emphasize 
that collective bargaining was a natural consequence of 
the enactment of the law. The importance of the influ­
ence of the MEA and the APT was seen as being greater by 
the trustees than by either of the other groups.

The age and sex of the faculty who led the movement 
varied from college to college. However, younger male 
instructors were identified as the leaders more than other 
age groups, or women. In any case, it was reported that 
these leaders usually had the support of a substantial 
majority of the faculty at large.

It was generally agreed between the administrators, 
faculty and trustees that among the major outcomes of 
collective bargaining were higher salaries and fringe 
benefits and a greater voice for faculty in deciding 
questions of salary and other matters that most directly 
affected them. Opinion was divided, however, In regard 
to whether faculty had achieved greater participation in 
matters outside of this area.

The existence of a legally binding contract was 
seen as having certain effects. Faculty stressed the
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desirable aspects of the contract pointing out that it 
assured equal treatment for all faculty and protected 
them from arbitrary administrative decisions. Adminis­
trators, while conceding that the contract did clarify 
the responsibilities and relationships between faculty, 
administration and trustees, pointed out that it also re­
moved a valuable degree of flexibility from the relation­
ships .

Various positions were taken in regard to the effect 
of collective bargaining on communications. Some faculty 
said that communications between them and the administra­
tion and board were actually improved in that for the 
first time faculty opinion was really being listened to. 
Administrators as well as some faculty, however, expressed 
concern that collective bargaining tended to prevent open 
discussion and debate between faculty and administration. 
There was general agreement by all that at least the pat­
terns of communication had been changed.

The three groups interviewed agreed that the most 
undesirable effect of collective bargaining was to in­
crease the gap between administration and faculty. The 
actual degree of conflict, however, appeared to vary 
widely from one institution to another.

Comments concerning future trends made it .clear 
that the present Issues would not change. The predomi­
nate viewpoint was that faculty would continue to demand
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a better economic package and that In some colleges in­
creased faculty participation in governance would become 
an even more important issue that it had been. There 
was some expression of concern for the ability of certain 
colleges to meet the future financial demands of the 
faculty,. Also, there was considerable support for the 
prediction that the problems associated with collective 
bargaining would be gradually resolved thus resulting in 
a reduction of the tensions and friction presently exist­
ing.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Faculty collective bargaining is a new phenomenon 
In higher education. Virtually all such activity has 
taken place since 1965 and still limited to only a 
very few states .

In Michigan, the Public Employment Relations Act 
which provides for collective bargaining by public em­
ployees became law in 1965. This event was followed by 
the rapid organization of faculty bargaining units In 
public community colleges and subsequent collective bar­
gaining between these units and the boards of control. 
However, some community colleges and all four-year colleges 
In the state have remained unaffected by collective bar­
gaining.

Because of the recent advent of collective bargain­
ing on the higher education scene, no research in this 
area has yet been completed. This study, then, repre­
sents a pilot Investigation of bargaining in higher educa­
tion. Specifically, this study was concerned with 
faculty collective bargaining in Michigan community col­
leges and was designed to answer the questions listed 
below:

104
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In the opinion of faculty, administrators and 
trustees:

1. Why have the faculties in-the institution in­cluded in the study chosen to bargain collec­tively with their employers?
2. What are the most significant outcomes of 

collective bargaining in these institutions?
3. What outcomes are likely to result from collective bargaining in these colleges in the next three to five years?
Two secondary questions were:
1. Which of the outcomes were seen as being most desirable and most undesirable by the inter­viewees?
2. What were the similarities and differences between the opinions of trustees, administra­tors and faculty in regard to the problem under investigation?
Thirteen Michigan community colleges, all of which 

had operated under a negotiated contract for at least one 
academic year prior to the fall of 1968, were selected 
for inclusion in the study. For each of these thirteen 
institutions, the investigator Interviewed three persons: 
the chairman of the faculty negotiating committee, the 
chief administrative officer of the college or his 
representative, and the chairman of the board of control 
or another trustee knowledgeable about negotiations. The 
interview was largely unstructured but followed a standard 
format outlined in an interview schedule. Most of the 
Interview consisted of open-ended questions although one 
scaled-response item and several multiple-choice questions
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were Included. The discussions with trustees, administra­
tors and faculty were held at the college or at the 
trustee’s place of business. They were tape-recorded 
and were later transcribed for subsequent analysis.

The results of the study were presented principally 
In the tform of a verbal description of the problem. 
Quantitative data were presented where they contributed 
to this description.

Conclusions
The conclusions listed below were reached from the 

discussions with faculty, administrators and trustees.

The Development of Col­lective Bargaining
A combination of factors which varied somewhat from 

one institution to another was responsible for the develop 
ment of collective bargaining in the colleges studied.
The faculties in these institutions had two principal 
objectives which they felt could be accomplished through 
the power generated by collective action: (1) to increase
their salaries and improve their fringe benefits, and (2) 
to gain a greater degree of participation in making deci­
sions which affected them and the educational program of 
the college. In addition, other factors were operating 
in almost every college which also contributed to the 
development of collective bargaining. However, these
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factors were so varied that It Is Impossible to make 
meaningful generalizations about them.

The enactment of the Michigan'labor legislation in 
1965 was very definitely a facilitating factor in the 
development of collective bargaining in community col­
leges. t However, it alone was not responsible; other 
conditions had to be present to cause faculty to organize 
for collective bargaining.

The Outcomes of Collec­
tive Bargaining

Collective bargaining resulted in some relatively 
uniform outcomes for all the institutions studied but at 
the same time resulted in unique outcomes in each insti­
tution.

The most widely agreed upon effects were the 
greater increases in salaries and fringe benefits and 
the gerater participation which faculty gained in making 
the decisions which most directly affected them and their 
conditions of employment. There was less agreement, how­
ever, in regard to the gains made by faculty in partici­
pating in the larger institutional decisions. The outcome 
in this regard apparently varied from one college to 
another. It did not appear that instructors were assuming 
a major role in decision-making areas normally reserved 
to administrators and trustees.
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The point of view that collective bargaining created 
a greater gap between faculty and administration was widely 
supported by the Interviewees and was named as the most 
undesirable outcome more than any other item. However, 
whether the adversary relationship became an openly 
antagonistic one appeared to depend largely on the per­
sonalities involved in the given institution.

Because of the two-sided adversary nature of collec­
tive bargaining, certain communication problems were 
created. A need was found in most colleges to reestablish 
the Joint decision-making functions of faculty and adminis­
tration outside of collective bargaining on "non-negotiable" 
matters. However, a continued problem in these efforts has 
been that of deciding Just what is negotiable.

The existence of a legally binding contract tended 
to remove a certain degree of flexibility from the faculty- 
administrative relationship. Certain decisions had to be 
made according to the provisions of the contract and excep­
tions to the normal policy were more difficult or impossible 
to make. Faculty, however, saw this as protecting them­
selves from arbitrary decisions and assuring equal treat­
ment for all.

According to those interviewed, collective bargain­
ing had little effect on either teachers or their commit­
ment to teaching. The ability to innovate had not been
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negatively Influenced. It Is probable that the increased 
salaries had a modest effect in helping the community 
colleges to attract and retain better teachers.

Most institutions had not yet found it difficult to 
finance the higher salaries and fringe benefits paid in­
structors. In some cases this has meant an internal shift 
of resources and some institutions are now reaching a 
point where there is concern about meeting the future 
faculty demands .

*The role of the president has not been greatly al­
tered in most colleges. Presidents were, however, forced 
to "go by the contract" to a greater extent and some have 
shared their decision-making responsibilities to a greater 
degree with faculty. Also, for some chief administrators, 
collective bargaining has reduced the amount of personal 
satisfaction derived from their job.

The most desirable effect of collective bargaining 
as seen by those interviewed was the increased involvement 
of faculty in decision-making and their Increased Interest 
In contributing their expertise to that of administrators 
in solving problems of mutual Interest. Community college 
Instructors were seen as moving away from their tradi­
tional role as solely classroom teachers. The Improved 
economic status of these Instructors was also looked upon 
as being a positive outcome of collective bargaining by 
the majority of those Interviewed.
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The Future of Collective 
Bargaining

The consensus of opinion was that the primary Issues 
of the past will continue to be the Issues of the future. 
However, emphasis may shift somewhat from economic Issues 
to increased faculty participation. It is also likely 
that there will be continued pressure for fewer teaching 
hours. If faculty continue to demand financial increases 
as great as those of the past, there will be added pressure 
on the state to increase its support of the financially 
less able colleges. Increased state control would, In all 
probability, accompany Increased financial support.

There was considerable evidence that the initial 
shock has been overcome and that most colleges are learn­
ing how to live with collective bargaining. While inter- 
group conflict will not be eliminated, the amount of ten-

i

sion and friction surrounding bargaining will probably be 
reduced. This, however, would appear to depend on the 
ability and willingness of administrators to involve 
faculty In college affairs in Imaginative and creative 
ways. The autocratic administrator who continues to 
emphasize his power at the expense of faculty participa­
tion will not function well in the environment of collec­
tive bargaining.
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Implications for Further Research
This Investigation as an early study of collective 

bargaining In higher education has taken a very broad 
approach to the study of the problem. In conducting this 
study some asepcts of the problem were discovered to need 
more detailed study. Additional in-depth research in 
the areas indicated below would materially add to the 
understanding of collective bargaining in higher educa­
tion.

1. A detailed analysis of the financial Impact of 
collective bargaining on the respective colleges should be 
made. Included in such a study should be its effect on 
the cost per student credit hour, and the extent of real­
location of financial resources within the institution.

2. A study to determine the reasons for the varia­
tion in the amount of friction between faculty and admin­
istration that exists among the respective colleges operat­
ing under a negotiated agreement should be conducted. 
Particular attention should be given to the effect of the 
attitudes, of the president toward faculty involvement in 
decision-making and to the effect of the style of opera­
tion practiced by the president.

3. An in-depth study of collective bargaining^ 
effect on the role of the chief administrator is needed.

. A study of the nature of the faculty union as a 
political organization would be helpful In gaining a better
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understanding of the role played by this organization and 
its leaders In negotiations. A related study of its 
faculty leaders and the forces motivating them to spend 
hundreds of hours each year in bargaining activities would 
compliment this study.

5. The entire question of faculty involvement in 
decision-making needs to be studied. A determination of 
the current status of faculty in making different types 
of decisions should be made. Also, an analysis of the 
organizations in which faculty are involved in making 
decisions outside the bargaining context is needed.
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PERSONS INTERVIEWED FOR THE STUDY

Alpena Community College
Maynard N. Cohen, President Board of Education
E. Jack Petoskey, President
Charles Newman, Chairman College Faculty Negotiating Committee
Flint Community Junior College
Elmer A. Knopf, Member 
Board of Education
Charles R. Donnelly, President
William Bednar, Chairman College Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Grand Rapids Junior College
David E. Post, President 
Board of Education

Francis J . McCarthy,Dean
Harvey Meyaard, Chairman Faculty Negotiating 
Committee

Henry Ford Community College
Frank S. Gallagher, Member 
Board of Education
James 0. McCann, President
George Yee, Chairman Faculty Negotiating Committee
Highland Park College
Kathleen Bright, President 
Board of Education
Paul H. Jones, Dean
James K. Shirley, Chairman College Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Jackson Community College
Robert D. Gifford, Vice- President, Board of Educa­
tion
Richard F. Whitmore,Director
Clayton Hallett, Chairman Faculty Negotiating Committee
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Kellogg Community College
Robert D. Gifford, Vice- 
President, Board of Education
Richard P. Whitmore 
Director
Robert Secrist, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Lake Michigan College
Robert P. Small, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
James L. Lehman, President
Wendell Yale, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Macomb County Community 

College
Max M. Thompson, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
John R. Dimitry,
President
Ildi Knott, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Muskegon County Community 

College
Lionel L. Booth, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
Ralph A. Austermiller, 
President
Mark Gustafson, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee

Oakland Community College
George R. Mosher, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
Stanley Hergenroeder,
Provost
Gerald Faye, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Schoolcraft College
Harold E. Fischer, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
Eric J. Bradner, President
Fernon Feenstra, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee
Washtenaw Community 

College
Evart W. Ardis, Chairman 
Board of Trustees
Frank Dypold, Head Nego­
tiator. Administration
Merrill McClatchey, Chairman 
Faculty Negotiating 
Committee



APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE



APPENDIX B
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FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IN 
MICHIGAN COMMUNITY COLLEGES

TOPIC I - DEVELOPMENT OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING «
1. In your opinion, why did the faculty at your college 

decide to collectively negotiate their contracts?

2. I have a list of factors which may or may not have 
contributed to this development. Would you please 
indicate whether you think each of these was:

1. Very important 3. Not important2. Somewhat important 4. No opinion or undecided
in contributing to the collective bargaining movement 
in your college. j
(1) Enactment of Michigan Public Act No.

379 In 1965 making it lawful for public employees to collectively negotiate.
(2) Being a part of a K-12 district whose 

teachers wanted to collectively 
negotiate their contracts.

(3) A feeling on the part of the faculty 
that there was a lack of Communication 
and/or understanding between them and the administration.

(*0 A desire on the part of the faculty to be more involved in the Institution’s 
decision making.

(5) A feeling on the part of the faculty that teaching loads were too heavy.

1 2  3 ^

1 2 3 'I

1 2  3 4

1 2 3

1 2  3 ^

125



126

(6) A "union orientation" of faculty re­
sulting from close proximity to 3trong labor unions in Detroit and other
cities. 1 2  3 4

(7) A feeling on the part of the faculty 
that the president was making too
many unilateral decisions. 1 2  3 4

(8) A desire for higher salaries and
fringe benefits by faculty. 1 2  3 4

(9) The assistance and encouragement of
the MEA or APT. 1 2  3 4

(10) A very limited number of faculty who 
sold the idea of collective negotia­
tions to other faculty. 1 2  3 4

(11) Dissatisfaction among faculty with
the handling of their grievances. 1 2  3 4

(12) A desire on the part of the faculty 
to establish their independence from
the administration. 1 2  3 4

(13) A desire for more academic freedom!n the classroom. 1 2  3 4
(14) 1 2  3 4
(15) 1 2  3 4
(16) 1 2  3 4
(17) 1 2  3 4

3. Were most of the leaders in the movement:
 (a) older  (a) men
 (b) younger  (b) younger
J___(c) mixed  (c) some of each

4. About what proportion of the faculty do you think were 
in favor of collective bargaining when the bargaining unit was formed?
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TOPIC II - OUTCOMES

1. In your opinion, what have been the most significant 
outcomes of collective.bargaining in your institution?

(1) Affect on Faculty

(2) Faculty working conditions

(3) Faculty professional growth

(lj) Faculty involvement in decision making

(5) Faculty - Administrative Relationship

(6) Financial - Faculty

(7) Financial - College

(8) President's role

(9) Board's role

(10) Community reaction
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2. In your opinion, what are the most desirable outcomes 
of collective bargaining at your college? If you 
feel there are no particularly desirable outcomes, let me know and we will go on to the next question.

No desirable outcomes

1.
2.
3. 

5.
3. In your opinion, what are the most undesirable outcomes of collective bargaining at your college? If you feel 

there are no particularly undesirable outcomes, let 
me know and we will go on to the next question.

No undesirable outcomes

1.
2 .
3.
4.
5.

^. All things considered,, do you think collective bar 
gaining in your college has been a good thing?

TOPIC III - FUTURE OP COLLECTIVE NEGOTIATIONS
1. In your opinion, what will be the major outcomes of 

collective bargaining in your college within the next 
three to five years.

(1)
(2)
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(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)

2. What do you think are the chances of a faculty strike
occurring in your college within the next three to
five years?
 1. Definitely will  3« A fair chance

occur  4. Probably will not
 2. A good chance occur

 5* Undecided
3. Do you think the chances of a strike are lessening or increasing or is there no change?

 1. Lessening  3. No change
 2. Increasing ___Undecided
Do you think there will be a state-wide master con­
tract for community college instructors within the 
next five years?
 1. Yes, definitely ___3* Probably not
 2. Yes, probably__________ ___4. Definitely not

 5* Undecided
5. Do you think it will be necessary to depend on the

state for an increased portion of your college’s
operating funds in the next five years?
 1. Yes, definitely ___3. Probably not
 2. Yes, probably__________ ___4. Definitely not

 5. Undecided



APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW CONFIRMATION LETTER
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270*4 Rockwood Drive 
East Lansing, Michigan *48823

January 17, 1969

Mr. John SmithGlendale Community College
Glendale, Michigan
Dear Mr. Smith:
I am pleased that you have agreed to participate In the 
study I am conducting on faculty collective negotiations 
in Michigan Community Colleges.
Although no particular preparation is needed ahead of time, the following questions will give you a general idea 
of the kinds of topics I plan to discuss with you. The information which you give me will be held in strictest 
confidence and will not be identified with you or the college.

In your opinion:
1. Why did the faculty at your college decide to 

collectively negotiate their contracts?
2. What .have been the most significant outcomes of 

collective negotiations in your institution?What do you feel are the most desirable and the most undesirable of these outcomes?
3. What will be the major outcomes of collective 

negotiations in your institution within the next three to five years?
To confirm our appointment, we will meet at 10:30 a.m., January 21, In your office. I hope you can reserve about 
an hour for the interview. If for any reason you find It 
impossible to meet with me at that time, please call me collect. My telephone number at work is A.C. 517 373-3820 and at home you may contact me at A.C. 517 351-6356.
Again, I am most appreciative of your cooperation and I look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely yours,

Charles A. Shoup


