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ABSTRACT

A DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF FACULTY GRIEVANCES 
AT FIVE MICHIGAN UNIVERSITIES,

1975 to 1985

By

Theodore Hudson Heidloff, I I I

Purpose. The study was to analyze the nature of faculty grievances 

f i le d  at five Michigan universities during the years of 1975-1985. 

Within that period the researcher looked for (1) significant 

relationships in the nature of faculty grievances from institution to 

institution; (2) whether grievances decrease in frequency and are they 

resolved at a lower level in the resolution process as the bargaining 

matures; and (3) what impact, i f  any, rioes the choice of bargaining 

agent make?

Procedure. A total of 264 faculty grievances were examined using 19

variables. Faculty grievances were divided into nine subject areas 

along ten academic disciplines. Grievances were of two types: 

individual and group. Group grievances are those complaints affecting

more than one individual or the union. The data were summarized by

individual, group and institution. Totals and percentages for each 

category were obtained, and Chi-square was employed to evaluate the

information derived.

Findings. There were no s ta t is t ic a lly  significant differences found in 

the nature of faculty grievances from one institution to another. The 

second hypothesis dealt with the effect of time upon the grievance



process. Of the variables employed in this hypothesis, i t  was found 

that the number of grievances did decrease over the time periods 

studied. Further, there was a s ta t is t ic a lly  significant relationship 

between the rate of decrease and the time (in months) i t  took to resolve 

the matter.

In addition, the choice of a particular bargaining agent (NEA or AAUP) 

impacted upon the number and rate of grievances f i le d .  In absolute 

terms, the number of grievances declined over time for both agents. 

However, AAUP institutions had fewer total grievances and they declined 

at a sharper rate than NEA institutions.

The final hypothesis centered on other aspects of the bargaining agent's 

role in the grievance process. S ta t is tic a lly  significant relationships 

were found between the AAUP and NEA on the preference for f i l in g  

individual or group grievances, the subject area of the grievance, and, 

most importantly, the outcome of the grievance. No s ta t is t ic a lly  

significant outcomes were obtained between the unions when the rate of 

grievance resolution was tested.
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CHAPTER I 

S ta tem ent o f  the  Problem

This inqu iry  s ys te m a t ica l ly  analyzed the  na tu re  o f  fa c u l t y  grievances at f iv e  

M ichigan un ivers it ies : Centra l M ichigan U n ive rs ity ,  Eastern M ichigan U n ive rs ity ,  

Fe rr is  S tate U n ive rs ity ,  Saginaw Va lley  S tate  U n ive rs ity ,  and Oakland 

U n ive rs ity .  A l l  are o f  s im i la r  scope and c o m p le x i ty ,  opera te  under appointed 

governing bodies, and serve a high p roport ion  o f  M ichigan students. A l l  o f  these 

in s t i tu t io n s  have had fa c u l ty  c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing f o r  10 years o r  more. This 

research assessed the  im p a c t  fa c u l ty  grievances had upon the  in s t i tu t io n ,  the  

parties  invo lved, and the  agreem ent i ts e l f .

The researcher sought to  answer the  fo l lo w in g  questions:

1. Did the type  o f  fa c u l t y  g r ievance change accord ing to  the  length  o f 

the  bargain ing re la tionsh ip? For exam ple, do grievances f i le d  over 

fa c u l ty  work ing cond it ions occur more o f te n  in the second year o f  

bargaining than the  e ighth year?

2. Did the choice o f  bargain ing agent (A .A .U .P . v N .E .A.) account f o r  any 

d if fe rences  in the  type  o f  grievances f i led?

3. Are grievances resolved a t  a low e r, less fo rm a l leve l as the bargaining 

re la t ionsh ip  matures?

I t  was presumed th a t  these and o th e r research questions could best be 

studied in in s t i tu t io n s  th a t  have opera ted under c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing fo r  10 or 

more years. Bargaining re la t ionsh ips o f  a decade's dura t ion  provided s u f f ic ie n t  

oppo rtun it ie s  f o r  each side to  te s t  the  o ther 's  s treng ths  and weaknesses, and as a 

resu lt ,  were less susceptib le to  va r ia t ions  caused by ind iv idua l personalit ies, short­

te rm  f isca l constra in ts , o r  o the r less enduring cond it ions.
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The Need f o r  the  Study

In the  da ily  management o f  la bo r re la t ions  under a c o l le c t iv e  bargaining 

agreem ent, the  g rea tes t am ount o f  t im e  and e f f o r t  is expended in meeting and 

reso lv ing  c o n t ra c t  grievances. As Davey (1959) has noted, most employers and 

union leaders agree th a t  the  real heart  o f  c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing is the 

a d m in is tra t io n  o f  the agreem ent, f o r  i t  is f rom  th is  th a t  grievances arise.

While some w ith in  an o rgan iza t ion  believe th a t  grievances should be avoided 

a t  a l l  costs, c o n f l ic t  is inev itab le  in o rgan iza tions  o f  any size o r  co m p lex ity ,  

m u tua lly  accepted is the  basis o f  e f fe c t iv e  c o n t ra c t  adm in is tra t io n .

Grievances expose the weak, misunderstood, o r  obviously bad paragraphs o f  

the  agreem ent. They also expose those issues upon which the re  was in s u f f ic ie n t  o r 

no accord. A rev iew o f  past grievances and th e i r  lo ca t ion  w ith in  the o rgan iza tion  

can give focus to  negotia t ions. Grievances also have a c a th a r t ic  e f fe c t ,  i f  handled 

p ro m p tly  and fa i r ly ,  the reby  subs t itu t ing  f o r  o the r concerted  ac tion .

Grievances are used by both sides to  fa vo ra b ly  push the  l im i ts  o f  th e ir  

co n tro l .  Unions use them to  p ro te c t  th e i r  members and to  so l id i fy  th e i r  existence 

as a p o l i t ic a l  o rgan iza t ion  (K ruger 1979)* Management uses grievances to  p ro te c t  

i ts  r ig h ts  and to  shield i ts  supervisors. Grievances, too, are o f te n  the  only 

mechanism through which management is made aware o f  d ive rgen t goals and 

p rac tices  w ith in  the  o rgan iza t ion . Grievances may also be used by e ithe r pa r ty  to  

achieve ends no t gained a t th e  bargain ing tab le . The in ten s ity  w ith  which a 

grievance is fo u g h t  and the leve l i t  must reach f o r  reso lu t ion  ind ica te  the type  o f  

working re la t ionsh ip  the  parties  possess.

In fa c u l t y  la bo r re la t ions , grievances tdke  on an added im portance  due to  the 

s c a rc i ty  o f  p romotions, the  re la t iv e ly  low professional salaries, and t ra d i t io n a l

2



a tt i tu d e s  th a t  d i f fe r  from  those o f  " in d u s tr ia l"  unions. As is the  case in the 

indus tr ia l sec to r, however, grievances are used to  achieve a v a r ie ty  o f  ends 

beyond the mere reso lu t ion  o f  a c o n t ra c t  v io la t ion .  In academe, f o r  exam ple, a 

g r ievance  may be prom pted by the  adm in is tra t ion 's  desire to  raise p rom otion  

standards. I f  successful, the ad m in is tra t io n  can establish more s tr in g en t c r i te r ia  

f o r  p rom otion . In the  same s itua t ion , a fa c u l ty  union may seek to  q u a n t i fy  those 

same standards a t a leve l more easily achievable by th e i r  members.

Background o f  Theory and Research

Most research in gr ievance analysis and i ts  im p a c t on the  o rgan iza t ion  

concerns the  industr ia l sec to r.  Ash's (1970) study o f  the broad im p a c t  o f  

g r ievance  decisions provides para lle ls  f o r  s tudy in the  public  secto r. Ash discussed 

a t length  the management ch a rac te r is t ic s  present in many grievance s itua tions.

Ash found a steady and rapid g row th  in the  number, both absolute and 

re la t iv e  to  the  work fo rce ,  o f  grievances f i le d  under the  agreem ent during the 

f iv e -y e a r  s tudy period. Lock ing  a t fa c to rs  associated w ith  grievances and whether 

the re  was a s ig n if ican t  d i f fe re n ce  between those workers who grieved  and those 

who did not, Ash concluded th a t  the re  were th ree  s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n if ican t 

d if fe rences  about those who grieve: They were younger, were more l ik e ly  to  have 

served in the  Arm ed Forces, and were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more l ike ly  to  be Caucasian. 

Ash also suggests th a t  the re  may we ll be a decided re la t ionsh ip  between the 

ch a ra c te r  o f  supervision and departm enta l gr ievance rates. While fa c u l t y  do not 

work under these same cond it ions, the f ind ings  have re levance f o r  th is  study.

Duane's ( 1 9 7 9 ) s tudy o f  g r ievance analysis a t the  ju n io r  and senior colleges 

o f  Minnesota also has app lica t ion  to  th is  present study. He sta tes th a t  one 

fu n c t io n  o f  gr ievance data analysis is to  lo ca te  in s t i tu t io n a l  po l icy  problem areas



o r  those th a t  p rov ide  the  la rges t number o f  fa c u l ty  grievances. In Duane's study 

the  p o l icy  problem areas id e n t i f ie d  were, in descending o rd e r  o f  frequency:

1. Salary 8. Leaves o f  absence

2. W o rk load  9. D isc r im ina t ion

3. A p p o in tm e n t / la y o f f  10. Grievance procedure

E mployee r igh ts  11. Management r igh ts

5. Assoc ia t ion  r ig h ts  12. Departm ent chairperson

6. Reprim and/d ism issa l 13* P rom otion

7. M iscellaneous provisions

Duane com pared subunits (defined as a depa rtm en t,  d iv is ion, o r  co llege) exh ib it ing  

high grievance ra tes  w ith  s im i la r  subunits th a t  had fe w e r  grievances. (Since the 

size o f  membership among the subunits under eva lua t ion  varied  w ide ly , Duane 

developed a gr ievance ra t io  to  aid his comparisons.) The research f ind ings suggest 

in subunits w ith  inord ina te  grievance ra tes  one o f  tw o  th ings is opera ting:

1) grievances are not p roperly  screened by union representa t ives  and /or 

adm in is tra to rs  are not w i l l in g  o r  able to  resolve com p la in ts  in fo rm a l ly ,  

or

2) a foo t  w ith in  the subunit are serious po l icy  problems th a t  can be 

ch a rac te r ized  as--

a. substantive disorders, l ike  fa c u l ty  la yo ffs ;  o r

b. procedural disorders, such as co n tra c tu a l am b igu it ies .

Muchind<y and Massarani (1981) suggest th a t  the nature and scope o f

gr ievances ind ica te  the  q u a l i ty  o f  the  underly ing union-m anagem ent re la tionsh ip . 

They fu r th e r  believe th a t  changes in c o n t ra c t  language over t im e  re f le c t  th a t  

re la t ionsh ip  as well.

One o f  Muchinsky and Massarani's f ind ings  was the high denial ra te  f o r  

grievances made a t  the  beginning o f  a new ly  established bargain ing re la t ionsh ip .



This high denial ra te  was not present where unions had been in opera t ion  f o r  

longer than a year.

A pa r t ia l reason f o r  high grievance ra tes during the f i r s t  year was th a t  union 

and management were unaccustomed to  each o the r in advocacy roles. Secondly, 

these grievances were c lass if ied  as the sym p tom a t ic  v a r ie ty ,  where the com p la in t 

no t on ly  deta ils  a spec if ic  problem but ind ica tes  o the r underly ing fa c to rs .  These 

com p la in ts  emerge to  vent f ru s t ra t io n ,  to  increase pressure during negotia tions, o r 

to  re ta l ia te  f o r  management actions, and are then converted in to  fo rm a l 

grievances. Though they  may have some co n trac tua l basis, the grievances are 

on ly  sym p tom a t ic  o f  the  real problem.

Graham and Heshizer (1979) studied over 300 labor agreements and 

in te rv iew ed  labor and management o f f ic a ls  to  de te rm ine  whether c o n t ra c t  

language had any e f fe c t  on the  level (low o r  high) o f  grievance reso lu t ion . They 

concluded th a t ,  while  language encouraging ea r ly ,  low - leve l reso lution was 

c o m fo r t in g  to  read f o r  employees, i t  had l i t t l e  im pac t in de te rm in ing  actions. The 

c ircum stances o f  the  gr ievance d ic ta ted  the  leve l o f  resolution.

One outcom e unan tic ipa ted  by Graham and Heshizer was th a t  grievances 

became more d i f f i c u l t  to  resolve in periods o f  high unem ploym ent. They believe 

th a t  workers become more aware o f  those co n tra c tu a l v io la t ions  th a t  m ight 

possibly a f fe c t  th e i r  job  se cu r ity  in these t im es  and are less w il l in g  to  overlook 

them than  i f  em p loym ent is high. Given the  f inanc ia l problems Michigan's 

educationa l in s t i tu t io n s  have faced, the  same e f fe c t  may be present in fa c u l ty  

g r ievance rates.
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S ign if icance  o f  the  Study 

In adm in is te r ing  a c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing agreem ent, problems are usually 

reacted  to  ra the r  than  a n t ic ipa ted .  In researching fa c u l ty  grievances and th e ir  

in f luence  upon labor management re la t ions, the  researcher sought to  provide, fo r  

the in s t i tu t io n s  invo lved, an accura te  record o f  th e i r  grievance a c t iv i t y  from  

many perspectives. A study o f  grievances, however, does not describe the  en t ire  

labor re la t ions  process. But i t  may prov ide  a measure o f  the success o r  fa i lu re  the 

parties  have had in the  d a i ly  a dm in is tra t io n  o f  th e i r  agreements. A dm in is ter ing  

any agreem ent involves the continuous trans la t ion  o f  words and phrases in to  

ac tion . An optim um  ach ievem ent f o r  th is  study would be to  narrow the  gap 

between the words o f  an agreement and the deeds associated w ith  i ts  

a dm in is tra t io n ,  the reby  c o n tr ib u t in g  to  a b e t te r  work env ironm ent.

S ta tem ent o f  Hypotheses 

This researcher's prem ise is th a t  an exam ina t ion  o f  fa c u l ty  grievances over a 

s u f f ic ie n t  period o f t im e  w i l l  reveal q uan t i f iab le  results  th a t  de fine  the  cond it ion  

o f  the re la t ionsh ip  between the  parties.

Using reasonably s im i la r  Michigan un ivers it ies  th a t  have had co l le c t ive  

bargain ing f o r  10 o r  more years, i t  was assumed th a t  the  cond it ions under which 

fa c u l ty  work are the same. I f  th a t  is the case, the absolute number and general 

c ircum stances th a t  gave rise to  fa c u l t y  grievances should not vary s ig n if ica n t ly  by 

in s t i tu t io n .  T here fo re , the f i r s t  hypothesis, in null fo rm ,  was:

1. The absolute number and c ircum stances g iv ing rise to  fa c u l ty  

grievances do not va ry  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from  in s t i tu t io n  to  in s t i tu t io n .  

A no the r area o f  research inqu iry  was the  e f fe c t  the  passage o f  t im e  had 

upon the  co n tra c tu a l re la t ionsh ip  between the parties. Grievances genera lly  have 

th ree  stages; in fo rm a l reso lu t ion ; fo rm a l reso lu t ion ; so lu tion imposed upon the



parties  by an a rb i t ra to r  o r  o the r im p a r t ia l  panel. I t  was postu lated, the re fo re ,  

th a t  the  leve l a t  which grievances were resolved changes s ig n if ica n t ly  over t im e .  

The second hypothesis, in nu l l fo rm ,  was:

2. The leve l o f  reso lu t ion  ( in fo rm a l,  fo rm a l,  imposed solu tion) th a t  a 

grievance obta ins does not vary  s ig n if ica n t ly  ove r t im e .

Of the f iv e  in s t i tu t io n s  studied, th ree  have been organ ized by the Michigan 

Education Association (M EA) and tw o  by the  A m erican  Association o f  U n ive rs ity  

Professors (AAUP). I t  was assumed th a t  the philosophy o f  these com peting  

o rgan iza tions is not the  same. The MEA grew in membership f i r s t  through the  

un ion iza tion  o f  K-12 pub lic  school teachers. The AAUP only organizes college 

fa c u l ty .  Does the  se lec t ion  o f  a p a r t ic u la r  bargain ing agent crea te  s ig n if ican t 

d if fe rences  in the  nature and type  o f  grievances f i le d  by fa c u l ty  members? The 

th i rd  hypothesis, in null fo rm ,  was:

3. The nature and type  o f  grievances f i le d  by fa c u l ty  does not vary 

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  by cho ice  o f  bargain ing agent.

Methodology f o r  Experim en ta l Design 

To te s t  the hypotheses, the actua l grievance documents housed a t  each 

in s t i tu t io n  were examined. The fo l lo w in g  in fo rm a tion  was obta ined from  each o f  

264 grievances examined:

a. Academ ic rank a t  t im e  o f  grievance.

b. Length o f  service to  in s t i tu t io n  a t  t im e  o f  grievance.

c. Sex o f  g r ievant.

d. Academic d isc ip l ine  o f  g r ievan t (social sciences, hum anit ies, natura l 

science and m athem atics , applied arts and technology, e tc.).

e. C ircum stances under which grievance was f i le d :



1. P rom otion , tenure  o r  reappo in tm en t

2. S en io r ity , re tre nchm en t

3- Fringe bene fi ts

Supplemental compensation

5 . F acu lty  work ing  cond it ions

6. Salary

7 . Union r ig h ts  under the  agreem ent

8. D isc r im ina t ion  and harassment

9. Discharge and d isc ip line

f .  Level a t  which grievance was resolved ( in fo rm a l,  fo rm a l,  imposed

so lu tion , no solu tion).

g. To ta l number o f  grievances by ind iv idua l labor agreem ent and

in s t i tu t io n .

h. D if fe rences  by in s t i tu t io n  and broad academic d isc ip lines (natura l

sciences and m athem atics , social sciences, hum anit ies, applied arts 

and technology).

i. Month and year gr ievance was f i le d .

j .  C on trac t  in fo rce  a t t im e  grievance was f i le d ,

k .  Length  o f  t im e  to  resolve m a tte r .

1. Outcome o f  grievance (w ithd raw n by g r ievan t,  resolved in fa v o r  o f

union, resolved in fa v o r  o f  a d m in is tra t io n ,  o r  resolved by nego tia ted  

agreement).

The variab les noted above re fe r  to  grievances f i le d  by ind iv idua ls.

Grievances f i le d  by groups o r by the  barga in ing agent on beha lf o f  ind iv idua ls  were

id e n t i f ie d  in th is  s tudy as group grievances. In fo rm a t io n  o f  the fo l lo w in g  type  was

gathered on these grievances:



a. C ircumstances under which grievance was f i le d .

1. Sen io rity , re tre nchm en t

2. Fringe bene fits

3. Supplemental compensation 

k. F acu lty  work ing condit ions

5. Salary

6. Union r ig h ts  under the agreem ent

7. D isc r im ina t ion  and harassment

8. Discharge and d isc ip line

b. Month and year gr ievance was f i le d .

c. C on trac t  in fo rce  a t  t im e  grievance was f i le d .

d. Level a t which grievance was resolved ( in fo rm a l,  fo rm a l ,  imposed 

so lu tion , no solution).

e. Length  o f  t im e  to  resolve m a tte r .

f .  Outcome o f  g r ievance (w ithd raw n  by g r ievan t,  resolved in fa v o r  o f

union, resolved in fa v o r  o f  a dm in is tra t io n ,  o r  resolved by negotia ted  

agreement).

The data were p r im a r i ly  analyzed using Chi-square tes t in g  a t the .05 leve l o f  

s ign if icance . O ther tes t ing  measures were u t i l iz e d  as necessary. Use o f these 

te s t  measures show whether, in fa c t ,  there  are s ig n i f ic a n t  d if fe ren ces  in the  data 

as s ta ted  in the  hypotheses.

D e f in i t io n  o f  Term s 

For the  purposes o f  th is  study, the  fo l lo w in g  d e f in i t io n s  are used:

Bargaining Unit -

The group o f  employees de te rm ined  by na tiona l,  s ta te  o r  t e r r i t o r ia l  

labor boards to  c o ns t i tu te  the  un it  app ropr ia te  f o r  barga in ing purposes.
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Where no o f f ic ia l  designation o r  c e r t i f ic a t io n  was made, i t  was the un it  

accepted by the  em p loyer f o r  barga in ing purposes.

Bargaining Agent -

The union c e r t i f ie d  by a nationa l,  s ta te  o r  te r r i t o r ia l  labor agency to  

represent a m a jo r i ty  o f  the  employees in an appropria te  barga in ing u n i t  and 

to  be the  exc lus ive  bargain ing agent f o r  those employees. The em ployer is 

ob l iga ted  to  meet and nego tia te  the  wages, hours, and o the r te rm s  and 

cond it ions o f  em p loym ent w ith  th is  agent.

Arbitration -

A procedure whereby part ies  unable to  agree on a so lu tion  to  a 

problem ind ica te  th e i r  w ill ingness to  be bound by the  decision o f  a th i rd  

p a r ty .  The part ies  usually agree, in advance, on the  issues th a t  the  th i rd  

p a r ty  (the a rb i t ra to r )  is to  decide. C o lle c t ive  barga in ing agreements 

genera lly  p rov ide  f o r  a rb i t ra t io n  as the las t step in the process set up to  

handle p lan t grievances.

Grievance -

Any co m p la in t  by an em ployee o r  by a union (sometimes by the 

em p loye r o r  em p loyer association) concern ing any aspect o f  the  em ploym ent 

re la t ionsh ip . The com p la in t  may be real o r  fanc ied , a rb it ra b le  o r  non- 

a rb i t ra b le  under the  c o n t ra c t .  A rb i t ra b le  grievances usually arise o u t o f  the 

in te rp re ta t io n  o r  a pp lica t ion  o f  the c o l le c t iv e  barga in ing agreement's te rm s.

L im i ta t io n s  o f  the  Study 

Because each o f  Michigan's fo u r  year s ta te -supported  in s t i tu t io n s  are e i the r  

le g is la t iv e ly  o r  c o n s t i tu t io n a l ly  autonomous, research f ind ings  a t  one w i l l  not 

necessarily  apply a t  another. The general work ing  cond it ions o f  fa c u l ty ,  however, 

were s im i la r  enough f o r  a s tudy o f  th is  type  to  be meaningful.
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A no the r l i  m i ta t io n  to  th is  study is th a t  i t  was con f ined  to  on ly  one s ta te .

The study was also l im i te d  because i t  lacked representa t ion  by one o f  the  

th ree  m ajor fa c u l ty  unions, i.e., the A m erican  Federa tion  o f  Teachers (AFT). No 

fo u r -y e a r  in s t i tu t io n  in M ichigan has the  AFT as i ts  barga in ing agent.

O rgan iza tion  o f  the Study

The rem ain ing  chapters  o f  th is  s tudy were as fo l low s :

Chapter II, Survey o f  Rela ted L i te ra tu re ,  was devoted to  a rev iew  o f  

pub lica t ions and research stud ies th a t  were re levan t to  th is  study.

Chapter III, Means and Method o f  Data C o llec t ion , described the procedures 

p repa ra to ry  to  conducting th e  data  c o l le c t io n  and the  methods used fo r  co l le c t ing  

the data.

Chapter IV, P resen tat ion  and Analysis o f  the Data, analyzed the data 

co l le c ted  as i t  re la ted  to  the  hypotheses o f  the  study.

Chapter V, Summary, Recommendations and Suggestions f o r  Future 

Research, sum marized the  s tudy and made recom mendations f o r  fu tu re  research.



C HAPTER II

The Survey o f  Related L i te ra tu re

This chap te r is a rev iew o f  the  re levan t l i te ra tu re  in the  broad area o f  

o rgan iza t iona l grievances and the more spec if ic  area o f  fa c u l ty  grievances. 

Grievance systems w il l  be examined both in and o u t  o f  the public secto r and in 

indus tr ia l and educationa l se tt ings. Next, the component par ts  o f  a grievance 

procedure and how they  in te ra c t  w il l  be reviewed. Fac to rs  such as the  number 

and typ e  o f  grievances f i le d  against an ente rp rise  and a t  which stage se tt lem en t 

was achieved are among the more im p o r ta n t  fa c e ts  o f  th is  inqu iry . Then, the  ro le  

o f  ind iv idua l and group grievances and th e i r  im pac t on the o rgan iza t ion  w i l l  be 

explored. F ina l ly ,  the  unique aspects o f  fa c u l ty  co l le c t iv e  bargain ing and the part  

th a t  grievances play in un ion-management re la t ions  w i l l  be discussed.

Grievance Systems

As e a r l ie r  s ta ted, a grievance is any com p la in t  by an employee, an employer, 

o r a union concern ing any aspect o f  the  em p loym en t re la t ionsh ip . The com p la in t 

may be real o r  fanc ied , a rb it ra b le  o r  non -a rb itrab le  under the co n tra c t .  For the 

purposes o f  th is  study, a rb i t ra b le  grievances, those th a t  arise o u t o f  the  te rm s and 

th e i r  a p p lica t ion  w ith in  the agreem ent, w i l l  be the only ones considered.

Grievances t y p ic a l ly  proceed along the  same path, i.e., f rom  in fo rm a l stages 

through fo rm a l steps, usually cu lm ina t ing  in a binding reso lu t ion  prescribed by a 

th i rd  pa r ty  neutra l such as an a rb i t ra to r  o r  review panel. The Bureau o f National 

A f fa i r s  (1979) found th a t  99% o f  sample c o n tra c ts  conta ined a provis ion fo r  

gr ievance reso lution . There were, however, va r ia t ions  in the  scope o f  the 

gr ievance procedure, the number o f  steps in the procedure, the t im e  l im i t s  f o r  

f i l in g ,  and the  natu re  o f  th i rd  p a r ty  respons ib il i ty . In 75% o f  the  public sector 

agreements and 9 0  & o f  the p r iva te  sec to r agreements, management accepted

12
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binding a rb i t ra t io n  o f  ce r ta in  types o f  grievances in re tu rn  f o r  a n o -s tr ike  pledge 

f ro m  the  union ove r the  l i f e  o f  the  agreem ent (M il ls , 1982).

The widespread use o f  grievance procedures suggests th a t  th e y  must sa tis fy  

the  needs o f  both management and union. Kochan (1980), quoting Chamberla in 

and Kuhn, noted th a t  grievance procedures th a t  inc lude  a rb i t ra t io n  clauses 

perfo rm  th ree  basic needs f o r  the  union and management under a co l le c t ive  

barga in ing agreement:

(1) The agreem ent must be in te rp re te d  on a day - to -day  basis and 

d if fe rences  over in te rp re ta t io n s  must be resolved;

(2) The te rm s  must be adapted to  changing c ircum stances  and unforeseen 

s ituations and

(3) Demands by workers, lo ca l- le ve l managers, and f i r s t - l in e  supervisors 

f o r  ad justm ents and m od if ica t ions  o f  the  basic agreem ent to  f i t  local 

cond it ions must be accom modated.

The im portance  o f  the  grievance procedure has been noted by many. Ryder 

(1956) believed th a t  the procedure has a d imension beyond words on a piece o f  

paper, th a t  i t  gives l i f e  to  the  te rm s  and cond it ions o f  the  agreem ent i t  serves. 

Grievance procedures can help define  com m on work p rac tices  and serve as notice  

to  employees about the breadth  o f  a c t iv i t y  the  c o n t ra c t  can accom m odate.

McKers ie  and Shropshire (1962) also found grievances to  be im p o r ta n t :

I t  is the  day- to -day  a dm in is tra t io n  o f  a c o n t ra c t  th a t  
determ ines how well the ob jec t ives  o f  the c o n t ra c t  are 
rea lized  and i t  is the  day- to -day  a d m in is tra t io n  th a t  most 
in f luences the  deve lopm ent o f  a co ns tru c t ive  re la t ionsh ip  
between the  c o n tra c t in g  parties.



A fa i r l y  rep resen ta t ive  grievance procedure from  Holley and Jennings

(1980):

F irs t
Step

Second
Step

Th ird
Step

Fourth
Step

Union
Personnel
Involved

E mployee (w ith  o r  
w i th o u t union 
steward)

A dd it ion  o f  
union grievance 
com m i t te e  person

A dd it io n  o f  
union grievance 
c o m m it te e  members

A c t iv i t y

Discuss grievance

U n resolved

Grievance reduced 
to  w r i t in g  and 
answered by 
management in 5 
days

Discuss grievance 
re la t iv e  to  
precedent

Unresolved

Management answers 
in w r i t in g

Can be appealed 
in f iv e  days

D iscuss grievance 
w ith  maximum input

Unresolved

Management answers 
in w r i t ing

Can be appealed 
in 10 days

A rb i t ra t io n  
(A dd it ion  o f  th i rd  
pa rty  neu tra l)

Final and binding 
decision

Management 
P ersonnel 
Involved

F irs t - l in e  superv isor

Resolved

A dd it io n  o f  industr ia l 
rep resen ta t ive

Resolved

A dd it ion  o f  industr ia l 
re la t ions  manager and 
general p lan t management 
o f f ic ia l  (e.g., assistant 
p lan t manager)

Resolved

Figure 1. Sample Grievance Procedure.
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While d iagrams o f  the type  ju s t  noted suggest th a t  the  grievance process 

provides a d ire c t  approach to  dispute reso lu t ion , th e re  are several u n w r i t te n  

dimensions to  the process. As Ho lly  and Jennings (1 9 8 O) say, one fa c to r  in th is  

dispute reso lu tion  m a tr ix  is the  v a r ie ty  o f  persona lit ies  and motives the  

p a r t ic ipa n ts  bring to  the  process. Such em otiona l fa c to rs  make i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  

e f fe c t  th ree  p r inc ip les  o f  g r ievance procedure: a c l in ic a l ra the r  than a le g a l is t ic  

approach should be fo l lo w ed , the g r ievan t 's  ro le  and the procedure should be c lear 

in the  co n tra c t ,  and each grievance should be decided on i ts  own m e r i t .  They 

found the reso lu t ion  process to  be ch a rac te r ize d  by th ree  types o f  social 

re la tionsh ips conducted against the  backdrop o f  the  agreement's provisions.

C o n fl ic t ing  power re la t ionsh ips, accord ing  to  Reynolds (1978), and supported 

by Ho lly  and Jennings arise when one o f  the  pa r t ies  o r i ts  agents has a " d i f fe re n t  

agenda." Genera lly , ind iv idua ls  ra the r  than  o rgan iza t ions  engage in a c t iv i t ie s  th a t  

are a t variance w ith  the  la rg e r  group's s ta ted  ob jec t ive . A union member's 

grievance against management, f o r  exam ple, m igh t be a imed a t  damaging a 

manager's c re d ib i l i t y  w ith  his o r  her peers. A " d i f f e r e n t  agenda" on the  p a r t  o f  

management m ight re su lt  in uneven standards being applied to  an em ployee who 

has fa l le n  o u t o f  favo r .  Regardless o f  the  "success" o f  such actions, th is  type  o f 

re la t ionsh ip  d is to r ts  the  p r im a ry  purpose o f  c o n t ra c t  adm in is tra t ion ,  i.e., ra t iona l 

decision making.

Kruger (1980) has said th a t  sym pa the t ic  re la tionsh ips occur between 

ind iv idua ls  when each is aware o f  the  o ther 's  needs (and th a t  o f  the  o rgan iza t ion ) 

and uses th a t  awareness to  apprec ia te  and b e t te r  work w ith  the o ther. 

Management needs to  understand th a t  the  union is p r im a r i ly  a p o l i t ica l  

o rgan iza tion  w ith in  whose fram ew ork  the re  are several layers o f  needs, wants, and 

desires. Some o f  these are m anifested by actions th a t  ou tw a rd ly  appear on ly  to  

th rea ten  o r  embarrass management. In t ru th ,  the union may take  such ac tions  to
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so lid fy  i ts  own in te rna l fac t ions .  The union must understand to o  th a t  management 

has i ts  cons t i tuen t groups watching f o r  consistency o f  t re a tm e n t .  These fac t ions , 

a lthough they  are not id e n t i f ie d  as such, must also be accom m odated by 

management.

Reynolds (1978) agrees w ith  Ho lly  and Jennings on co d i f ied  re la tionsh ips, 

which include the  r igh ts  and priv i leges o f  f i r s t - l in e  supervisors and union 

grievance personnel, as defined by the labo r agreem ent and various union and 

management pub lica tions. Such c o d i f ic a t io n ,  which is de ta iled  in handbodks on 

grievance processing, plays an im p o r ta n t  ro le  in the  area o f  dispute reso lu t ion . I t  

creates an atmosphere in which mutual r igh ts  and respect are given value. 

Generally, problems should be solved a t  th is  leve l,  ra the r  than  having a so lu tion  

imposed from  above. The fu r th e r  a gr ievance  tra ve ls ,  the  more d i f f i c u l t  i t  

becomes to  s e t t le  due to  fa c to rs  o f  p ride  and prestige . This is p a r t ic u la r ly  evident 

in cases where one o r  both sides back th e i r  people in sp ite  o f  the  o r ig ina l action 

being wrong.

The th ree  types o f  in terpersonal re la t ionsh ips described above com bine  w ith  

the  grievance procedure to  fo rm  the  opera tiona l basis f o r  the  real process in 

response to  these re la tionships, and the persona lit ies  o f the co n tra c t  

a dm in is tra to rs  is a phenomenon long understood by those who p rac t ice  grievance 

adm in is tra t ion .  A l l  o f  th is  adds considerable co m p le x i ty  to  what appears on the 

surface  to  be a s t ra ig h t fo rw a rd  process.

Thomson and Murray (1976), re f le c t in g  on e a r l ie r  works on how grievances 

are handled, ca tegor ized  these on a continuum ranging from  most to  least 

severe. Depending on economic condit ions, in te rna l o rgan iza t iona l a f fa irs ,  

leadership sty les, and a myriad o f o the r fa c to rs  th a t  p lay a p a r t  in the  overa ll 

o rgan iza tiona l c l im a te ,  a ll  o f  these pa tte rns  could be present in a union- 

management re la t ionsh ip . Thomson and Murray's continuum has f iv e  levels:
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1. Aggressive -  In th is  s itua t ion  one p a r ty  sees nearly  a ll o f  i ts  
d issa tis fac t ion  as subjects fo r  grievance. The parties  behave as i f  one 
side must win a t  the other's  expense. There is l i t t l e  o r  no t ru s t  
between the  parties  and jo in t  reso lu tion  o f  issues is ra re ly ,  i f  ever, 
achieved.

2. Repressed h o s t i l i t y  -  The w ork fo rce  is d issa tis f ied  w ith  i ts  work
env ironm ent but does not a r t ic u la te  these d issa tis fac t ions as open 
grievances. M is trus t and d isrespect o f  management are everpresent. 
Employees fee l as i f  they  have l i t t l e  o r  no power, however, to  e f fe c t  
change so they  do nothing.

3. Moderate -  Grievances, some o f  which can be seen as 'zero-sum ' issues,
arise f re q u e n t ly .  There is a basic but cautious respect between the 
parties. G rievants  are not w ith o u t  l im i te d  power to  change condit ions 
and some p r io r  consu lta tion  by management takes place. The use o f  
th re a t  and fo rce  are re la t iv e ly  rare.

Passive -  Pos it ive  a tt i tu d es  genera lly  p reva il .  Few grievances are f e l t  
o r  a r t ic u la te d .  The employees have l i t t l e  in f luence , jo in t  consu lta tion  
is rare and the  work fo rce  genera lly  does what i t  is to ld  and does not 
mind i t .

5. Coopera tive  -  A t t i tu d e s  are genera lly  favo rab le . Few grievances are
f e l t  o r a r t ic u la te d  and, among those th a t  are, none are seen as 'ze ro - 
sum.' L ink ing  and t ru s t  prevails. Workers make th e ir  considerable 
in f luence  f e l t  through jo in t  consu lta tion  w ith  management on all 
issues, inc lud ing grievances. There is never any use o f  th re a t  o r  fo rce .

Thomson and Murray (1976) concluded th a t ,  in p rac tice , the  grievance 

process is much more com p lex in te rm s  o f  the issues and o f  the organ iza tion 's  

socia l s t ru c tu re  and its  values than previous assumptions about the  grievance 

procedure re f le c te d .  This is t ru e  even in f a i r l y  s imple enterprises, such as single 

p lants  w ith  single unions.

A more expansive view o f  grievance handling is o f fe re d  by Ryder (1956) who 

also l inks  the  actua l barga in ing process to  grievances. He sees the  duration  o f  the 

c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing re la t ionsh ip  between the parties  as an im p o rta n t  fa c to r .  As 

th is  re la t ionsh ip  matures, both sides tend to  become com p lacen t and to  s tray  

f rom  the agreement's  language. This usually comes a f te r  the  re a l i t ie s  o f

barga in ing are f i r m ly  in place and a balance o f  power has been established. 

Movement away from  complacency is spurred by the grievance process. C on trac t
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provis ions are given substance, m odify ing  o rgan iza t iona l p rac t ices  as a resu lt .  

Some o f  these p rac tices  are la te r  cod if ied  as c o n t ra c t  provis ions in fu tu re  

agreements.

Loughran (198*0 explains i t  is not uncommon f o r  the  part ies  to  de l ibe ra te ly  

w r i te  vague co n tra c t  language in o rder to  reach a s e t t le m e n t  on th a t  issue, 

know ing  th a t  fu tu re  grievances w i l l  more sharply focus th is  im prec is ion , in th is  

way a gr ievance outcom e defines previously vague c o n tra c t  language. Defin ing 

these meanings through grievances can be l ikened to  a polishing process occurr ing  

over the  l i f e  o f  a co n tra c t .  This phenomenon is la rge ly  l im i te d  to  labor 

agreements because o the r types o f  com m erc ia l c o n tra c ts  conta in  fa r  fe w e r 

im p l ic i t  meanings in th e i r  te rm s  and condit ions.

A f in a l  broad area o f  grievance systems to  be exam ined is the  approach 

taken to  reso lution. Ju lius (1 9 8 6 ) explains th a t  the  approach used has heightened 

s ign if icance  in fa c u l ty  gr ievance adm in is tra t ion .  In a se tt in g  where the  lines o f  

a u th o r i ty  are b lu rred by design, fo rm  r iva ls  substance in im portance . I t  is a 

foo lha rdy  a dm in is tra t io n  th a t  seeks to  dom inate  fa c u l ty  in m atters  o f  governance, 

f o r  example. In the best o f  t im es  and under the  best o f  cond it ions, the  issues o f 

who con tro ls  whom and what is never fa r  below the surface.

Holley and Jennings (1980) describe management's approach to  grievance 

reso lu t ion  as being e ithe r  c l in ic a l o r  le g a l is t ic .  Both approaches have advantages, 

disadvantages and may, depending on the  issue, opera te  w ith in  the  same 

bargain ing re la t ionsh ip . A c l in ic a l  approach a t te m p ts  to  uncover a ll o f  the causes 

behind an employee's grievance: the le g a l is t ic  approach s t r i c t l y  defines the

grievance accord ing to  c o n t ra c t  provisions. A lthough the c l in ic a l approach can 

undoubtedly be viewed as more fa i r ,  i t  does have l i  m ita t ions.

Orze (1978) c ites  one l im i ta t io n  is a labor agreement's  in a b i l i ty  to  

inco rpo ra te  issues o f  fa irness and equ ity  th a t  can sa tis fy  everyone. For example,
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in issues o f  fa c u l ty  supplementa l compensation, seldom, i f  ever, are there  w r i t te n  

provisions th a t  address ex tra  teach ing ca pab il i t ies . Y e t  i t  is t ru e  th a t  some 

fa c u l ty  can teach  more th a n  a normal load w ith  no loss in e f f ic ie n c y ,  while  others 

s trugg le  to  maintain qua li ty  w ith in  a normal schedule. Faced w ith  a grievance in 

th is  area, the adm in is tra t io n  may well know the  c a pa b i l i t ie s  o f  i t s  fa c u l ty  

members but would be re lu c ta n t  to  modify  o r  to  overlook a c o n t ra c t  v io la t ion  

because o f  what m ight fo l lo w .  So, while  fa irness would d ic ta te  th a t  ind iv idual 

fa c u l ty  members teach  as o f te n  as each f e l t  capable, most co n tra c ts  would not 

a llow i t .

Orze continues w ith  another l im i ta t io n  to  the  c l in ica l approach is the 

grievant's  expec ta t ion  o f  a com p le te  and thorough answer to  th e i r  com p la in t .  This 

is not a lways the  case because expansive w r i t te n  answers to  a grievance expose 

management to  the  chance o f expanding the  dispute's boundaries. This is the  

reason f o r  short,  c ry p t ic  grievance answers. Fairness usually takes a backseat to  

keeping the  issue n a rro w ly  defined.

Regardless o f  the approach taken, grievances and the  system in wh ich  they  

opera te  are a v i ta l  aspect o f  the  c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing re la t ionsh ip . Grievances 

mold and shape the  co n tra c tu a l provisions made a t the  bargain ing tab le . With a 

broad review o f  the  gr ievance system com p le te , th e  components o f  a grievance 

and how they  a c t  and in te ra c t  w i l l  be examined.

Behavior o f  the  Grievance System

P rio r  researchers have considered several fun c t io na l aspects o f  the 

grievance process, including the  number o f  g r ievances f i le d ,  the  leve l a t  which 

grievances are resolved, and p ro f i les  o f  persons who are more apt to  f i le  

grievances.
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Volume o f  Grievances and th e i r  S ign if icance

Whyte (1956), in an address many years ago, discussed the  s ign if icance  o f  

grievance vo lum e, which can mean many th ings to  the respective  parties. A high 

number o f  grievances may ind ica te  a union leadership f ru s t ra te d  w ith  

management. I t  is not unknown fo r  unions, anxious to  pressure management in to  

change, to  canvass f o r  grievances. F rus tra t ion  w ith  management, however, 

resu lts  in few  grievances being f i le d  i f  the  employees lack confidence in th e i r  

union. In the  absence o f  such confidence , f ru s t ra te d  employees o f te n  reso rt  to  

work slowdowns as a tang ib le  means o f  expression.

Whyte explains tw o  o th e r reasons th a t  account f o r  fe w e r  grievances being 

f i le d  than  the  actua l leve l o f  g rievab le  problems f e l t  by employees. A ccord ing  to  

his theo ry ,  any employee should fe e l f re e  to  pursue his o r  her problems w ith  

management w ith  o r  w ith o u t  the union's invo lvem en t.  Employees do not want to  

be considered " t rou b lem ake rs "  by management, however, f o r  fe a r  th a t  th e i r  fu tu re  

w ith  the o rgan iza t ion  w i l l  be a f fe c te d .  I t  is also probable, p a r t ic u la r ly  in 

industr ia l se tt ings, th a t  employees fee l th a t  they  should be able to  handle 

problems them selves w ith  l i t t l e  o r  no help f rom  anyone else.

While the  c h ie f  de te rm inan ts  o f  grievances are o rgan iza t iona l and 

in s t i tu t io n a l cond it ions, the ra tes  a t which they  are f i le d  p rov ide  useful clues 

about ove ra l l  g r ievance  a c t iv i t y ,  accord ing  to  S lich te r ,  Healy, and Livernash 

(1960). Fle ishmann and Harr is  (1962) found th a t  superv isory "s t ru c tu re "  and 

"co ns ide ra t ion " were linked to  gr ievance rates. S truc tu re  describes the  behavior 

o f a superv isor who organizes and defines group a c t iv i t ie s  and his re la t io n  to  the 

work group. Consideration includes behavior th a t  is in d ica t ive  o f  mutual t ru s t ,  

respect, w arm th , and ra p p o r t  between superv isor and employee. The study 

revealed th a t ,  in general, supervisors who stressed h igh ly  s tru c tu re d  behavior and 

who had l i t t l e  cons idera tion  f o r  employees had high grievance ra tes and a high
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grievances, took longer to  answer them and had more group (as opposed to  

ind iv idua l) grievances f i le d .  Grievances and tu rno ve r were low es t f o r  groups w ith

coupled w ith  less emphasis on s tru c tu re .  These same supervisors were able to  

increase s t ru c tu re  w i th o u t increases in grievances and tu rnovers .

F leishman and Harris  concluded th a t  superv isory behavio r charac te r ized  by 

low considera tion  was more c r i t ic a l  in regard to  grievances and tu rno ve r  than 

h ighly s tru c tu re d  behavior. Thus, supervisors who establish a c l im a te  o f  t ru s t  and 

rappo rt  w ith  th e i r  subordinates are b e t te r  able to  work through o the r problems in 

the workplace than  those supervisors whose behavio r is h igh ly  s truc tu red . This 

connection between superv isory s t ru c tu re  and grievance ra tes was also noted by 

Ash, whose f iv e -y e a r  study o f  1,34A grievances suggested a decided re la t ionsh ip  

between the  ch a rac te r  o f  supervision and the  ra te  a t  which grievances are f i le d .

Gandz and Whitehead (1931) researched the re la t ionsh ip  between the 

o rgan iza t iona l c l im a te  and grievance in i t ia t io n  and reso lu t ion . The underpinnings 

o f  th is  re la t ionsh ip  can be i l lu s t ra te d  in th is  way:

Economic, Social ------ >  In f luence------ —^ I s s u e s  .— — ,

supervisors (fo rem en) who showed medium to  high cons idera tion  fo r  employees,

Personal, E tc. 
variables

Union/M anagem ent Behaviors

Industr ia l Relations 
Cli mate

Grievance In i t ia t io n

V
Grievance Resolution 
Behaviors

*
^  V "  Grievance A f te rm a th — >

Grievance Outcome

Figure 2. Grievance fa c to r  f lo w c h a r t .
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Recogn it ion  th a t  grievance ra tes and reso lu t ion  patte rns  are re la ted  to  the 

o rgan iza t iona l c l im a te  can fo s te r  change in the behavior o f  the  parties. The 

researchers hypothesized th a t  the re  would be an association between high 

grievance ra tes and c o n f l i c t  a t  the  bargain ing un it  leve l.  Results supported th is  

hypothesis. Gandz and Whitehead, who l iken  grievance ra tes  to  proxy votes on the 

industr ia l re la t ions c l im a te ,  suggest th a t  both parties  should c o l le c t  and analyze 

grievance data. V ar ia t ions  from  the norm should t r ig g e r  fu r th e r  analysis and 

ac tion  where desired.

Breslin (1981), in o f fe r in g  a c r i t iq u e  o f  the Gandz-Whitehead research, fee ls  

o the r fa c to rs ,  independent o f  the bargaining re la t ionsh ip , in f luence the  grievance 

workload:

1. In terna l Union Pressures

O ften  a fu n c t io n  o f  ind iv idua ls, grievances can and are f i le d  fo r  

many reasons inc lud ing p rom otion  o f  ind iv idual wants and needs.

2. Local Union E lections

An upturn o f  grievances is made as favors  to  ind iv idua l 

employees by candidates fo r  union o f f ic e .

3. The T h re a t o f  Legal A c t ion  by E mployees

The specte r o f  outside agencies (EEOC, NLRB, Departm ent o f  

C iv i l  R ights) in te rven ing  against the  union impels represen ta t ives  to  

process grievances o f  dubious value.

k. F a c to r  o f  C ost

The increasing cost o f  a rb i t ra t io n  and i t s  p repara tion  in t im e  and 

money fo rces  the  parties  to  se tt le  e a r l ie r  than in p r io r  years.

5. Work fo rce  C ha rac te r is t ics

Generally, b e t te r  employee screening resu lts  in less grievances.
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S e tt le m e n t Step

I t  is a hypothesis o f  the  researcher th a t  fa c u l ty  grievances w i l l  be se tt led  a t

a low er leve l as the  parties ' barga in ing re la t ionsh ip  matures. This is f re q u e n t ly

the case in non-academic se tt ings. Turnea and Robinson (1972), quoting an e a r l ie r  

f ind ing , say;

I t  should be stressed th a t  the ty p ic a l  grievance is se tt led  
a t  the  f i r s t  step. This is p a r t ic u la r ly  the  case a f te r  the  union- 
management re la t ionsh ip  has matured. Once the  shop fo rem an  
and union stewards o r  com m it teem en  can get used to  each 
o the r and to  l iv in g  under a co n tra c t ,  they are l ik e ly  to  work 
out a modus operandi.

A s w i f t  se t t le m e n t  o f  employee grievances is a lm ost a lways bene fic ia l to

both parties. The ac tion , real o r imagined, th a t  p rom pted  the  grievance is

addressed and presumably changed o r  co rrec ted . The g r ievan t usually experiences 

a sense o f  re l ie f  th a t  the  process is over and th e  parties  can continue th e ir  

re la t ionsh ip . Turner and Robinson set ou t to  te s t  the premise th a t  low er step 

reso lu tion  ind icates harmonious un ion-management re la tionships. In a study o f 

many industr ia l business f i rm s  in one s ta te , union o f f ic ia ls  and management 

personnel were in te rv iew ed  in o rd e r to  prov ide  a cross-check o f  a tt i tudes . The 

authors' hypothesis was supported in 77% o f  the companies examined.

Orze (1978), in a monograph on c o n f l ic t  reso lu tion  in academe, s ta tes th a t  

grievances should be se tt led  a t  the  ea r l ie s t  and low es t level o f  the procedure by 

the  appropria te  a u th o r i ty .  Orze fee ls  th a t  the  tang ib le  and in tang ib le  resources o f  

boards o f  con tro l and presidents are f in i te  and th a t  these l im i te d  resources should 

not be exhausted in e longated c o n f l ic ts  th a t  are l ik e ly  to  continue because o f  

persona lity  c o n f l ic ts  and te s ts  o f  ind iv idua l w il l .  Only bona f id e  po l icy  o r  con tro l 

questions should be a llowed to  reach the  highest levels o f  the  grievance 

procedure. Resolution a t the  low es t possible step is made, in pa rt,  by l im i t in g  the 

number o f  procedural steps to  only those necessary f o r  a fa i r ,  equ itab le , and
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speedy decision. In fo rm a l reso lu t ion  is a lways encouraged, p rov ided the  proper 

delegation o f  a u th o r i ty  has been made.

Graham and Heshizer (1979) used an in te rv iew  method to  de te rm ine  whether 

actual co n tra c t  language had any e f fe c t  upon lo w - leve l se t t le m e n t  o f  grievances. 

Examples o f  such language inc lude "The par t ies  agree to  make every e f f o r t  to  

se t t le  grievances in the  low est possible step o f  the p rocedure ," o r  "The  parties 

agree to  make a de te rm ined  e f f o r t  to  s e t t le  grievances a t the low es t step o f  the 

procedure." The researcher's underly ing  premise was to  establish whether i t  is the 

procedure o r  the people who opera te  i t  t h a t  de te rm ine  successful grievance 

reso lution . An exam ina tion  o f  over 300 labor agreements and resu ltan t  in te rv iew s 

found th a t  lo w - leve l se t t le m e n t  language had l i t t l e  value as a guide to  the parties ' 

behavior, even in instances where the re  was a high ra te  o f  g r ievance se t t le m e n t  a t 

ear ly  stages. Graham and Heshizer concluded, however, th a t  th is  type  o f  language 

has some value i f  f o r  no o the r reason than to  jo in t ly  express a philosophy.

F acu lty  grievance procedures d i f fe r  in one im p o rta n t  way from  th e ir  

coun te rparts  in o th e r se tt ings . T ha t d i f fe re n ce  is embraced by the  term  "shared 

governance." On any campus the re  are th re e  human components; fa c u l ty ,  s ta f f ,  

and students. Each is dependent upon the  o thers f o r  support, in s truc t ion ,  and 

guidance. P ra c t ic a l ly  speaking, th is  th ree -w ay  re la t ionsh ip  is reduced to  one 

between fa c u l ty  and adm in is tra t io n  in the  opera tion  o f  the  un ivers ity .  

C om para tive ly , the student body has but a sm all ro le  in the opera t ion  o f  the 

un ivers i ty .  There are few  know n  grievance procedures th a t  inco rpo ra te  students 

in to  the process, p a r t ic u la r ly  in c o l le c t iv e ly  bargained sett ings.

In an academic se tt ing ,  the  l ine between em p loye r and employee is purposely

b lurred and grievance procedures re f le c t  th is  phenomenon. Estey (1986) describes

a fa c u l ty  grievance in th is  way;

A fa c u l ty  g r ievance  is an e lusive th ing , the descr ip t ion  o f  
which varies from  campus to  campus. The fa c u l ty  and
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adm in is tra t io n  on each campus decide what co ns t i tu tes  a 
fa c u l ty  grievance; they  de te rm ine  who may use the 
fa c u l ty  gr ievance procedure, and what, when and where 
they  may g r ieve. A fa c u l ty  grievance m igh t be defined  
as a co m p la in t  by an appropria te  (e lig ib le ) person, about 
an appropria te  issue, a t an appropria te  t im e ,  to  an 
appropr ia te  c o m m it te e .  A com p la in t  th a t  passes all 
these te s ts  q ua li f ie s  as a fa c u l ty  grievance but i f  i t  fa i ls  
any o f  them i t  w i l l  no t be a fa c u l ty  grievance. I t  may be 
something equa lly  im p o r ta n t ,  but i t  w i l l  not be a fa c u l ty  
grievance, and i t  w i l l  no t show up in data on fa c u l ty  
grievances.

Dr. Daniel Ju lius, Associate  Vice President f o r  Academ ic A f fa i rs  a t  the

U n ive rs ity  o f  San Francisco in a 19 8 6  in te rv iew  also spcke about th e  nature  o f

fa c u l ty  grievances:

The f i r s t  way I would ge t a t th a t  question is by saying 
o u t r ig h t  th a t  the  nature o f  fa c u l ty  grievances in 
unionized re la t ionsh ips  depends e n t ire ly ,  a lm ost e n t ire ly ,  
on the  d e f in i t io n  o f  a gr ievance in the  labor agreem ent.
For example, i f  the  d e f in i t io n  o f  a grievance is re la ted  to  
a v io la t io n  o f  a sp ec i f ic  te rm  o f  the  agreement, and i f  in 
f a c t  the g r ie van t has to  be someone who is d i re c t ly  
wronged by a v io la t io n  o f  the  spec if ic  term  o f  the  
agreem ent, then  the  nature o f the  grievances brought 
fo r th  varies qu ite  substantive ly  than i f  you had, instead, 
a d e f in i t io n  o f  a grievance which provided f o r  any 
misunderstanding between the  parties  and the  co n tra c t  
i ts e l f ,  inc lud ing  re ferences to  s ta te  s ta tu tes . The 
g r ievan t,  because o f  the  misunderstanding, could in fa c t  
g rieve anyth ing  under the sun. . . .

In C a l i fo rn ia ,  f o r  example, in the C a li fo rn ia  S tate  
U n ive rs ity  system , a d e f in i t io n  o f  a grievance was rea l ly  
re la ted  to  a v io la t io n  o r  m is in te rp re ta t io n  o f  a spec if ic  
term  o f  the agreem ent. And in th a t  agreem ent, we did 
not o r  we were ve ry  ca re fu l not to  re fe rence  any outs ide 
personnel po l icy  s ta tu tes , in s t i tu t io n a l w ide procedures, 
because anyth ing  you put in to  the  c o n tra c t  becomes 
subject to  the  grievance procedure. Now th a t  I have said 
th a t ,  I have one fu r th e r  though t,  and th a t  is the  natu re  o f 
grievances depends on the f in a l ad jud ica ting  body w ith in  
the  grievance procedure. For example, is the re  advisory 
a rb it ra t ion ?  F u rthe r,  i f  there  is a rb i t ra t io n ,  how are the 
r ig h ts  o r  how have the  r igh ts  o f  the  a rb i t ra to r  been 
c ircum scribed? For example, do a rb i t ra to rs  have the 
r ig h t  to  fashion a remedy? Do the y  have to  adhere to  a 
standard o f  rev iew  f o r  the  grievance. Fo r exam ple, on 
the  co n tra c ts  1 bargained a t the  U n ive rs ity  o f  San 
Francisco, I am ve ry  spec if ic  in defin ing  what the r ig h ts  
o f  the  a rb i t ra to r  rea l ly  are w ith  regard to  a grievance.
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. . .  For exam ple , most good grievance procedures you 
w i l l  see a s ta tem en t on a rb i t ra b i l i t y .  In o the r words, i f  
i t  is no t a rb it ra b le ,  i t  gets th row n  out. And then a 
s ta tem en t fu r th e r  de l ineating  the r ig h ts  o f  the 
a rb i t ra to r .  . . .

I would say the nature o f  grievances depends upon 
the  d e f in i t io n  o f  a grievance and how a grievance 
procedure cu lm ina tes . That's one whole side o f  i t .  Now 
the  o th e r side o f  i t ,  o f  course, is how the  c o n tra c t  is 
im p lem ented . I advise my deans, f o r  example, a t the 
U n ive rs ity  o f  San Francisco th a t  grievances are good 
th ings and th a t  grievances mean th a t  a c o n t ra c t  indeed is 
being lived  w ith  and is a l iv ing  agreem ent. The 
in c l in a t ion  o f  most h igher education a dm in is tra to rs  not 
acquain ted w ith  labor re la t ions is th a t ,  le t 's  avoid 
grievances, we're going to  lock bad. I am saying, 
grievances are a good th ing . Just in summary, I would 
say, in p r inc ip le , th a t  grievances are a hea lthy  sign, but 
too  many grievances means the re  is a real problem and 
too  few  grievances means th a t  there 's  a real problem. In 
general, the re  should be one o r tw o  over a semester and 
i f  eve ry th ing  is being grieved on p rom otion  and tenure, 
you have real problems. So how have grievances 
changed? I would say they have not bu t i t  depends very 
much on the  d e f in i t io n  o f  a grievance, how the  grievance 
procedure is im p lem ented , what r ig h ts  the  a rb i t ra to r  has, 
and the  soph is t ica t ion  o f  the  parties and the  re la tionsh ip  
between the  parties . . . . We work ou t most things. We 
do not use the  grievance procedure excep t in rare 
instances, and even then  I w i l l  not p e rm it  a loser to  go to  
a rb i t ra t io n .  Management never wants a loser to  go to  
a rb i t ra t io n .

Grievable issues may be defined broad ly  o r  na rrow ly , as in the fo l lo w in g  

example:

A grievance is an a l le ga t ion  o r  com p la in t th a t  there  has 
been a v io la t ion ,  m is in te rp re ta t ion ,  o r  im proper 
app lica t ion  o f  the  express te rm s  and cond it ions o f  th is 
A greem ent o r  o f  any depa rtm en t procedure developed 
under A r t ic le  10 o f  th is  Agreem ent.

C entra l Michigan U n ive rs ity

Questions o f  process and u n fa ir  procedures are open to  sc ru t iny , bu t most 

com m only , fa c u l ty  g r ievance  procedures ins is t th a t  questions o f  academic 

judgm en t in the areas o f  tenure  and p rom otion  be barred from  sc ru t in y .  A 

provis ion, s im i la r  to  the  fo l lo w in g ,  can be s ta ted:
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The a rb i t ra to r  shall have no power to  add to  sub trac t  
from  o r  m odify  the te rm s  o f  th is  A greem ent nor shall 
he/she exercise any responsib il i ty  o r  fu n c t io n  o f  E M U or 
the Association. This is not in tended to  re s t r ic t  the 
a u th o r i ty  o f  the  a rb i t ra to r  to  the  d e te rm ina t io n  o f  issues 
o f  procedural compliance only, and he/she shall have the 
a u th o r i ty  to  de te rm ine  substantive questions p roperly  
presented in accordance w ith  the te rm s  o f  the  gr ievance 
procedure . . . .

Eastern M ichigan U n ive rs ity

While fa c u l ty  grievance procedures d i f fe r  in im p o r ta n t  ways, th e i r  common 

purpose is to  provide a process f o r  dispute reso lu t ion . Many authors describe the  

grievance procedure as the  quid pro quo fo r  g iv ing  up th e  r ig h t  to  s t r ik e  during the  

l i f e  o f  the labor agreement.

Beyond the personal outcomes th a t  accompany a gr ievance reso lu t ion , there  

are o rgan iza tiona l benefits . Duane (1979) suggests th ree  ways grievances help the 

organ iza t ion . They can be used in the management o f  po l icy  problems, can 

h igh ligh t problem subunits in the  o rgan iza t ion  and can assist in the  processing o f 

employee grievances themselves.

Policy problems can emanate in many ways from  many sources. Duane 

distinguishes between substantive disorders ( fa c u l ty  la y o f fs ,  f o r  example) and 

those th a t  are procedural, such as imprecise c o n t ra c t  languages. Grievances may 

resu lt  from  both cond it ions but the  remedy fo r  each is qu ite  d i f fe re n t .  Only by 

analyzing the roo t causes can a c o r re c t  so lu tion  be chosen.

A second area o f Duane’s research had to  do w ith  g r ievance data analysis, 

which he used to  id e n t i fy  problem subunits w ith in  an in s t i tu t io n .  In o rder to  

compare these units, which could vary trem endously  by size and co m p lex i ty ,  a 

grievance ra t io  was developed. Subunits found to  have an ino rd ina te ly  high 

grievance ra t io  ty p ic a l ly  had one o f  tw o  cond it ions present:

1) Grievances were e ithe r not screened we ll by the union 
representat ives o r  the im m ed ia te  a d m in is tra to r  was not 
w il l in g  o r  able to  resolve co m p la in ts  in fo rm a l ly .  Every 
com p la in t became a grievance.
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2) Serious po l icy  problems arose someplace w ith in  the 
subunit.

Duane found th a t  the  f i r s t  cond it ion  lead to  high se tt le m e n t ra tes a t the 

low est leve ls  o f  the  gr ievance procedure, wh ile  the  second produced grievances 

th a t  reached the  h ighest leve ls  o f  the procedure. Duane cautions, however as do 

many others, th a t  one must delve deeper than mere grievance ra t ios  fo r  

long las t ing  so lu tions to  these grievances. Agreeing w ith  e a r l ie r  work by S lich te r , 

Healy, and L ivernash, Duane sta tes (p. 2 8 7 ) th a t  "a  gr ievance procedure th a t  

se tt les  a la rge p roport ion  o f  ro u tine  grievances a t  the f i r s t  tw o  steps is 

fun c t io n ing  ve ry  w e ll."

I f  grievance procedures th a t  work to  e f fe c t  reso lu t ion  a t the low e r levels o f  

the  process are considered e f fe c t iv e ,  would a s im i la r  pa t te rn  emerge the  longer 

the part ies  spend t im e  in a bargain ing re lationship? The answer to  th is  question 

was a top ic  o f  in te res t  in th is  research.

In a 1986 in te rv iew  w ith  th is  researcher, Thomas Mannix, Associate Vice 

Chance llo r o f  Employee Re la t ions f o r  the  State U n ive rs ity  o f  New York System, 

addressed th is  question by saying he believed th a t  i t  was ve ry  hard to  se tt le  

grievances during the  f i r s t  c o n t ra c t  bu t the  longer the  re la t ionsh ip  between the 

parties  endured, the more grievances ought to  be se tt le d  a t  step one o r  tw o . As 

the  part ies  mature, the y  both conclude th a t  i t  is a lways b e t te r  to  main ta in  contro l 

o f  the s i tu a t io n  themselves than  to  cede i t  to  a cen tra l o f f ic e  a d m in is tra to r  o r  an 

a rb i t ra to r .

David R e il ly ,  D ire c to r  o f  Personnel a t the the U n ive rs ity  o f B ridgeport,  has

bargained w ith  the  same fa c u l t y  union since 1973- In a 1 9 8 6  in te rv iew  w ith  the

researcher on the  question o f  d if fe rences  in grievances over t im e  he said:

They have changed as fa r  as they  are fe w e r  in number a t 
th is  po in t.  V/e used to  get (challenged) on any negative 
decision on a p rom otion , tenure , reappo in tm ent, 
whatever. Even i f  the CPC (College Personnel
C om m ittee ) and the  DPC (D epartm en ta l Personnel
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C om m ittee ) vo ted  nega tive ly  . . .  A lo t  o f  those went to  
a rb i t ra t io n  and as I said th is  morning, we usually los t 
them because o f  not having our a c t  toge the r in te rm s  o f  
the deans, departm ents , e tc .  . . . now the y  (the deans) 
are ge t t ing  used to  i t  and we are ge tt in g  the 
adm in is tra to rs ,  I hope, t ra in ed  a l i t t l e  b e t te r .  . . . They 
l is ten  to  us and we prepare them and maybe the y  become 
b e t te r  witnesses.

A more de ta iled  and s l ig h t ly  d i f fe re n t  answer to  the  same question comes

from  Julius, again in an 19 8 6  in te rv iew . He believes, as do others c i te d  here, th a t

the nature and type  o f  fa c u l ty  grievances change over t im e :

Yes, I th ink so. i th ink ,  over t im e ,  the  part ies  te s t  so ft  
aspects o f  the agreem ent, o r  aspects o f  the agreement 
t h a t  have been p rob le m a t ica l.  You have some k in d  o f 
reso lu t ion , an a rb i t ra to r ,  an outs ide  co u r t ,  among the 
part ies  them selves and once those issues are resolved, 
those issues should not be reoccurr ing  again. In the 
academ ic env ironm en t,  issues tend to  very  subj'ective.
They tend to  r ise again and again and again because 
everyone fee ls  the y  are unique and everyone fee ls  h is /her 
p rom o tion  is unique and th a t  is a lo t  o f  baloney. But 
issues come up again. In general, over t im e ,  a 
re la t ionsh ip  should mature. . . .  One o th e r th ing  I would
add to  th a t  is n o t  on ly  the  natu re  o f  grievances changed
because issues become resolved, but in the next
negotia t ions, i f  management is sm a rt ,  what they  w il l  be 
doing is lock ing  a t aspects o f  the  agreem ent which 
b rought fo r th  grievances and changing the  parts  o f  the 
agreem ent th a t  have been p rob lem a tica l o r  changing the 
agreem ent to  conform  w ith  an a rb i t ra t io n  award o r 
changing the agreem ent to  avoid fu tu re  grievances.

L indenberg (1 9 8 6 ), in re f le c t in g  upon her experiences a t Eastern Michigan

Un ive rs ity  as a union member and grievance o f f ic e r ,  ca tegor ized  the union-

management re la t ionsh ip  th e re  as having th ree  phases, all o f  which had an im pac t 

on the grievance process. C o lle c t ive  bargain ing w ith  the fa c u l ty  began in 197^, a 

phase she ca l ls  in i t ia t io n  (197^_77), fo l lo w ed  by con t inen ta l d r i f t  (1977-80) and 

b i la te ra l accom m odation  ( 1 9 8 0 -present).

In the in i t ia t io n  phase, working re la t ionsh ips were fos te red  and k e y  issues 

were id e n t i f ie d .  Maj'or grievances invo lved fa c u l ty  workload and the  c r i te r ia  fo r

prom otion . P reviously p rom o tion  c r i te r ia  needed to  be expanded to  recognize the



30

value o f  avenues o the r than  scho lar ly  pub lica t ion . U l t im a te ly ,  an a rb i t ra t io n  

decision on the  question o f  whether a dm in is tra to rs  used co n tra c tu a l ly  approved 

p rom o tion  c r i te r ia  o r  someth ing outside the  agreement resu lted  in the union 

gaining much power.

The second phase o r  con t inen ta l d r i f t  (1977-80), was charac te r ized  by a new 

level o f  soph is t ica t ion  a t  the  Review Board, the  th i rd  step o f  the  in terna l 

grievance procedure. F le x ib i l i t y  was recogn ized as a v ir tu e  by the members 

( th ree union, three adm in is tra t io n )  in dealing w ith  com pla in ts  and grievances. On 

many p rom o tion  cases, however, the board deadlocked a t th re e - to - th re e .  This 

caused g rea t f ru s t ra t io n  in fa c u l ty  ranks which la te r  manifested i t s e l f  in the 

fa c u lty 's  11-day "w ithh o ld ing  o f  serv ices" during the next co n tra c t  nego tia t ion .

The th i rd  and present phase o f  "b i la te ra l  accom m odation" (1980-present) 

reached a peak in 1982 when the  parties  came toge the r to  d ra f t  a memorandum o f  

understanding, which ou t l ined  the  need fo r  "c le a r  and e x p l ic i t  c r i t e r ia "  in 

p rom otion  and tenure and how they  were to  be applied.

L indenberg concludes:

Having served as grievance o f f ic e r  a t  tw o  d i f fe re n t  
periods o f  t im e ,  I can now a t te s t  to  the fa c t  more 
emphasis is now given to  in fo rm a l co n tac ts  and 
s e t t le m e n t  than in i t ia l ly  was the  case. The grievance 
procedure tends to  be used f o r  honest d if fe rences  o f  
opinion on c o n t ra c t  in te rp re ta t io n ,  and the  c a th a r t ic  
value o f  com p la in ts  has not been lost.  But c lear 
v io la t ion s  o f th e  c o n t ra c t  are now more o fte n  resolved 
before they a r r ive  a t  a Step HI Review Board hearing. A 
resu lt  o f  th is  s tab lized  re la t ionsh ip  was the  u t i l iz a t io n  o f  
p rob lem -so lv ing  modes on most major issues during the 
1985 co n tra c t  negotia tions.

V a r ia t ion  by Bargaining Agent

A ccord ing  to  Douglas (1987)? th ree  national o rgan iza tions con tro l v i r tu a l ly  

a ll f a c u l ty  co l le c t ive  barga in ing in th is  coun try .  As o f  December 31» 1985* 4^6 

in s t i tu t io n s  o f  h igher education  c o l le c t iv e ly  bargained w ith  th e ir  1 9 5 * 570 fa c u l ty
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members: 3 6 9  o f  these in s t i tu t io n s  were in the public  secto r, 77 in the p r iva te .  In 

to ta l ,  27.9% o f  a ll co llege fa c u l ty  in the  United States are represented by 

bargain ing agents, 3 6 . 8 % a t  public  sec to r colleges and 4.7% a t p r iva te  

ins t i tu t ions .  A t  tw o -y e a r  colleges, 3 8 .1 % o f  a ll f a c u l ty  are unionized. The 

nationa l c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing organ iza tions are the Am erican  Federa tion  o f  

Teachers (AFT), the  N ationa l Education Association (N E A), and the  Am erican  

Associa t ion  o f  U n ive rs ity  Professors (AA UP).

The Am erican  Federa tion  o f  Teachers, an a f f i l ia te  o f the Am erican  

Federa tion  o f  Labor, Congress o f  Industr ia l O rganizations (A F L -C 10) also 

represents K-12 teachers, a lthough in d i f fe re n t  barga in ing units. The AFT has 

h is to r ic a l ly  been v iewed as an o rgan iza t ion  more c lose ly aligned in philosophy to  

t h a t  o f  the  " in d u s tr ia l"  model o f  c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing. The AFT and its  a f f i l ia te s  

represent fa c u l ty  a t 133 co lleges and un ivers it ies . This includes 107 public  and 26 

p r iva te  ins t i tu t io ns :  43 are fo u r -y e a r  colleges and 90 are tw o -y e a r  colleges.

The National Education Association began as an o rgan iza t ion  representing 

K-12 teachers and la te r  expanded i ts  membership to  include college fa c u l ty .  The 

NEA and i ts  a f f i l ia te s  represent fa c u l ty  a t 209 colleges and un ivers it ies , including 

190 public  and 19 p r iva te  in s t i tu t io n s .  Of these, 31 are fo u r -y e a r  colleges and 17 8  

are tw o -y e a r  colleges.

The Am erican  Associa t ion  o f  U n ive rs ity  Professors has confined i ts e l f  to  

co l le g ia te  fa c u l ty .  While the  AAUP has long been an o rgan iza t ion  where fa c u l ty  

can a ir  th e i r  v iews on m atte rs  o f  concern, i t  has not a lways been a c e r t i f ie d  

barga in ing  agent. The AAUP and i ts  a f f i l ia te s  represent fa c u l ty  a t 44 colleges 

and un ivers it ies . This includes fa c u l ty  a t 26 public  and 18 p r iva te  ins t i tu t ions : 40 

are fo u r -y e a r  colleges and 4 are tw o -y e a r  colleges.

R e i l ly  (1976) believes the re  is l i t t l e  d if fe rence  in fo rm  and substance 

between the  th ree  m ajor academ ic unions. The AAUP is though t to  embrace more
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t ra d i t io n a l  academic ( fa c u l ty )  values, making th e i r  philosophy closer to  co l leg ia te  

fa c u l ty  v iews than the  others. Mannix (1986) believes, however, th a t  l i t t l e  

d if fe rence  can be discerned from  reading any union's c o n t ra c t .  D if fe rences  in the 

am ount o f  a tte n t ion  paid to  governance issues and academic judgm en t may ex is t 

bu t probably have more to  do w ith  the in s t i tu t io n 's  co m p le x i ty  than  anyth ing  else.

Julius (1986) takes a con tras t ing  view on the  d if fe re nces  between major 

fa c u l ty  unions. His own research ind ica tes  th a t  in ce r ta in  in s t i tu t ions ,  given 

ce rta in  demographic and in s t i tu t io n a l  variables, some agents do b e t te r .

In general, the AAUP has bargained stronger 
con trac ts  in the  fo u r -y e a r  sec to r and the  AFT has 
bargained s tronger c o n t ra c ts  f o r  those in the tw o -ye a r  
sector. This is against s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ign if ican t 
research. However, the re  are c o n tr ib u t in g  variables.
For exam ple, i t  is qu ite  feas ib le  th a t  the  AAUP was 
brought in to  in s t i tu t io n s  where fa c u l ty  had more r ig h ts  
to  begin w ith . Hence, the  co n tra c ts  as we measure them 
r e f le c t  those g re a te r  p rebarga in ing r igh ts . While ce r ta in  
in s t i tu t io n s  are d e f in i te ly  associated w ith  s tronge r r igh ts  
and d i f fe re n t  agents, i t  may be th a t  the prebarga in ing 
s itua tions  were d i f fe re n t .

As I have said, the AAUP has done ve ry  well in the 
fo u r  year secto r. In add it ion , and th is  is s ig n if ican t,  th a t  
when the re  is a c o a l i t io n  o f  agents the y  (the A AU P) tend 
to  do b e t te r .  A lso, when fa c u l ty  sw itch  an agent, going 
from  the AFT to  the NEA o r  NEA to  an independent 
union, they in va r ia b ly  bargain b e t te r  con trac ts .  The 
sw itch  o f  an agent va r iab le  tends to  be associated w ith
s tronger assertions o f  fa c u l ty  r ig h ts  One more fa c t
to  take  in to  account and th a t  is the  persona li ty  o f  the 
people a t the bargain ing tab le . They make a big 
d if fe rence .

Some o f  the v iew po in ts  and suggestions f rom  th is  rev iew  o f  re levan t 

l i te ra tu re  fo rm ed  the  basis f o r  the  research methodology employed as described in

chapters th ree  and fou r.



CHAPTER III

Method o f  Data C o llec t ion  and Analysis 

This chap te r  is a presen ta t ion  o f  the  methods, purpose, and procedures 

u t i l iz e d  in the co l le c t ion  o f  the research data. This study is an analysis o f  a ll 

w r i t te n  and f i le d  fa c u l ty  grievances a t f iv e  Michigan in s t i tu t io n s  o f  higher 

education  during the years 1975“  1985- The broad components o f  the research 

in fo rm a t io n  gathered were: sex o f  g r ievan t and length  o f  serv ice  a t  th a t

in s t i tu t io n ;  the broad academic d isc ip l ine  o f  each g r ievan t;  the issue o r  issues th a t  

p re c ip i ta te d  the  grievance; the level a t  which the  grievance was resolved; the 

nature and outcom e o f  the grievance f o r  the  parties invo lved; and the length  o f  

t im e  to  reach resolution.

Selection  o f  the Ins t i tu t ions  f o r  th is  Study

The f iv e  un ivers it ies  which comprise th is  study were le g is la t ive ly

autonomous, s ta te  supported in s t i tu t io n s  in Michigan. They are f iv e  o f  the

th i r te e n  public un ivers it ies  in the  s ta te . The c r i te r ia  f o r  se lec tion  was based upon

the  un ion iza t ion  o f  th e ir  fa c u l ty ,  choice o f  bargain ing agent, length  o f  bargaining

re la t ionsh ip  and degree o f  s im i la r i ty  in enro l lm en t and academic program

offe r ings .

The un ivers it ies  in the study were:

Centra l Michigan U n ive rs ity ,  Mt. Pleasant 
Eastern M ichigan U n ive rs ity ,  Yps i lan ti 
Fe rr is  State U n ive rs ity ,  Big Rapids 
Oakland U n ive rs ity ,  Rochester
Saginaw V a lley  S tate U n ive rs ity ,  U n ive rs ity  Center 

Population

The research popu la tion  in the  study was a ll fa c u l ty  members in a bargain ing 

un i t  a t  the  s ta ted  un ivers i t ies . D ue to  s l ig h t  d if fe rences  in th e  com pos it ion  o f  the

33
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barga in ing un it ,  a broad te rm  l ik e  fa c u l ty  was p re fe rred  to  more descr ip t ive  te rm s  

o f  rank and tenure  s tatus. The data consisted o f  all w r i t te n  and f i le d  grievances 

subm itted  to  the un ivers it ies ' adm in is tra t ions  f o r  reso lu t ion  from  Ju ly  1, 1975 

through June 30, 1985 by th e i r  respective facu lt ie s .

Procedure fo r  Campus Research 

Each a d m in is tra to r  charged w ith  the respons ib il i ty  o f  grievance reso lu t ion  

was con tac ted  by te lephone. The researcher explained the  general purpose o f  the 

research e f f o r t  and the manner in which i t  was to  proceed (Appendix A). Four o f  

f iv e  in s t i tu t io n s  gave permission fo r  the  research to  be conducted on th e ir  

campuses. VIestern M ichigan U n ive rs ity  did not grant permission to  the 

researcher c i t in g  a d m in is tra t ive  inconvenience. A f i f t h  in s t i tu t io n  (Oakland 

U n ive rs ity )  was se lected and approved by the d isserta t ion  chairperson.

Fo llow ing th is ,  te lephone ca lls  were made to  each in s t i tu t io n  to  arrange a 

work schedule. A t  each in s t i tu t io n  the o r ig ina l grievance m ater ia ls  were 

requested. Grievances in th is  s tudy are c lass if ied  in to  tw o  groups: ind iv idua l

grievances and group grievances. Individual grievances represent the concern o f  

one ind iv idua l while  group grievances represent expressed concerns o f  tw o  o r  more 

persons. Most o fte n ,  group grievances are processed under the name o f  the 

co l le c t iv e  barga in ing agent. For example, a t Centra l Michigan U n ive rs ity ,  these 

grievances are labeled "assoc ia tion  grievances." The bargain ing agent grieves on 

beha lf o f  all those persons s im i la r ly  a f fe c ted  by the  ac t ion  o f  the  o ther party .

V is i ta t io n  Procedures and Data C o llec t ion  

Each in s t i tu t io n  was v is ited  f o r  a period o f  f rom  tw o  to  fo u r  days during the 

f i r s t  nine months o f  1986. A l l  grievance f i le s  were made available fo r  

exam ina tion . A rb i t ra t io n  decisions in those grievances th a t  proceeded to  th a t
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leve l o f  reso lu t ion  were also made ava ilab le . I t  was found th a t  each in s t i tu t io n  

ca tegor ized  i ts  grievance f i le s  and re la ted  in fo rm a t io n  in s l ig h t ly  d i f fe re n t  ways 

than the fo u r  o the r in s t i tu t ions .  However, the research procedure u t i l iz e d  was the 

same fo r  a ll ins t itu t ions .

A f te r  considering the hypotheses, rev iew ing  ava ilab le  data from  professional 

associations, consulting w ith  fa c u l ty  members a t  M ichigan S tate U n ive rs ity  and 

unionized fa c u l ty  elsewhere, a data c o l le c t io n  fo rm  was devised. This fo rm  

(Appendix B) has tw o  parts; one fo r  ind iv idua l g r ievances and one p a r t  f o r  group 

grievances. The researcher had com ple te  access to  each in s t i tu t io n 's  grievance 

f i les . For reasons o f  convenience and c o n f id e n t ia l i ty ,  g r ievance in fo rm a t io n  was 

usually (and in a ll instances here) k e p t  separate from  o th e r in fo rm a t io n  such as 

personnel f i les , t ransc r ip ts  and fa c u l ty  resumes. The data co l le c t ion  fo rm  

(Appendix B) was com p le ted  a f te r  the researcher read the con ten ts  o f  each 

grievance f i le .

These data c o l le c t io n  fo rm s  were used as a means to  t ra n s fe r  the 

in fo rm a tio n  from  the in s t i tu t io n 's  grievance f i le s .  In fo rm a t io n  not n o rm a lly  a part  

o f  grievance f i le s  such as length  o f  em p loym ent a t the in s t i tu t io n ,  hire date, and 

academic rank were obta ined f rom  o the r academic personnel in fo rm a t io n  sources, 

usually the O ff ice  o f  the Provost. P a r t ia l o r  missing in fo rm a t io n  was obta ined 

through in te rv iew s  w ith  app ropr ia te  campus o f f ic ia ls .

Each grievance was assigned a number to  preserve the  anonym ity  o f  the 

ind iv idua l g r ievan t.  Beyond the in i t ia l  c o l le c t io n  o f  in fo rm a t io n ,  no use was made 

o f ind iv idua l names. Each in s t i tu t io n  was assigned a number (1-5) to  a llow f o r  

d i f fe re n t ia t io n  between in s t i tu t io n s .  Ind iv idua l g r ievance  data fo rm s  d if fe re d  

from  group grievance fo rm s  on the fo l lo w in g  variables:
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1. Sex o f  g r ievan t
2. Academ ic  depa rtm en t o f  g r ievan t
3- Academ ic  d isc ip l ine  o f  g r ievan t
1». Academ ic  rank o f  g r ievan t
5- Length  o f  t im e  a t  th is  in s t i tu t io n

These f iv e  variab les were not be present nor would they  be appropria te  

in fo rm a t io n  fo r  use in a group grievance.

Ins t i tu t io na l C ha rac te r is t ics

As th is  s tudy dea lt  exc lus ive ly  w ith  fa c u l ty  grievances a t  f iv e  ins t i tu t io ns ,  

the  la rg e r  c o n te x t  o f  the  in s t i tu t io n  and its  ch a ra c te r is t ic s  may be useful to  the  

reader.

Centra l M ichigan U n ive rs ity  in Mt. Pleasant, M ichigan was founded in 

1892. Its  to ta l  e n ro l lm e n t in the  fa l l  o f  19 8 6  was 16,7^3 o f  whom 8 9 . 5 ? were 

undergraduate students. I t  has teach ing  fa c u l ty  o f  721, o f  whom app rox im a te ly  

600 are in the  bargain ing un it. There are th ree  major schools w ith in  the 

un ivers i ty .

Eastern M ichigan U n ive rs ity  was founded in 18^9 as a te a ch e r- t ra in in g  

school, la te r  changed to  un ive rs i ty  s ta tus  in the  1960's. Fall semester 19 8 6  

e n ro l lm en t was 22,231 students, an a l l - t im e  high. The fa c u l ty  barga in ing u n i t  is 

approxi m a te ly  600 and is organized by the  AAU P.

Ferr is  S tate  U n ive rs ity  in Big Rapids, M ichigan was founded in 1884. I ts  100 

courses o f  s tudy are concen tra ted  in voca t iona l,  pre-professional and short course 

areas. I ts  seven schools served 11,310 students  in the  fa l l  te rm  o f  19 8 6 . FSC's 

barga in ing u n i t  is 507 and organ ized by the  Nationa l Education Association.

Oakland U n ive rs ity  in Rochester, M ichigan began as a branch o f  M ichigan 

S tate  U n ive rs ity  in 1957* In 1963? the  name was changed to  Oakland U n ive rs ity ,  

and in 1970 became an autonomous in s t i tu t io n  w ith  the consent o f  the M ich igan
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Leg is la tu re . Oakland's 12,707 students are taugh t by a f u l l - t im e  fa c u l ty  o f  330. 

The fa c u l ty  is represented by the  AAUP.

Saginaw V a l ley  State U n ive rs ity  began as a p r iva te  college in 1963 and la te r  

became a s ta te -supported  in s t i tu t io n .  Its f iv e  colleges enro lled  5,377 students  in 

the fa l l  o f  1 9 8 6 . N inety-seven fu l l - t im e  fa c u l ty  comprise a NEA bargain ing un it.

S ta t is t ica l Analysis

The p r im a ry  s ta t is t ic a l  technique used in th is  study was Chi-Square, which is 

a nonparam etr ic  tes t in g  procedure. The data co l le c ted  in th is  study were, f o r  the 

most p a r t ,  o f  a nom inal nature.

Nominal data ex is t  when symbols o r  numbers are used to  id e n t i fy  d i f fe re n t  

ca tegor ies  o f  a variab le . The researcher a ttaches a name to  ca tegor ies on a 

scale. For example, a gr ievance was resolved a t  the in fo rm a l,  fo rm a l o r  imposed 

leve l.  I t  is a scale which im p lies  no ordered re la t ionsh ip  between the  categories 

on the  scale.

Chi Square tes t in g  invo lves a "goodness o f  f i t "  te s t  wherein the sample 

frequenc ies  a c tua l ly  fa l l in g  w ith in  ce rta in  ca tegor ies are contras ted  w ith  those 

which m ight be expected on the  basis o f  the hypo the t ica l d is tr ib u t ion .  I f  a marked 

d i f fe re n ce  exists between th e  observed o r  actua l frequenc ies  fa l l in g  in each 

ca tegory  and the frequenc ies  expected to  fa l l  in each ca tegory  on the basis o f  

chance o r a prev ious ly  established d is tr ibu t ion , then the  Chi-Square te s t  w i l l  y ie ld  

a num erica l value la rge  enough to  be in te rp re te d  as s ta t is t ic a l ly  s ig n if ica n t .  

O ther s ta t is t ic a l  tests used less f re q u e n t ly  were the  Pearson p roduc t-m om en t 

c o rre la t io n  and the Lambda, a measure o f  association f o r  crosstabula tions based 

on nom ina l- leve l variables.



C H A P T E R  I V

Presentat ion  and Analys is  o f  the  Data

This chap te r is the  w r i t te n  resu lt  o f  f ind ings co l lec ted  from  2(>b fa c u l ty  

grievances f i le d  a t f iv e  M ichigan un ivers i t ies  — Central Michigan, Eastern 

Michigan, F e rr is  S tate , Oakland, and Saginaw Va lley  S tate. Using 19 variables, 

th is  in fo rm a tion  was organ ized and analyzed as i t  re la ted  to  the researcher's th ree  

major hypotheses and th e i r  re la ted  subhypotheses. The research hypotheses, in 

null fo rm ,  were:

1. There are no D if fe rences  from  In s t i tu t io n  to  Ins t i tu t io n  in the  Number 

o f  Grievances F iled  o r in the  C ircum stances th a t  Gave Rise to  Them.

a. The Type o f  Grievance (Indiv idua l o r  Group) has no S ign if ican t 

Re la tionsh ip  to  the  Level o f  Resolution th a t  is A t ta ined .

b. The Resolution Level o f  a Grievance has no S ign if ican t 

Re la tionsh ip  to  i ts  Outcome.

c. There is no S ig n if ica n t D if fe re nce  in the  Outcome o f  a Grievance 

from  In s t i tu t io n  to  Ins t i tu t io n .

2. The Level o f  Resolution ( In fo rm a l,  Form a l, Imposed o r  no Resolution) 

th a t  a Grievance Obtains does not Vary  S ig n if ica n t ly  as a Function  o f 

the T im e th a t  the  Parties have Bargained.

a. There is no S ig n if ica n t  D if fe re nce  in the  Level o f  Resolution a 

Grievance A t ta in s  and the  T im e  Period in which i t  is F iled.

b. The Passage o f  T im e has no S ig n if ica n t Rela tionsh ip  to  the  Level 

o f  Resolution th a t  a Grievance A tta in s .

c. There is no S ig n if ica n t  D if fe re nce  in the  T im e Needed to  Resolve 

a Grievance and the T im e Period in which th a t  Grievance is 

Filed.
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d. The Type o f  Grievance F iled  has no S ign if ican t Relationship to  

the  T im e Needed to  Resolve the  M a tte r .

e. The Passage o f  T im e  has no S ig n if ica n t  Rela tionsh ip  to  the Level 

o f  Resolution th a t  a Grievance A tta ins .

f .  The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Rela tionsh ip  

to  the  Frequency w ith  which Grievances are F iled.

3. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship to  the

Nature  and Type o f  Grievance th a t  is F iled.

a. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship 

to  the  Type o f  Grievance (Indiv idual o r  Group) th a t  is Pursued.

b. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship 

to  the  Types o f  Subjects Area ove r which the  Grievances are 

F iled.

c. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Rela tionsh ip

to  the  Outcom e th a t  a Grievance A tta ins .

d. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship

to  the  Length  o f  T im e i t  takes to  Resolve a Grievance.

e. The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship

to  the  Level o f  Resolution th a t  a Grievance A tta ins .

f .  The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent has no S ign if ican t Relationship

to  When a Grievance is Filed.

The in i t ia l  hypothesis in th is  study invo lved  the number o f  fa c u l ty  grievances 

and the  c ircum stances th a t  led to  th e i r  f i l in g .  (F acu lty  concerns resolved apart 

f rom  the  grievance procedure were not considered in th is  study.) The researcher 

hypothesized th a t  n e i th e r  th e  number o f  grievances f i le d  nor the  c ircum stances 

th a t  led to  th e i r  being f i le d  va r ied  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  from  in s t i tu t io n  to  in s t i tu t io n .
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Grievance data were d iv ided  in to  th ree  ca tegories: ind iv idua l grievances,

group grievances, and to ta l  grievances. B r ie f ly ,  an ind iv idua l g r ievance is f i le d  by 

one person to  rem edy a s i tu a t io n  spec if ic  to  the g r ievan t;  a group grievance is 

advanced by a bargain ing agent on beha lf o f  one o r  more o f  i ts  members. To ta l 

grievances combine both groups. Of the 264 grievances f i le d  during the study 

period, 173 (65*5%) were in i t ia te d  by an ind iv idual and 9 1  (3 4 .5 ? ) were p a r t  o f  

c o l le c t iv e  e f fo r t s  by a barga in ing agent o r  more than one ind iv idua l.

The ind iv idua l grievances represented 42 academic departm ents  a t  the  f iv e  

in s t i tu t io n s  under study (Appendix C). The f iv e  academic depa rtm en ts  th a t  

produced the  most ind iv idual g r ievan ts  were:

Teacher Education 24

Physical Education 15

A r t  13

Management 10

M athem atics  10

To ensure g re a te r  research co n tro l ,  these departm ents  were then grouped in to  ten 

academic d isc ip lines. The assignment o f  a depa rtm en t to  a sp ec i f ic  d isc ip l ine  was 

discussed and agreed upon by a se lected panel o f  academic ians (Appendix D). The 

frequency w ith  which ind iv idua l grievances occurred  across academic d isc ip l ines is 

found in Table 1. The group grievances are no t included in these data  because 

they  are not departm ent o r  d isc ip l ine  spec if ic .

I t  was the  in te n t  o f  the  researcher to  use Chi-Square tes t ing  as the  p r im a ry  

research techn ique. However, ear ly  in the data analysis i t  became apparent th a t  

the  usefulness o f  th is  te s t  was compromised by the  abundance o f  open ce lls  in 

several data m atr ices under inves tiga t ion . There fo re , the researcher's guidance 

c o m m it te e  advised th a t  Chi-Square tes t ing  be e l im ina ted  f ro m  those hypotheses
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(and subhypotheses) w ith  th is  cond it ion . In those s itua tions , the  research f ind ings  

are reported  in a descr ip t ive  manner.

T a b le  1

In d iv id u a l  G rievances  by Academic D i s c i p l i n e

P ercen t
D i s c i p l i n e  Frequency o f  T o ta l

H e a lth  S c iences  10 5*8
E du ca t ion  45 26.0
T echno logy  16 9 .2
E n g in e e r in g  2 1 .2
A t h l e t i c s  2 1.2
S o c ia l  S c iences 25 14.5
N a tu ra l  S c iences  15 8 .7
Language A r t s  8 4 .6
B us iness  28 16.2
F in e  and A p p l ie d  A r t s  22 12.7

TOTAL 173 100.0

There is l i t t l e  p r io r  research to  augment the  in fo rm a tio n  in Table 1. In th is  

study business fa c u l ty ,  w ith  10.6& o f  the g r ievan ts , f i le d  more grievances (16.2%) 

than all but education  (26%) w ith  17*0 ^ o f  the  grievants. The grievance ra te , 

however, does not necessarily  re f le c t  fa c u l t y  union membership. Under ex is t ing  

labor laws, the  grievance procedure must be ava ilab le  to  a ll members o f  a 

barga in ing un it ,  regardless o f  union membership.

Subject A rea o f  Ind iv idua l Grievances 

As academ ic departm ents  have been arranged in to  broader d isc ip lines fo r  

b e t te r  s ta t is t ic a l  co n tro l ,  the 1 7 3  ind iv idua l grievances to o  have been reduced to  

nine general sub jec t areas. The tenure , p rom otion , and reappo in tm en t area was 

most l ik e ly  to  be grieved, w ith  ind iv idua l com pla in ts  f i le d  over denial o f  

p rom o tion , denial o f  tenure , and fa i lu re  to  reappoint. Table 2 is a l is t in g  o f  all 

n ine ind iv idua l grievance subject areas and th e i r  frequency.
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Table 2

I n d iv id u a l  G rievances  by S u b je c t  o f  G r ievance

S u b je c t  Area F requency
P ercen t o f  

T o ta l

T enu re , P ro m o t io n ,  Reappointment 
S e n i o r i t y ,  Retrenchment 
F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  
Supp lem enta l Compensation 
W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  
S a la ry
Union R ig h ts  Under the  Agreement 
D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 
D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e

72
8
7

13 
**3 
10
2
4

14

41.6
4 .6
4 .0  
7-5

24.9
5 .8
1 . 2
2 .3
8.1

TOTAL 173 100 .0

Subject Area o f  Group Grievances

Unlike  ind iv idua l grievances, the sub jec t area o f  group grievances centered 

around work ing  cond it ions  and was 36.3% ° f  the  to ta l  (33 o f  91 grievances). 

Working cond it ions, though, are idea lly  su ited  to  group grievances because they 

tend to  have broad app lica t ion . The tenure , p rom otion , and reappo in tm en t area, 

as w ith  the ind iv idua l grievances, was a contentious  one f o r  groups; 15 o f  91 

grievances were in th is  area (16.5%). S pec if ic  grievances in th is  area concerned 

alleged changes in p rom o tion  c r i te r ia ,  changed methods o f  perfo rm ance  

eva lua tion , and con ten ts  o f  personnel f i les .

A no the r sub jec t area n um e r ica l ly  no tew orthy  was fa c u l t y  salaries. In th is  

p a r t ic u la r  s tudy, sa la ry  grievances were in i t ia te d  over actions th a t  a f fe c te d  large 

groups o f  fa c u l ty ,  f o r  exam ple , as when one member o f  a departm ent rece ived  a 

"m a rk e t "  increase in sa lary  and o the r d epa rtm en t members did not.

Union r ig h ts  under the  barga in ing agreem ent were also a disputed area. 

T h e o re t ica l ly ,  these are r ig h ts  all barga in ing u n i t  members possess and, the re fo re ,  

are most a pp ro p r ia te ly  advanced as a group grievance. The en t ire  range o f  

sub jec t areas and frequency  o f  f i le d  grievances is found in Table 3*
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Table 3

S u b je c t  A reas o f  Group G rievance

P e rcen t  o f
S u b je c t  Area F requency T o ta l

Tenu re , P ro m o tion ,  Reappointment 15 16.5
S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchment 9 9-9
F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s 4 4 .4
Supplemental Compensation 4 4 .4
W ork ing C o n d i t io n s 33 36.3
S a la ry 13 14.3
Union R ig h ts  Under the  Agreement 11 12.1
D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 1 1.1
D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e 1 1.1

TOTAL 91 100.0

Research Hypothesis 1: There are no D i f  fe re  nces f ro m  In s t i tu t io n  to
Ins t i tu t io n  in the  Number o f  Grievances F iled  o r  in the  C ircum stances th a t  Gave 
Rise to  Them

When ind iv idua l and group grievances were combined, 87 o f  264 (33.8%) were 

over tenure , p rom o tion , o r  reappo in tm ent. Grievances associated w ith  fa c u l ty  

work ing cond it ions fo l lo w e d  c lose ly w ith  76 (28.8%). (See Figure 1.) The nine 

grievance subject areas were analyzed to  de te rm ine  w hether any in s t i tu t io n  had 

many more grievances than the  others in the areas studied. On a l l  but one campus 

(Oakland U n ive rs ity ) ,  grievances over tenure, p rom o tion , and reappo in tm en t 

decisions were n um e r ica l ly  la rg e r  than  a ll o the r grievances. Table 4 l is ts  the 

gr ievance subject areas and th e i r  f requency  a t  each in s t i tu t io n .

A lthough w ide ly  pub lic ized , the issue o f  fa c u l ty  sa laries accounted f o r  only 

23 grievances, o r  8.3% o f  the  to ta l .  This must be qua li f ied  by the  f a c t  th a t  most 

sa lary grievances are lodged over procedural de fec ts  in the d is t r ib u t io n  o f  salaries 

and not over the  am ount o f  the  sa lary. These ca tego r ica l resu lts  d i f fe r  markedly 

from  Duane's 1979 study, c i te d  e a r l ie r ,  o f  grievances in M innesota's ju n io r  and 

senior colleges which found th a t  m a tte rs  o f  sa lary and work load produced the  

most fa c u l ty  grievances.
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Table k

Number and D is tr ibu t io n  o f  F acu lty  Grievances by In s t i tu t io n  and Type

S u b je c t  Area CMU FSU SVSU OU EMU

T enure , P ro m o tion ,  Reappointment 2k 11 13 8 31
S e n i o r i t y ,  Retrenchment 0 k 1 5 7
F a c u l t y  B e n e f i t s 0 6 0 5 0
Supplem enta l Compensation 12 2 1 0 2
W ork ing C o n d i t io n s 17 17 7 17 1 8

S a la ry 0 6 0 9 8
Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 2 1 0 5 5
D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 2 0 1 0 2
D isch a rg e  and D i s c i p l i n e 5 6 0 2 2

TOTAL FACULTY GRIEVANCES 62 53 23 51 75

A Pearson Product-Moment c o r r e l a t i o n  t e s t  was a ls o  conducted on 

these  da ta  and r e s u l t e d  in  a v a lu e  o f  - . 0 3 6 , f o r  a s ig n i f i c a n c e  o f  .275 , 

o r  n o t  h ig h l y  c o r r e la t e d .  I t  canno t be de te rm ined  from  these  r e s u l t s  

t h a t  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s  v a ry  from  ? n s t  i t u t  ion  to  i n s t  i t u t  i on in  t h i s  

s tu d y .  The f i r s t  re se a rch  h y p o th e s is  is  t h e r e f o r e  re ta in e d .

General C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  I n d iv id u a l  G r ie v a n ts  

A g ene ra l component o f  t h i s  s tu d y  was t o  i d e n t i f y  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n ts  

by academic rank and sex. Due to  the  mixed n a tu re  o f  g roup  g r ie v a n c e s ,  

t h i s  in fo r m a t io n  c o u ld  o n ly  be ga th e red  from  those  f i l i n g  in d iv id u a l  

g r ie v a n c e s .

A l l  f i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  employed the  t r a d i t i o n a l  ra rk s  o f  i n s t r u c t o r ,  

a s s is t a n t  p r o fe s s o r ,  a s s o c ia te  p r o fe s s o r ,  and p r o fe s s o r .  No a t te m p t  was 

made to  examine d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  h i r i n g ,  p ro m o t io n ,  te n u re ,  o r  

rea pp o in tm en t c r i t e r i a  a t  th e  f i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Academic rank was 

reco rded  as t h a t  rank h e ld  a t  the  t im e  the  g r ie v a n c e  was f i l e d .  

A s s is t a n t  p ro fe s s o rs  lodged the  most i n d iv id u a l  g r ie v a n c e s  by a w ide 

m a rg in ,  k5*7%> o r  79 o f  173 g r ie v a n c e s .  T h is  is  no t s u r p r i s i n g  g iv e n
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t h a t  most te n u re  d e c is io n s  a re  made a t  the  rank o f  a s s is t a n t  p ro fe s s o r  

and t h a t  th e  area most f r e q u e n t l y  g r ie v e d  concerns  te n u re ,  p ro m o tion  and 

re a p p o in tm e n t .  T a b le  5 is  a l i s t  o f  in d iv id u a l  g r ie v a n t s  by academic 

ra r ik .

T a b le  5

I n d iv id u a l  G r ie v a n ts  by Academic Rank

P e rcen t  o f
Academic Rank Frequency T o ta l

I n s t r u c t o r  14 8.1
A s s is t a n t  P ro fe s s o r  79 4 5 .7
A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  48 27-7
P ro fe s s o r  38 18.5

TOTAL 173 100.0

In d iv id u a l  g r ie v a n t s  were a ls o  c h a r a c te r iz e d  by the  le n g th  o f  t im e  

each had spent a t  the  i n s t i t u t i o n .  I t  was su rm ised  th a t  the  r a te  a t  

w h ich  g r ie v a n c e s  were f i l e d  would  d e c l in e  as the  yea rs  o f  s e r v ic e  

in c re a s e d .  Two reasons seemed a p p a re n t .  F i r s t ,  the  m a jo r  academic 

d e c is io n ,  i . e . ,  te n u re  w o u ld ,  in  a v a s t  m a jo r i t y  o f  cases, be made 

between years  one and seven. Second, between tho se  same y e a rs ,  i t  is  

usual f o r  a t  le a s t  one p ro m o t io n a l o p p o r t u n i t y  to  have p re sen ted  

i t s e l f .  The le n g th  o f  employment was d iv id e d  in to  f o u r - y e a r  segments 

f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  c o n t r o l  and to  app ro x im a te  t im e  between academic 

employment d e c is io n s .

T ab le  6 i l l u s t r a t e s  the  " s e n i o r i t y "  aspec t o f  f a c u l t y  members 

f  i 1 i ng g r  ievances .
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Table  6

Time Spent a t  I n s t i t u t i o n  When I n d i v i d u a l  G r ievance  was F i l e d

Length  o f  Employment F requency
Percen t  o f  

T o ta l

0-4  Years 
5 -8  Years 
9-12 Years

55
45
29
24
15
5

3 1 . 8
26.0
16 .8
13.9

8 .7
2 .9

13-16 Years 
1 7 — 2 0  years  
Over 20 Years

TOTAL 173 1 0 0 . 0

As was e xpec ted ,  57-8% o f  a l l  i n d i v i d u a l  g r ie v a n c e s  were f i l e d  

w i t h i n  the  f i r s t  e i g h t  ye a rs  o f  s e r v i c e .  Each succeed ing  f o u r - y e a r  

i n t e r v a l  shows fewer g r ie v a n c e s  f i l e d .  A f t e r  the  e i g h t h  ye a r  o f  

employment,  g r ie v a n c e  a c t i v i t y  d im in i s h e s  r a p i d l y  and, by the  2 0 t h  y e a r ,  

i t  i s  a l l  but  n o n - e x i s t e n t .  I t  must be ment ioned  here  t h a t  those  

persons l e a v in g  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  a f t e r  d e n ia l  o f  t e n u r e ,  p ro m o t io n ,  o r  

reappo in tm en t  were not  c o n s id e re d .

Research Hypo th es is  1a: The Type o f  G r ie vance  ( I n d i v i d u a l  o r  Group) has
no S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  Leve l  o f  R e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  is  A t t a i n e d

Hyp o the s is  1a was c e n te re d  on th e  e n t i r e  range o f  r e s o l u t i o n s  and 

outcomes t h a t  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s  c o u ld  a c h ie v e .  The le v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  

r e f e r s  t o  the  s tage  ( o r  s t e p )  o f  the  g r i e v a n c e  p rocedure  a t  w h ich  the  

problem is  r e s o lv e d .  G r ie vances  can ac h iev e  an i n f o r m a l ,  f o r m a l ,  o r  

imposed r e s o l u t i o n  o r  no r e s o l u t i o n  a t  a l l .  W h i le  some g r ie v a n c e s  move 

th rough  a l l  f o u r  s ta g e s ,  o t h e r s  ge t  r e s o l v e d  s h o r t  o f  the  l i m i t .  For  

example, a f a c u l t y  member e i t h e r  a ch ieve s  te n u re  o r  does n o t ,  a l l  bu t  

e l i m i n a t i n g  the  no r e s o l u t i o n  s t e p .  S i m i l a r i l y ,  g r ie v a n c e s  o ve r  d e n ia l  

o f  p ro m o t ion  and rea ppo in tm en t  a re  l i m i t e d  t o  v a r i o u s  degrees o f
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r e s o l u t i o n .  T ab le  7 i s  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  o f  the  le v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  a t  

wh ich  i n d i v i d u a l  g r i e v a n c e s  were s e t t l e d .

Tab le  7

I n d i v i d u a l  G r ie vances  and the  Leve l  o f  R e s o lu t i o n

Percen t  o f
Leve l  o f  R e s o lu t i o n  Frequency T o ta l

In fo rm a l  6 7  38 .7
Formal 80 A6.2
Imposed 21 12.1
No R e s o lu t i o n   5  2 .9

TOTAL 173 100.0

An in fo r m a l  r e s o l u t i o n  o ccu rs  a t  the  f i r s t  s te p  o f  t h e  g r ie v a n c e  

p ro ced u re .  T y p i c a l l y ,  t h i s  f o l l o w s  unsu cce ss fu l  ve rb a l  d i s c u s s io n  o f  

th e  m a t t e r  by t h e  un ion  and t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  I t  i s  a t  t h i s  s tage  

t h a t  the g r i e v a n c e  is  reduced t o  w r i t i n g  and o f f i c a l l y  p la ced  in the  

hands o f  the  un ion  f o r  r e s o l u t i o n .  In most s i t u a t i o n s ,  th e  g r i e v a n t  

r e t a i n s  c o n t r o l  o f  whe the r the  g r ie v a n c e  is  pursued a t  su ccess ive  

s tage s .

A t  the  fo rm a l  r e s o l u t i o n  s ta g e ,  the  p a r t i e s  d e c id e  t o  r e s o l v e  the  

m a t t e r  them se lves .  T h i s  o c c u r s  a f t e r  the  in fo rm a l  p rocess has f a i l e d  to  

ach ieve  a s o l u t i o n  bu t  b e fo re  a t h i r d  p a r t y  i s  b rough t  in  t o  issue  a 

b i n d in g  o r d e r  on one o f  t h e  p a r t i e s .  An imposed s o l u t i o n  i s  one made by 

an a r b i t r a t o r  o r  by j u d i c i a l  r u l i n g .  In t h i s  s t u d y ,  t h e re  were f i v e  

in s ta n c e s  where no r e s o l u t i o n  c o u ld  be found o r  remembered. A l s o ,  t h e r e  

were cases where bo th  p a r t i e s  gave t a c i t  approva l  t o  a l l o w i n g  the  

g r ie v a n c e  t o  la n g u is h  w i t h  no f i n a l  r e s o l u t i o n .

Tab le  8  p r e s e n t s  the  r e s o l u t i o n  l e v e l s  f o r  group g r i e v a n c e s .
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Table 8

R e s o lu t i o n  Leve l  f o r  Group Gr ievances

Level  o f  R e s o lu t i o n Frequency
Percen t  o f  

T o ta l

In fo rm a l  
Formal 
Imposed 
No R e s o lu t i o n

32
46
13
0

35-2
50.5
14.3
0

TOTAL 91 1 00 .0

Both i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r ie v a n c e s  were l a r g e l y  re s o lv e d  by the  

two p a r t i e s  (85-0% and 8 5 .7%, r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  Only 12.1% o f  the  

i n d i v i d u a l  and 14.3% o f  t h e  group g r ie v a n c e s  were s e t t l e d  by an o u t s i d e  

a u t h o r i t y .  T h is  s u p p o r t s  the  p o s i t i o n  o f  Turnea and Robinson (1 972 ) ,  

Orze (1 9 78 ) ,  J u l i u s  ( 1 9 8 6 ) ,  and Mannix (1986) t h a t  s e t t l e m e n t  a t  the  

lowes t  p o s s i b l e  s tep  shou ld  be the  o b j e c t  o f  any g r ie v a n c e  p rocedu re .

In t e s t i n g  t h i s  h y p o th e s is  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  two o f  the  e i g h t  

m a t r i x  c e l l s  lacked  the  expec ted  f requ ency  o f  more than  f i v e  e v e n ts .  

Thus,  the  type  o f  g r i e v a n c e  f i l e d ,  i n d i v i d u a l  o r  g roup ,  and i t s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i f  any,  t o  the l e v e l  o f  g r ie van ce  r e s o l u t i o n  was 

u n t e s t a b l e  g iv e n  the  d es ign  o f  t h e  s tu d y .

Research H ypo the s is  1b: The R e s o lu t i o n  Level  o f  a Gr ievance  has no
S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  i t s  Outcome

Hyp o the s is  1b was a re se a rch  i n q u i r y  i n t o  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i f  any, 

between the  l e v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  and the  outcome o f  t h a t  g r i e v a n c e .  

Gr ievances  have outcomes t h a t  can be a s s o c ia te d  w i t h  one o f  the  p a r t i e s  

t o  t h e  agreement o r ,  in  a smal l  number o f  cases,  n e i t h e r  p a r t y .  In  t h i s  

s tu d y ,  a g r ie v a n c e  c o u ld  ac h iev e  one o f  s i x  outcomes:
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*  Wi thdrawn by th e  g r i e v a n t . In some cases the  f i l i n g  o f  a 
g r ie v a n c e  is  a c t i o n  enough t o  b r i n g  about  the  d e s i r e d  
change.  In o t h e r  s i t u a t i o n s ,  the  g r i e v a n t  may have a change 
o f  mind and d ec ide  not  t o  c a r r y  the  g r i e v a n c e  th roug h  to  
c o n c l u s i o n .

*  Resolved f o r  U n io n . The g r i e v a n t  i s  g ra n te d  the  remedy sought  
in  th e  g r i e v a n c e .

*  Resolved f o r  Management. The g r i e v a n t ' s  d e s i r e d  remedy i s  not
g ra n te d .  The g r ie v a n c e  can a l s o  be den ied  because o f  a
p ro ced u ra l  d e f e c t ,  e . g . ,  the  g r i e v a n t  f a i l s  t o  f i l e  the 
co m p la in t  in  a t i m e l y  manner.

*  Unknown o r  U n r e s o l v e d . In some in s tan c e s  a g r i e v a n c e ' s  
r e s o l u t i o n  is  no t  reco rded  o r  remembered by un ion  o r
management. In fewer i n s t a n c e s ,  the  p a r t i e s  m u t u a l l y  agree 
t h a t  p u rsu in g  t h e  g r ie v a n c e  w i l l  no t  be p r o d u c t i v e  and thus  a 
c o n c lu s io n  i s  never reached.

*  N e g o t ia te d  Agreement . The p a r t i e s  reach an agreement th rough  
compromise on the  i s su e s .

*  Dropped by U n io n. The u n io n  b e l i e v e s  no u s e fu l  purpose  can be 
served by p u r s u in g  th e  g r ie v a n c e .  Those t h a t  a re  dropped are 
g e n e r a l l y  group g r i e v a n c e s  because o f  the  u n i o n ' s  le ga l  
o b l i g a t i o n  to  p rocess  g r ie v a n c e s .  T h is  g r i e v a n c e  outcome does 
not  a p p ly  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  g r i e v a n t s .

Tab les  9 and 10 a re  th e  outcomes o f  the  t o t a l  g r i e v a n c e  a c t i v i t y ,

separa ted  i n t o  i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r i e v a n t s .

T a b le  9

I n d i v i d u a l  G r ievances  and T h e i r  Outcome

Outcome F requency
P ercen t  o f  

T o ta l

Wi thdrawn by G r ie v a n t  
Resolved f o r  Union

33
71
5*
10

19-1
41.0
3 1 .2

5 .8
2 .9

Resolved f o r  Management
Unknown o r  Unreso lved  
N e g o t ia te d  Agreement 5

TOTAL 173 100.0
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Table  10

Group Gr ievances  and T h e i r  Outcome

Outcome o f  G r ievance F requency
P ercen t  o f  

T o ta l

Wi thdrawn 
Reso lved f o r  Union 
Reso lved  f o r  Management 
Unknown o r  Unreso lved  
Dropped by Union 
N e g o t ia t e d  Agreement

13
28
18

3
5

24

14.3 
3 0 . 8  
19-8
3-3
5-5

26.4

TOTAL 91 1 0 0 .0

Outcome data  can be v iewed as wh ich  s id e  p r e v a i l e d ?  As w i t h  

i n d i v i d u a l  g r i e v a n c e s ,  the  un ion  p r e v a i l e d  more o f t e n  than  management.

The o cc u r re n c e  o f  t h e  w i thd raw n  by g r i e v a n t  outcome was s i m i l a r  f o r  

groups and i n d i v i d u a l s ,  14.3% and 19*1% r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The c a te g o r y  o f  

n e g o t i a t e d  agreement,  however,  showed a marked d i f f e r e n c e  between 

i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r i e v a n t s .  In o n l y  2.9% o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  cases 

c o u ld  the  outcome be termed a n e g o t i a t e d  agreement w h i l e  26.4% o f  the  

group cases a ch ieved  t h i s  outcome. I t  may be t h a t  a n e g o t i a t e d  

agreement i s  e a s i e r  t o  a c h iev e  between management and an o r g a n i z a t i o n  

f a m i l i a r  w i t h  i t s  r o l e  ( t h e  u n io n )  r a t h e r  than  an i n d i v i d u a l  whose 

c o n t r a c t  r i g h t s  have a l l e g e d l y  been v i o l a t e d .  G e n e r a l l y  sp eak ing ,  bo th  

p a r t i e s  t o  a c o l l e c t i v e  b a r g a in i n g  agreement r e a l i z e  b e fo re  long  t h a t  

g r ie v a n c e s  a re  b es t  r e s o l v e d  when " g r i e v a n c e  p o s i t i o n s "  a re  n o t  taken  as 

persona l  s ta te m e n ts  o f  w o r th  by the  c o n t r a c t  a d m i n i s t r a t o r .  I n d i v i d u a l  

g r i e v a n t s ,  however,  in  t h e i r  zeal  to  r i g h t  a wrong are le ss  ap t  to  

assume a n e u t r a l  p o s i t i o n  in  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e i r  own g r ie v a n c e s .  Tab le  11 

is  the  c o l l e c t i v e  data  f o r  the  s t u d y ' s  264 g r ie van ce s  compar ing the  

l e v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  and the  outcome o f  the  g r i e v a n c e .



Table 11

R e s o lu t i o n  Level  and Outcome o f  F a c u l t y  Gr ievance

Resolved Resolved
LEVEL OF 
RESOLUTION

Info rm a l

Formal

Imposed

No
Reso lu t  ion

TOTAL

% OF 
TOTAL

Withdrawn

36

10

46

17-4

f o r
Union

33

53

13

99

37-5

f o r
Management

19

33

20

72

27-3

Unknown o r  
Unreso lved

13

4 .9

Dropped T o t a l /
by N e g o t ia te d  % o f

Union Agreement T o ta l

23

1.9

29

11 . 0

99
37-5

126
47-7

34
12.9

5
1.9

264

100 .0

Ulro
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C o n t r a r y  t o  the  p o p u la r  n o t i o n  t h a t  g r i e v a n c e  d i s p u t e s  are  s e t t l e d  

by an o u t s i d e  agen t ,  the  p a r t i e s  in  t h i s  s tu d y  re so lved  t h e i r  

d i f f e r e n c e s  a t  the  in fo r m a l  o r  fo rm a l  s tage  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  85.2% o f  the

t im e .  S e t t le m e n ts  were imposed by o u t s i d e  agen ts  in  o n l y  12.3% o f  the

264 g r ie v an c e s  s t u d ie d .  The outcome was unknown o r  the  case u n res o lv e d  

in  13 (4.9%) o f  th e  cases s t u d i e d .  I t  wou ld appear t h a t  t h e  g r ie v a n c e

p rocedures  in t h i s  s tudy  do what  th e y  p u r p o r t  t o  do,  i . e . ,  r e s o l v e

d i f f e r e n c e s .  For these  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  t h e  g r ie v a n c e  p rocess  appears t o

a l l o w  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  o p i n i o n  in  c o n t r a c t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t o  be 

re s o lv e d  w i t h  f i n a l i t y .

A Cramer 's  V t e s t  was a l s o  per fo rm ed  on the  d a ta .  I t s  v a lu e  was 

.45480,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  a degree o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  e x i s t s  between the

v a r i a b l e s  but  r e v e a l i n g  n o t h i n g  o f  the  manner o f  t h a t  a s s o c i a t i o n .

A no the r  t e s t  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  P ea rso n 's  R t e s t ,  was conduc ted  w i t h  these  

v a r i a b l e s  and y i e l d e d  a v a lu e  o f  .22580,  i n d i c a t i n g  a m i l d  degree o f

c o r r e l a t i o n  between the  r e s o l u t i o n  l e v e l  and the  outcome ach ie ve d .

However, no s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  the  .05  l e v e l  was a t t a i n e d  in  

t h i s  su bh yp o th es is .

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  F a c u l t y  Gr ievances

A t  the  core  o f  t h i s  s tudy  i s  the  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  the  g r ie v a n c e  

p rocedure  i s  t h e  s i n g l e  most im p o r t a n t  p a r t  o f  any c o l l e c t i v e  b a r g a in i n g  

agreement.  As c la im ed  by E l k o u r i  and E l k o u r i  (1 978 ) ,  no o t h e r  p r o v i s i o n  

se rves  a more im p o r ta n t  f u n c t i o n  o r  se rves  in  so many d i f f e r e n t  ways. 

The g r ie v a n c e  p rocedure  channe ls  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t  i n t o  a p rocess  

where i t  can be p e a c e f u l l y  r e s o l v e d .  S u c c e s s f u l l y  managing t h i s  

c o n f l i c t  is  c r u c i a l  to  the  s t a b i l i t y  and i n t e r n a l  i n t e g r i t y  o f  the  

academic p rocess ( L e s l i e ,  1975)*  i t  f o l l o w s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  the
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i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f re que ncy  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r ie v a n c e s  among f a c u l t y  

shou ld  be examined.  One can beg in  t o  ga in  an i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  l a b o r  

r e l a t i o n s  atmosphere o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  in  t h i s  s tudy  by exam in ing  the  

number and type  o f  g r ie v a n c e s  f i l e d  d u r in g  th e  s tud y  p e r io d  ( 1 9 7 5 “  

1985)* Tab le  12 i s  the  f re qu e ncy  w i t h  wh ich  i n d i v i d u a l  g r ie v a n c e s  were 

f  i 1 ed:

T ab le  12

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Frequency o f  I n d i v i d u a l  Gr ievances

Percen t  o f
I n s t  i t u t  ion Frequency T o ta l

CMU 54 31-2
FSli 44 25.4
svsu 13 7 .5
OU 1 4  8.1
EMU  48 27 .7

TOTAL 173 100.0

Among i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  s i m i l a r  s i z e  and c o m p l e x i t y ,  such as EMU, OU,

and CMU, th e  i n d i v i d u a l  g r ie v a n c e s  f i l e d  d i f f e r e d  b r o a d l y .  EMU, f o r

example, has t h r e e  t im es  and CMU a lm os t  f o u r  t im es  as many g r ie v a n c e s  as 

OU. L i k e w is e ,  SVSU and FSU are  s i m i l a r ,  y e t  FSU has more than  t h r e e

t im es  as many g r ie v a n c e s  as SVSU.

The i n s t i t u t i o n s  appear d i f f e r e n t l y  when the  group g r ie v a n c e  

p a t t e r n  i s  examined, excep t  f o r  EMU wh ich  expe r ie n ced  h igh  ra te s  o f  bo th  

i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r ie v a n c e s .  The f r e q u e n c y  o f  group g r ie v a n c e s  by 

i n s t i t u t i o n  i s  the  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  o f  T a b le  13*
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Table 13

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Frequency o f  Group Gr ievances

Percen t  o f
1 n s t  i t u t  ion F requency T o ta l

CMU 8 8 . 8

FSU 9 9-9
SVSU 1 0 1 1 . 0

OU 37 40 .7
EMU 27 29.7

TOTAL 91 1 0 0 . 0

W h i le  CMU and FSU shared  s i m i l a r  t o t a l  g r ie v a n c e  f r e q u e n c ie s  w i t h  

OU and EMU (CMU-62 and FSU- 5 3  t o  OU- 5 1  and EMU-75), t h e i r  r a t i o s  o f  

i n d i v i d u a l  t o  group g r ie v a n c e s  a re  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .

G r a p h i c a l l y ,  the  m ix  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  t o  group g r ie va n ce s  is  

re p re s e n te d  by F ig u re  2.

In a d d i t i o n  t o  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f re q u e n c y  o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie va n ce s  by 

s u b j e c t  area (see F ig u r e  1 ) ,  t h e  re s e a rc h e r  a l s o  examined the  outcome 

and l e v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  each i n s t i t u t i o n  a ch ieve d  w i t h  i t s  f a c u l t y  

g r i e v a n c e s .  The outcomes o f  each i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s  can 

p r o v id e  an ob se rve r  w i t h  v a l u a b l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  about  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between t h e  p a r t i e s  t o  an agreement.  In  most  i n s ta n c e s ,  t h e  outcome o f  

a g r ie v a n c e  weighs most h e a v i l y  on management because o f  i t s  power t o  

a c t  on d e s i r e s .  T h i s  i s  su pp o r ted  by R e i l l y  (1986) and J u l i u s  (1 9 8 6 ) .  

The u n io n ,  on the o t h e r  hand,  can o n l y  r e a c t  t o  a c t i o n s  b rough t  by 

management. A t  EMU, CMU, and SVSU the  f a c u l t y  un ion  p r e v a i l e d  ove r  the  

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  by w ide  m a rg in s .  Such l o s s e s - - 2  t o  1 r a t i o  a t  SVSU and

EMU and n e a r l y  t h a t  o f t e n  a t  CMU— suggest  t h a t  the  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

s e r i o u s l y  and re p e a te d ly  breached c o n t r a c t  p r o v i s i o n s .  A t  FSU and OU 

th e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  p r e v a i l e d  o v e r  t h e  un ion  a t  a more n e a r l y  even pace.
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Only a t  OU d id  the  c a te g o r y  o f  n e g o t i a t e d  agreement ach ieve  

importance  in  terms o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  t o t a l .  In  39% o f  the  

g r ie va n ce s  (20 o f  51) a n e g o t i a t e d  agreement was a c h ie v e d .  T h is  l e v e l  

o f  n e g o t i a t e d  agreement s tands  in sharp  c o n t r a s t  t o  the  o t h e r  

i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  s u g g e s t i n g  a d i f f e r e n t ,  l e s s  a d v e r s a r i a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  and 

p h i l o s o p h y  in  o p e r a t i o n  a t  OU.

Research Hyp o the s is  1c: There i s  no S i g n i f i c a n t  D i f f e r e n c e  in  the
Outcome o f  a Gr ievance  f rom  I n s t i t u t i o n  t o  I n s t i t u t i o n

Tab le  14 i s  a comp le te  l i s t i n g  o f  the  outcome f o r  a l l  g r ie v a n c e s  by 

i n s t i t u t i o n .  W i th  the  p a t t e r n  e s t a b l i s h e d  o f  t h e  f a c u l t y  un ion  

p r e v a i l i n g  over the  campus a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  on the  campuses o f  EMU, CMU, 

and SVSU, would a l l  outcomes be s i m i l a r i l y  a f f e c t e d ?  That  is  th e  

s u b j e c t  o f  h y p o th e s is  1c.

T ab le  14

Outcome o f  Gr ievances  by I n s t i t u t i o n

Outcome CMU FSU SVSU OU EMU TOTAL

Wi thdrawn by G r ie v a n t 14 7 5 10 10 46
Reso lved f o r  Union 27 19 11 7 35 99
Reso lved  f o r  Management 16 23 6 10 17 72
Unknown o r  Unreso lved 5 3 1 0 4 13
Dropped by Union 0 1 0 4 0 5
N e g o t ia te d  Agreement _0 _0 _0 20 _9 29

TOTAL 62 53 23 51 75 264

As is  the  case in Tab le 15, t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l m ix  o f reso l  ui

l e v e l s  v a r i e s  w i d e l y .  A l th o u g h  85-21  o f  a l l  g r i e v a n c e s  were r e s o lv e d  a t  

one o f  the  f i r s t  two l e v e l s ,  in  o n l y  one in s ta n c e  (CMU) d i d  the  in fo rm a l  

l e v e l  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  a t t a i n  a g r e a t e r  f re q u e n c y  than  d id  fo rma l  

r e s o l u t i o n .
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T ab le  15 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  R e s o lu t i o n  Leve l
Percen t

Level CMU FSU SVSU OU EMU TOTAL o f  Tot,

1n fo rm a l 34 19 9 21 16 99 37.5
Formal 19 22 11 25 49 126 47-7
Imposed 6 10 3 5 10 34 12.9
No R e s o lu t i o n _3 2 JO _0 _0 5 1.9

TOTAL 62 53 23 51 75 264 100.0

Research H yp o the s is  2 and R e la te d  Subhypotheses;  The Passage o f  Time 
Accoun ts  f o r  no S i g n i f i c a n t  D i f f e r e n c e s  in the Gr ievance  R e s o lu t i o n  
Process

The passage o f  t im e  and i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  to  the  g r ie v a n c e  p rocess  

was a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h .  in te rwoven  i n t o  th e  g r ie v a n c e  

p ro c e s s ,  t im e  has bo th  a p ro c e d u ra l  and s u b s t a n t i v e  i d e n t i t y .  W i t h i n  

the  g r i e v a n c e  p rocess  a l l  p rocedu res  s t u d ie d  employed t im e  l i m i t s  f o r  

one o r  bo th  p a r t i e s  t o  respond t o  the  a l l e g a t i o n  o f  a breach in the  

agreements '  p r o v i s i o n s .  T y p i c a l l y ,  these  p rocedures  c a l l  f o r  the  

g r i e v a n t  t o  respond t o  a g r i e v a b l e  a c t i o n  w i t h i n  a c e r t a i n  number o f  

days .  A f t e r  t h e  g r i e v a n c e  i s  f i l e d ,  th e  o th e r  p a r t y  ( i n  t h i s  s tud y  

management in  a l l  cases)  must  answer w i t h i n  a p r e c i s e  number o f  days .  

Time l i m i t s  c h a r a c t e r i z e  each s tage  o f  bo th  th e  in fo rm a l  and fo rma l  

g r ie v a n c e  p ro ce ss .  These d e a d l i n e s  can be changed,  however,  by a 

n e g o t i a t e d  agreement.

The phrase  " J u s t i c e  d e layed  i s  j u s t i c e  d e n ie d "  perhaps bes t  

summarizes the  s u b s t a n t i v e  base o f  the  g r ie v a n c e  p ro ced u re .  W h i le  a 

g r i e v a n c e  is  be ing  p ro cessed ,  t h e r e  can be no r e s o l u t i o n  f o r  the 

g r i e v a n t  excep t  in  those  cases ( i n  t h i s  s tu d y  17*4%, o r  46 o f  264 o f  the  

g r i e v a n c e s  f i l e d )  where th e  g r i e v a n t  w i th d ra w s  f rom the  p rocess  b e fo re  

t h e  c o m p la i n t  can be r e s o l v e d .
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Beyond these  ob v iou s  e lements  o f  t im e ,  the  re s e a rc h e r  h ypo the s ize d  

t h a t  t h e  l e n g th  o f  t h e  b a r g a i n i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wou ld have a measurable 

e f f e c t  upon a g r i e v a n c e ' s  r e s o l u t i o n .  In s h o r t ,  g r ie v a n c e s  shou ld  be 

s e t t l e d  a t  lower l e v e l s  t h e  l o n g e r  the  p a r t i e s  have ba rga ined  w i t h  one 

a n o th e r .  The le n g th  o f  t im e  in  days ,  months,  and years  i t  took t o  

a c h ieve  r e s o l u t i o n  was c a l c u l a t e d  f o r  each g r ie v a n c e .  I t  was assumed 

t h a t  a s h o r t  r e s o l u t i o n  p e r io d  was d e s i r e d  by bo th  p a r t i e s  to  the  

c o l l e c t i v e  b a r g a in i n g  agreement.

The re s e a rc h e r  a l s o  examined a t  what  j u n c t u r e  g r ie v a n c e s  were f i l e d  

in  th e  t e n - y e a r  s tud y  p e r i o d .  Would,  f o r  example,  more g r ie va n ce s  be 

f i l e d  toward  the  b e g in n in g  o f  a b a r g a in i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  (1975) than  

a f t e r  the  p a r t i e s  had b a rga in ed  f o r  a decade (1985)7 I t  was

h yp o th e s iz e d  t h a t  the  number o f  g r ie v a n c e s  f i l e d  wou ld be g r e a t e r  near 

the  b e g in n in g  o f  b a r g a in i n g  than l a t e r .  For  b e t t e r  s t a t i s t i c a l  c o n t r o l ,  

the  t e n - y e a r  s tudy  p e r i o d  was grouped i n t o  t h r e e  s t a g e s - -1975“ 1979* 

1980-1982,  1983-1985* In  o r d e r  t o  f u l l y  f rame the  parameters  o f  t h i s  

re s e a rc h  h y p o t h e s i s ,  seve ra l  b road  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o f  the  passage o f  t im e  

a re  co n s id e re d .

General  F i n d in g s  in  the  S u b je c t  Area o f  H y p o th e s is  2

From the  research  da ta  in  t h i s  s t u d y ,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  management 

and l a b o r  s t r o v e  t o  s e t t l e  g r ie v a n c e s  in  a t i m e l y  manner.  By the  end o f  

the  f o u r t h  month f rom the  da te  o f  g r ie v a n c e  f i l i n g ,  73-1% (193 o f  2641 

o f  a l l  g r ie v a n c e s  were r e s o lv e d .  That  f i g u r e  inc reased  t o  9 0 . 5& o f  the  

t o t a l  by the  end o f  the  e i g h t h  month,  r o u g h ly  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  an academic 

y e a r .  I t  i s  the  d e s i r e  o f  g r ie v a n c e  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  f rom bo th  p a r t i e s  to  

r e s o l v e  g r ie v an c e s  q u i c k l y .  F u r t h e r  emphasis is  g ive n  t o  s e t t l e m e n t  

w i t h i n  t h e  parameters  o f  an academic y e a r .  Only 9*8% (26 o f  264) o f  a l l
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g r ie v a n c e s  took one year  o r  longe r  t o  r e s o l v e ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  as an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  l i t i g a t i o n ,  the  g r ie v a n c e  p rocedu res  s t u d i e d  do re s o lv e  

m a t t e r s  w i t h  f i n a l i t y  and speed.

Over the t e n -y e a r  s tu d y  p e r io d  each i n s t i t u t i o n  went  th rough  a 

s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n  w i t h  i t s  r e s p e c t i v e  b a r g a in i n g  a ge n ts .  The p e r i o d  

1975-1979 was c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by the  b e g in n in g  o f  a u n i o n i z e d  f a c u l t y .  

That  b e g in n in g  in c lu d e d  campa ign ing ,  an e l e c t i o n ,  c o n te s te d  issues and 

the  s u c cess fu l  c o m p le t io n  o f  an i n i t i a l  agreement.  The years  o f  1980- 

1982 were a p e r io d  o f  severe  economic c o n d i t i o n s  in the  s t a t e  o f  

M ich igan  and successor agreements a t  a l l  f i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  B e t t e r  

economic c o n d i t i o n s  and the  co n t in u a n ce  o f  t h e  b a r g a i n i n g  r e l a t i o n s i p  

between f a c u l t y  and the  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  the  p e r i o d  o f  19 8 3 — 

1985- A l though  some a t te m p ts  have been made t o  o u s t  a f a c u l t y  

b a r g a in i n g  agen t ,  none have been s u c c e s s f u l .  The f a c u l t y  b a r g a in i n g  

agents  t h a t  began in 1975 c o n t in u e d  th rou g h  the  end o f  academic year

1 9 8 4 - 1 9 8 5  -

As was expec ted ,  the  p e r io d  o f  1975-1979 had the  most g r ie v a n c e s  

f i l e d ,  48 .9^  o f  the  t o t a l  (129 o f  264).  The p e r i o d s  o f  19 8 O— 19 8 2  and 

1983-1985 were n e a r l y  e v e n ly  d i v i d e d  w i t h  the  r e s t  a t  27-3% ( 7 2  o f  264) 

and 23-9% ( 6 3  o f  264),  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Heavy g r i e v a n c e  a c t i v i t y  a t  the  

onse t  o f  a b a r g a in i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  f o l l o w e d  by fewer g r ie v a n c e s  is  

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  th e  p a t t e r n  se t  f o r t h  by J u l i u s  (1 9 8 6 ) and o t h e r s .

The g r ie v a n c e  a c t i v i t y  by academic year  i s  r e p re s e n te d  in F ig u re  

3. The peak year f o r  g r i e v a n c e  a c t i v i t y  was 1980-1981 w i t h  3 8  f o l l o w e d  

by the  lowes t  year f o r  g r ie v a n c e s  in  1981-1 9 8 2  w i t h  11. The g r ie v a n c e  

p e r i o d  c o in c i d e d  w i t h  a severe  economic downturn  in  M ich igan  t h a t  

r e s u l t e d  in f u n d in g  cu tba cks  a t  a l l  p u b l i c  u n i v e r s i t i e s .
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Research H yp o the s is  2a: There is  no S i g n i f i c a n t  D i f f e r e n c e  in  the  Level
o f  R e s o lu t i o n  a Gr ievance  A t t a i n s  and th e  Time P e r io d  in  wh ich  i t  is  
F i l e d

The c o n t e n t s  o f  T a b le  16 i l l u s t r a t e  the  f o u r  l e v e l s  o f  r e s o l u t i o n  

d u r i n g  th e  t h r e e - t i m e  s u b d i v i s i o n s  in  t h e  s tu d y  p e r i o d .

T a b le  16

R e s o lu t i o n  Leve l  by Years

Leve l  o f  R e s o lu t i o n  1975-1979 1980-1982 1 9 8 3 - 1 9 8 5  TOTAL

In fo rm a l  48 30 21 99 (37 -52)
Formal 61 32 33 126 (47-7%)
Imposed 15 10 9 34 (12.930
No R e s o lu t i o n   5 — - -  ___5  ( 1 . 9 % 1

T o ta l  129 72 63 264
(P e rce n t  o f  T o t a l )  48 .9  2 7 . 3  2 3 . 9  100.0

The da ta  p re s en te d  in  T a b le  16 s u p p o r t  the  n o t i o n  t h a t  g r ie va n ce s  

d e c l i n e  o v e r  t im e  and t h a t  the  r e s o l u t i o n  l e v e l  i s  l o w e r ,  i . e . ,  a t  the  

l e s s  fo rm a l  s tages  o f  t h e  g r i e v a n c e  p ro ced u re .  Due t o  the  h ig h  number 

o f  open c e l l s ,  however,  the se  da ta  do no t  lend  themse lves  t o  a n a l y s i s  by 

means o f  Ch i-Square  t e s t i n g .

Research H ypo the s is  2b: The Passage o f  Time has no S i g n i f i c a n t
R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  Leve l  o f  R e s o l u t i o n  t h a t  a G r ievance  A t t a i n s

Does the  passage o f  t im e  f a v o r  th e  un ion  o r  management? Does more 

n e g o t i a t e d  agreement ensue f rom  the  p a r t i e s '  f a m i l i a r i t y  ove r  t ime? The 

number o f  t o t a l  g r i e v a n c e s ,  however,  d i d  d e c l i n e  in  each success ive  t im e  

p e r i o d ,  i . e . ,  as d id  those  w i thd raw n  by the  g r i e v a n t .  Gr ievances 

r e s o l v e d  in  f a v o r  o f  the  un ion  were g r e a t e r  in  a l l  t im e  p e r io d s  than  

were those  re s o lv e d  f o r  management. R e s o lu t i o n  by n e g o t i a t e d  agreement 

d e c l i n e d  in  a b s o lu te  numbers over the  t im e  p e r io d s  s t u d ie d  (13 t o  9 to  

7)  bu t  remained c o n s ta n t  a t  about  11% o f  t h e  t o t a l  g r ie v a n c e  p o p u l a t i o n .
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Research H ypo th es is  2c:  There is  no S i g n i f i c a n t  D i f f e r e n c e  in  the  Time 
Needed t o  Resolve  a G r ievance  and the  Time P e r io d  in  wh ich  t h a t  
Gr ievance  i s  F i l e d

I t  was t h e o r i z e d  t h a t  the  p a r t i e s  wou ld  be a b le  t o  r e s o l v e  t h e i r

g r ie v a n c e s  in le s s  t im e  as th e  b a r g a in i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  matured because

more expe r ie n ced  peop le  wou ld be h a n d l i n g  g r ie v a n c e s  f o r  bo th  s i d e s .

Second ly ,  " p o s t u r i n g "  t o  dem ons t ra te  s t r e n g t h  ( f o r  s t r e n g t h ' s  sake

a lo n e )  wou ld l i k e w i s e  d i m i n i s h  over t im e .  The da ta  in Tab le  17

i l l u s t r a t e  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  t h r e e  t im e  p e r i o d s  and the

number o f  months needed t o  ach ieve  s e t t l e m e n t  o f  a g r i e v a n c e .

T ab le  17

Grievance  R e s o lu t i o n  in  Months by S e le c te d  Time P e r io ds

Row T o ta l
R e s o lu t i o n  Time in  Months 1975“ 1979 1980-1982 1983-1985 and P e rcen t

Up t o  One Month 3b 20 19 73 ( 21.1)
One to  Four Months 5b 20 25 99 ( 37-5)
Four t o  E ig h t  Months 23 16 10 49 ( 18 .6 )
E i g h t  Months t o  One Year 14 9 2 25 ( 9 *5 )
T h i r t e e n  Months and Longer  4  7  7 18 ( 6 .8 )

Column T o ta l  129 72 63 264
(Pe rcen t  o f  T o t a l ) 48 .9  27-3 23-9 100.0

Ch i-Square  = 12.376 ;  Degrees o f  Freedom, 8;  Level  o f  S i g n i f i c a n c e  .05

A Ch i-Square  t e s t  per fo rm ed  on the da ta  in  Tab le  17 re v e a le d  a

v a lu e  o f  12.376 w i t h  e i g h t  degrees o f  f reedom.  A t  t h e  0 .05  l e v e l ,  a

X v a lu e  o f  15-507 must be ach ieved  b e fo re  the  n u l l  h y p o th e s i s  can be 

r e t a i n e d .  T h i s  X v a lu e  o f  12*376 r e q u i r e s  t h a t  t h e  n u l l  h y p o th e s i s  be

r e t a i n e d .  W h i le  t o t a l  g r ie v a n c e s  d e c l i n e  over t im e  t h e r e  is  no

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h a t  d e c l i n e  and the

le n g th  o f  t im e  i t  take s  f o r  any one g r ie v a n c e  t o  be r e s o l v e d .
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Research Hyp o the s is  2d: The Type o f  Gr ievance  F i l e d  has no S i g n i f i c a n t
R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  Time Needed t o  Reso lve  the  M a t te r

As s t a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e r e  a re  n in e  g r ie v a n c e  s u b j e c t  a reas  in  t h i s  

s t u d y .  One subh ypo th es is  o f  the  research  on the  passage o f  t im e  was 

whether the  type  o f  g r i e v a n c e  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  t im e  

needed t o  re s o l v e  the  m a t t e r .

Research Hypo thes is  2e: The Passage o f  Time has no S i g n i f i c a n t
R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  th e  Level  o f  R e s o lu t i o n  t h a t  a G r ievance  A t t a i n s

Hypo th es is  2e i n v o l v e d  the  l e v e l  o f  g r ie v a n c e  r e s o l u t i o n ,  i . e . ,  

i n fo r m a l  to  imposed r e s o l u t i o n  a lo ng  w i t h  no r e s o l u t i o n ,  and th e  amount 

o f  t im e  i t  tock t o  ac h ie v e  th e  v a r i o u s  outcomes.

A v i s u a l  re v ie w  o f  t h e  data  in  Tab le  18 re v e a ls  t h a t  th e  m a j o r i t y  

o f  g r ie v a n c e s  a re  so lv e d  a t  the  f i r s t  two l e v e l s  o f  the  p ro c e s s ,  u s u a l l y  

w i t h i n  f o u r  months.  W h i le  these  da ta  a re  n o t  t e s t a b l e  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  i t  can be observed  t h a t  the  g r ie v a n c e s  in  t h i s  s tu d y  were 

s e t t l e d  q u i c k l y  by the  p a r t i e s  t o  t h e  agreement in  8 5  p e r c e n t  o f  the  26k 

g r ie v a n c e s  s t u d i e d .

Tab le  18

Gr ievance  Resol u t i o n  in Months and Re so lu t  i on Level

Length  ( in  months) No Row T o ta l
t o  Reso lve 1nformal Formal I mposed S o l u t i o n & Percen t

Up t o  One Month kS 21 1 3 73 ( 2 7 .7 )
One t o  Four Months 3k 62 3 0 99 ( 3 7 .5 )
Four t o  E ig h t  Months 12 30 5 2 kS ( 1 8 .6 )
E i g h t  Months t o  One Year 3 6 16 0 25 ( 9 - 5 )
T h i r t e e n  Months & Longer 2 7 9 kk 18 ( 6 .8 )

T o ta l 99 126 3k 5 26k
(P e rce n t  o f  T o t a l ) 37.5 47.7 12.9 1-9 100.,0
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Research Hypo th es is  2 f :  The Choice o f  B a r g a in in g  Agent  has no
S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  Frequency w i t h  wh ich  Gr ievances are 
F i 1 ed

As the  b a r g a in i n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  m a tu res ,  g r ie v a n c e s  tend t o  be fewer 

and t o  be s e t t l e d  a t  lower l e v e l s .  Does th e  c h o ic e  o f  a b a r g a in i n g

agent  r e s u l t  in  fewer  g r ievance s?  In t h i s  s tud y  the  a b s o lu te  number o f

g r i e v a n c e s  f i l e d  ove r  t h e  s tud y  p e r i o d  d i f f e r e d  l i t t l e  in  terms o f  the

b a r g a i n i n g  a g e n t ,  13 8  (NEA) to  126 (AAUP) .  The b a r g a in i n g  agen ts  were

compared t o  the  o th e r  t h r e e  s tud y  p e r io d s  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The r e s u l t  was a Ch i-Squa re  v a lu e  o f  7*009 w i t h  two 

degrees o f  f reedom a t  t h e  .05 le v e l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  The X va lue  

a l l o w s  the  re s e a rc h e r  t o  not  r e t a i n  the  n u l l  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  the  ch o ice  

o f  a b a r g a in i n g  agent  and a reduced in c id e n c e  o f  g r ie v an c e s  over  t im e  

a re  u n r e l a t e d .  Over t im e  the  ch o ic e  o f  a p a r t i c u l a r  b a r g a in i n g  agent 

can s i g n i f i c a n t l y  reduce the  number o f  g r ie v a n c e s  f i l e d .  Tab le  19 is 

the  g r ie v a n c e  a c t i v i t y  f o r  bo th  b a r g a i n i n g  agents  d u r i n g  each t im e  

per i od.

T a b le  19

N a t io n a l  Barg a i n i n g  Agent and Gr ievance  Study Pe r iod

Row T o ta l
B a r g a in i n g  Agent 1975-1979 1980-1982 1983-1985 £ Percen t

NEA (CMU, FSU, SVSU) 58 39 41 138 (52 .3^
AAUP (OU, EMU) 71 33 22 126 (47*7)

T o ta l 129 72 63 264
P e rc en t  o f  T o ta l 48.9 27*3 23*9 100.0

Ch i-Squa re  = 7*009;  Degrees o f  Freedom, 2; Leve l  o f  S i g n i f i c a n c e  .05

W h i le  th e  t o t a l  number o f  g r ie v a n c e s  d e c l i n e d  over  t im e  f o r  bo th  

b a r g a i n i n g  agen ts ,  AAUP i n s t i t u t i o n s  had fewer  t o t a l  g r ie v an c e s  and 

d e c l i n e d  more s h a r p l y  tha n  th e  NEA i n s t i t u t i o n s .
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Research Hypo th es is  3 and R e la ted  Subhypotheses:  The Choice o f
B a r g a in in g  Agent  has no S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  th e  N a tu re  and Type 
o f  G r ievance  t h a t  i s  F i l e d

The t h i r d  re se a rch  h y p o th e s i s  in  t h i s  s tu d y  d e a l t  w i t h  the  n a t i o n a l

a f f i l i a t i o n  o f  t h e  campus b a r g a in i n g  a ge n t .  A l th o u g h  t h e r e  a re  t h r e e

m a jo r  n a t i o n a l  f a c u l t y  u n io n s - -A m e r i c a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  U n i v e r s i t y

P r o fe s s o r s  (AAUP), N a t io n a l  E d u ca t ion  A s s o c i a t i o n  (NEA), and Amer ican

F e d e r a t i o n  o f  Teachers ( A F T ) - - o n l y  two a re  re p re s e n ted  in t h i s  s tu d y .

The AFT p r e s e n t l y  has no f o u r - y e a r  campus b a r g a in i n g  agent  in

M ic h ig a n .  In t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n a t i o n a l  u n io n  o r  b a r g a in i n g

agent  r e f e r s  o n l y  t o  the  AAUP o r  the  NEA. In t h i s  s tu d y  CMU, SVSC, and

FSU a re  re p re s e n te d  by the  NEA; EMU and OU are  re p re s e n te d  by the  AAUP.

Research Hypo th es is  3a: The Choice o f  B a r g a in in g  Agent  has no
S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  to  the  Type o f  G r ievance  ( I n d i v i d u a l  o r  Group) 
t h a t  i s  Pursued

The re s e a rc h e r  wanted t o  d e te rm ine  i f  the  p e r c e iv e d  d i f f e r e n c e s  in

o p e r a t i n g  p h i l o s o p h y  between the  AAUP and th e  NEA wou ld l i k e w i s e  be

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  in  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e  da ta  o f  t h i s  s t u d y .  The 

agg rega te  g r ie v a n c e  d a ta  a re  i n d i c a t e d  in  Tab le  20.
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Table 20

Facul.ty Grievances by Bargaining Agent

Frequency o f
B a r q a in in g  Agent  I n d i v i d u a l  G r ievances  Percen t

AAUP 62 35-8
NEA 111 6 k .2

173 100 .0

Frequency o f
B a r q a in in g  Agent  Group Gr ievances  Percen t

AAUP 6k 70.3
NEA 27 29.7

9 1  1 0 0 . 0

Frequency o f
B a r g a in in g  Agent  T o ta l  G r ievances  Percen t

AAUP 126 A7.7
NEA 138 52.3

I P  100 .0

Taken t o g e th e r  ( i n d i v i d u a l  and group g r ie v a n c e s )  the  num er ica l  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  b a r g a i n i n g  agen ts  a re  s m a l l .  Marked d i f f e r e n c e s  

between the two agen ts  do e x i s t ,  however,  in  the  t ype  o f  g r ie v a n c e s

f i l e d .  The AAUP f i l e d  more than  t w i c e  th e  number o f  g roup  g r ie v a n c e s  as

the  NEA. I t  wou ld appear then  t h a t  the  AAUP1s p h i l o s o p h y  o f  o p e r a t i o n  

d i c t a t e s  p u r s u i t  o f  those  g r ie v a n c e s  t h a t  impact  a broad  base,  u n l i k e  

the NEA's more i n d i v i d u a l l y  o r i e n t e d  p h i l o s o p h y .

A Ch i-Square  t e s t  was per fo rm ed on th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  

type s  o f  g r ie v an c e s  f i l e d  by the  two b a r g a i n i n g  a ge n ts .  A v a lu e  o f

27.070 r e s u l t e d  w i t h  one degree o f  f reedom a t  th e  . 0 5  l e v e l  o f

s i g n i f i c a n c e .  T h is  v a lu e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the  n u l l  h y p o th e s is  s t a t i n g  

t h a t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i s t  between b a r g a i n i n g  agent  s e le c te d  

and t y p e  o f  g r ie v a n c e  advanced shou ld  not  be r e t a i n e d .  When i n d i v i d u a l
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and g roup  g r ie v a n c e s  are  compared,  the  AAUP advances the  i n t e r e s t s  o f  

i t s  members s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more o f t e n  th ro u g h  group  g r ie v an c e s  than  does 

the  NEA.

Research H yp o the s is  3b: The Choice o f  B a r g a in in g  Agent  has no
S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  Types o f  S u b je c t s  Area ove r  wh ich  the  
Gr ievances  a re  F i l e d

I t  was o f  i n t e r e s t  to  the  re s e a rc h e r  whether the  cho ice  o f  

b a r g a i n i n g  agent  a f f e c t e d  the  s u b j e c t  area o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s .  T h is  

aspec t  o f  the  re s e a r c h ,  coup led  w i t h  the  p r e v io u s  s e c t i o n  on o v e r a l l  

t y p e  o f  g r i e v a n c e  pursued ,  formed th e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  t h e  t h i r d  research  

h y p o t h e s i s ,  i . e . ,  the  s u b j e c t  a rea o f  the  g r ie v a n c e  does not  v a ry  by 

b a r g a i n i n g  a ge n t .  In T a b le  21 th e  s u b j e c t  a reas o f  t h e  g r ie v a n c e s  are

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by b a r g a i n i n g  agent  ( t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  re p re s e n te d  in 

p a r e n th e s e s ) .

T ab le  21

B a r g a in in g  Agent  and Gr ie vance  S u b je c t

B a r g a in in g  Agent  
NEA (CMU, AAUP T o ta l  Number

S u b je c t  Area o f  G r ie vance  SVSU, FSU) (OU, EMU) and Percen t

Tenu re ,  P romot ion  Reappo intment 48 39 87 (33 .01
S e n i o r i t y ,  Retrenchment 5 1 2 17 ( 6 .4 )
F a c u l t y  B e n e f i t s 6 5 1 1  ( 4 .2 )
Supp lementa l  Compensat ion 15 2 17 ( 6 .4 )
Work ing  C o n d i t i o n s 41 35 7 6  ( 2 8 . 8 )
S a la r y 6 17 23 ( 8 . 7 )
Union R ig h t s  Under t h e  Agreement 3 1 0 13 ( 4 .9 )
D i s c r i m i n a t i o n  and Harassment 3 2 5 ( 1-9)
D ischa rg e  and D i s c i p l i n e 1 1 4 15 ( 5 -7 )

TOTAL 138 1 2 6 264
P e rc en t  o f  T o ta l 52.3 47.7 ( 1 0 0 . 0 )

Ch i-Squa re  = 26 .324 ;  Degrees o f  Freedom, 8 5  Leve l  o f  S i g n i f i c a n c e  .05

A C h i -S qua re  t e s t  was per fo rm ed on th e  d a ta ,  r e s u l t i n g  in  a va lue

o f  26.324  w i t h  e i g h t  degrees o f  f reedom.  A t  the  .05  l e v e l  o f
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s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  t h i s  X v a lu e  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  the  n u l l  h y p o th e s is  not  be 

r e t a i n e d .  Thus,  i t  can be s t a t e d  t h a t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  e x i s t s  

between the  two n a t i o n a l  un ions  ( b a r g a in i n g  a g e n ts )  and the  g r ie v a n c e s  

t h e i r  campus a f f i l i a t e s  pursue .  F u r t h e r ,  i t  wou ld appear t h a t  a t  these  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  the  p e r c e i v e d  " p h i l o s o p h i c a l  s ta n c e "  o f  the  n a t i o n a l  un ion  

i s  borne o u t  th roug h  t h e  campus g r ie v a n c e  p rocedu re .

Research H ypo th es is  3c: The Cho ice o f  B a r g a in in g  Agent  has no
S i g n i f i c a n t  R e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  th e  Outcome t h a t  a Gr ievance  A t t a i n s

As an e x te n s io n  o f  the  p r im a r y  h y p o t h e s i s ,  the  re s e a rc he r  a l s o  

wanted to  know whether t h e  c h o i c e  o f  b a r g a in i n g  agent  produced d i f f e r e n t  

g r ie v a n c e  outcomes.  O v e r a l l ,  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  in  t o t a l  g r ie v a n c e s  between 

the  two b a r g a in i n g  agen ts  is  13 8  (NEA) to  126 (AAUP). I t  is  in  the  

p a t t e r n  o f  outcomes,  as i l l u s t r a t e d  in  T a b le  22, t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

appear .  The most s t r i k i n g  numer ica l  d i f f e r e n c e  occu rs  in  t h e  n e g o t i a t e d  

agreement c a te g o r y .  The AAUP i n s t i t u t i o n s  ach ieved  n e g o t i a t e d  

agreements w i t h  management in  29 o f  i t s  126 g r ie v a n c e s ,  w h i l e  the  NEA 

f a i l e d  to  ach ieve  any n e g o t i a t e d  agreements w i t h  management a t  i t s  

i n s t i t u t i o n s .  ( I n  making these  s t a te m e n ts ,  i t  shou ld  be noted t h a t  

p lacement o f  g r ie v a n c e  outcomes i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s  in v o l v e d  a measure o f  

s u b j e c t i v e  r e a s o n in g . )  Thus,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between r e s o l u t i o n  f o r  one 

s id e  o r  the  o th e r  v e rsus  a m u t u a l l y  agreed outcome was a t  t im es  

s l i g h t .  To t e s t  t h i s  s u bh y p o th es i s  a C h i -Squa re  t e s t  was employed.  The
o

c a l c u l a t e d  X v a lu e  o f  39-815 w i t h  f i v e  degrees o f  f reedom exceeded t h a t  

v a lu e  r e q u i r e d  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  the  .05  l e v e l .  I t  may then be 

conc luded t h a t  a f f i l i a t i o n  w i t h  one b a r g a in i n g  agent  o r  the  o t h e r  makes 

f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in the  outcome o f  a f a c u l t y  g r i e v a n c e ,  

beyond what  m igh t  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  chance.
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Table 22

Grievance Outcome and Bargaining Agent

Outcome

B a r g a in in g  Agent  
NEA (CMU, AAUP
SVSU, FSU) (OU, EMU)

T o ta l  
P e rcen t  o f  T o ta l

Wi thdrawn 
Resolved f o r  Union

26
57

20
42
27

4
4

29

46 ( 1 7 .4 )
99 (3 7 -5 )
72 ( 2 7 .3 )
13 ( 4 . 9 )

5 ( 1 .9 )
29 ( 11 . 0 )

Reso lved f o r  Management 45
Unknown o r  Unreso lved  9
Dropped by Union 1
N e g o t ia te d  Agreement - -

TOTAL
Percen t  o f  T o ta l

138
52.3

126
47.7

264
10 0 . 0

Chi-Square = 39*815? Degrees o f  Freedom, 5? Level  o f  Signi f icance .05

Research Hypothesis 3d: The Choice o f  Bargaining Agen t  has no S ign i f ican t
Relat ionship to  the Length o f  T im e  i t  takes to  Resolve a Grievance

As has been noted elsewhere in th is  s tudy,  an im p o r ta n t  aspect  o f  the  

grievance process is the amount  o f  t im e  i t  takes  to  reach reso lut ion .  D i f fe rences 

l e f t  unresolved o r  ta r d i l y  resolved a f fo rd  no advantages f o r  the  union o r  f o r  

management.  L ikewise,  the indiv idual  g r ievan t  wishes a t im e l y  resolut ion. 

Among the  subhypotheses associated w i th  the  bargain ing agents, the  researcher 

wished to  know whether the AAUP o r  NEA was able to  resolve t h e i r  gr ievances 

more exped i t iously than the  o ther  and, i f  so, was the  d i f fe rence  s ta t i s t i c a l l y  

s igni f icant?

The AAUP and NEA achieved near ly  ident ica l  resu l ts  a t  the  f o u r  month 

resolut ion mark. In 65.2% o f  al l  gr ievances f i l ed ,  reso lut ion was achieved in no 

more than fo u r  months. This ra te  o f  reso lut ion would seem to  ind icate  t h a t  al l  

par t ies to  a gr ievance place im por tance  on speed o f  resolut ion.  The e n t i re  range 

o f  resolut ion rates is i l l us t ra ted  in Table 23-
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Table 23

Rate of  Resolut ion by Bargaining Agent

B a r g a in in g  Agent  
NEA (CMU, AAUP 

E lapsed Time U n t i l  R e s o lu t i o n  SVSU, FSU) (OU, EMU)
T o ta l  

Percen t  o f  T o ta l

One Day t o  One Month 
One Month t o  Four Months 
Four Months t o  E ig h t  Months 
E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 
More than  One Year

36
48
30
10
14

37
51
19
15
4

73 (27-71
99 (3 7 -5 )  
49 ( 1 8 .6 )  
25 ( 9 - 5 )
18 ( 6 .8 )

TOTAL
P erc en t  o f  T o ta l

138 126
52.3 47-7

264
1 0 0 .0

Chi-Square = 8.601; Degrees o f  Freedom, 4; Level  o f  Signif icance .05

To te s t  the  subhypothesis t h a t  no s ig n i f ican t  d i f fe rences  in ra te  o f  resolut ion

degrees o f  f reedom was not  s u f f i c i e n t  to  re jec t  the  nul l  subhypothesis. No 

s ta t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t  d i f fe rences  ex is t  between the AAUP and NEA in the ra te  

o f  resolut ion o f  f a c u l t y  gr ievances.

Research Hypothesis 3e; The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent  has no S igni f icant  
Re la t ionship to  the  Level  o f  Resolut ion t h a t  a Grievance At ta ins

The reso lut ion level ,  i .e.,  how f a r  along the cont inuum o f  in fo rm a l  to

imposed t h a t  a gr ievance must  t ra ve l  be fo re  solution,  is o f  importance  to  both 

par t ies .  To have most, i f  not al l ,  gr ievances se t t led  a t  the in forma l  step would be 

a measure o f  success f o r  both sides. Clear ly  t h a t  has not  happened in the 

in s t i tu t ions  in th is  s tudy,  but  i t  is a mutual goal o f  most  organizat ions.  In th is  

s tudy 225 o f  the 264 to ta l  gr ievances f i l ed  were resolved by the par t ies

themselves at  the in forma l  o r  fo rm a l  level.

NEA ins t i tu t ions  ( CMU,  FSU, SVSU) se t t led  f a r  more grievances a t  the 

in fo rm a l  step than did the AAUP ins t i tu t ions  (0 U, E M U): 62 to  37* A t  the fo rm a l  

level  the  reverse was t rue .  A Pearson P roduc t -Moment  co rre la t ion  c o e f f i c ie n t

existed,  a Chi-S uare tes t  was conducted.  The X^ value o f  8.601 w i th  fo u r
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was ca lcu la ted  w i th  a value o f  .044, ind icat ing  l i t t l e  o r  no re lat ionsh ip  between 

the  variables.  As a resul t ,  the  subhypothesis t h a t  the re  exists no d i f fe rence  

between the  bargain ing agents on the var iable o f  resolut ion level is nei ther  

supported nor denied. The range o f  resul ts on th is  is found in Table 24.

Tab le  24

R e s o lu t i o n  Leve l  by B a r g a in in g  Agent

B a r g a in in g  Agent

R e s o lu t i o n  Level

In fo rm a l  
Formal 
Imposed 
No R e s o lu t i o n

TOTAL
Percen t  o f  T o ta l

NEA (CMU, 
SVSU, FSU)

62 
52 
19 

 5

AAUP
(OU, EMU)

37
74
15

138
52.3

126
47-7

T o ta l  Number 
and Percen t

99 (3 7 -5 )  
126 (4 7 -7 )  

34 (1 2 .9 )
5 ( 1 .9 )

264
1 00 . 0

Research Hypothesis 3f:  The Choice o f  Bargaining Agent  has no S igni f icant
Relat ionship to  When a Gr ievance is Fi led

As has been s ta ted by Kruger  (1980) and others,  the union is a po l i t ica l  

o rgan iza t ion .  The gr ievance procedure can and does get  used to  f u r t h e r  means 

o ther  than the resolut ion o f  a gr ievab le ac t .  Would the p a t te rn  o f  group 

gr ievances be d i f fe re n t  than t h a t  o f  indiv idual gr ievances as the  bargaining 

re la t ionship  matured? Would these pat te rns vary  by bargain ing agent? Data 

re la t ing  to  these quest ions are presented in Table 25.
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Table 25

Grievances, Individual  and Group, o f  the Bargain ing Agents,  1975~ 1985

Individual  Grievances

Total
T im e  Period NEA (C M U, FSU, SVSU) AAUP (OU,  EMU)  and Percent

1975-1979 46 31 77 (44.51
1980-1982 29 2 0  49 ( 2 8 . 3 I
1 9 8 3 - 1 9 8 5  ___3 6  _ n  4 7  ( 2 7 . 2 )

Column Total
and Percent  111(64 .21  62 (35-8) 173 (100.0)

Chi-Square = 4.342; Degrees o f  Freedom, 2; Level  o f  Signi f i cance .05

Group Grievances

1975-1979 12 40 52 ( 57-1)
1980-1982 10 13 23 ( 25-3)
1983-1985  5 _ M  16 ( 17.6)

Column Total
and Percent  27 ( 29-7) 64 ( 70.31 91 (100.01

Chi-Square = 3*203; Degrees o f  Freedom, 2; Level o f  Signi f i cance .05

In te rm s  o f  individual gr ievances,  the general AAUP trend is downward over 

the  ten -yea r  study per iod as is the NEA's. But , whi le the NEA decl ined in absolute 

te rm s  over  th is  per iod,  the inc idence o f  gr ievances was higher and stayed th a t  

way.

A more s t r ik ing  d i f fe rence  is found between the AAUP and NEA in group 

grievances. As has been stated in the  l i t e ra tu re ,  group gr ievances a l low the 

"phi losophy" o f  the bargain ing agent  to  make i t s e l f  known.  Both agents 

exper ienced a decl ine in group gr ievances over the  study per iod. The high ra te  o f  

AAUP group grievances (40) in 1975“ 1979 suggests t h a t  the  then-new ly  e lec ted  

agent  put  f o r t h  various gr ievances to  tes t  i ts  s t reng th  and management 's resolve.
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Chi-Square tes ts  were per fo rm ed separa te ly  f o r  indiv idual  and group 

grievances.  The independent  var iable (bargaining agent) was compared to  the 

dependent  var iable ( t im e  per iod)  f o r  s ign i f i cance  a t  the .05 level.

The tes t  conducted f o r  indiv idual  gr ievances f i l e d  ove r  the  th ree  t im e  

per iods produced a value o f  b.3b2 w i th  tw o  degrees o f  f reedom.  A t  th is  value the 

nul l  hypothesis as s ta ted  in 3f  is reta ined,  i .e.,  the  choice o f  a nat ional  bargain ing 

agent  does not s ign i f i can t ly  e f f e c t  the type  o f  indiv idual  grievance f i l e d  in a given 

t im e  per iod.

L ikewise,  the same resu l t  was found f o r  the Chi-Square te s t  conducted on
O

group grievances.  T ha t  value was 3*203 w i th  tw o  degrees o f  f reedom.  Thus, 

the choice o f  a nat ional  bargain ing agent  does not  s ign i f i can t ly  in f luence the type 

o f  gr ievance f i le d  in a given t im e  per iod ranging f rom  the  onset o f  the  bargain ing 

re la t ionsh ip  to  i t s  m a tura t ion  ten  years la te r .



C HAPTER V

Findings, Conclusions and Recommendat ions 

The researcher's purpose in th is  s tudy was th ree fo ld .  The in i t ia l  objec t ive  

was to  de te rm ine  whether the " f a c u l t y  exper ience" at  d i f fe re n t ,  but  s im i la r ,  

univers i t ies  resulted in a changed mix o f  f a c u l t y  grievances. I t  is tem pt in g  to 

assume f rom the perspect ive o f  e i the r  the  union o r  the adm in is t ra t ion  th a t  the 

ins t i tu t iona l  emp loye r is unique. Such uniqueness extended log ica l ly  leads to  the 

p resumpt ion  th a t  the condi t ions g iv ing r ise to  gr ievances are unique to  tha t  

i n s t i t u t io n  as well .  The re la t i ve  lack o f  p r io r  research in th is  area o f  f a c u l t y  

gr ievances len t  addi t ional  importance  to  th is  ob jec t ive .

The researcher's second purpose in th is  s tudy was to  a t t e m p t  to  determine 

whether  the passage o f  t im e  con t r ibu ted  s ig n i f i can t ly  to  the nature and type  o f  

re la t ionship the  union and the  adm in is t ra t io n  were able to  establ ish. Using the 

gr ievance procedure wi th i t s  d i f f e re n t  levels  o f  resolut ion f rom in forma l  to 

imposed a f fo rded  the  oppo r tun i t y  to  tes t  the  research premise. Here tofore ,  i t  had 

only been speculated by c o n t ra c t  adm in is t ra to rs  t h a t  the passage o f  t im e  worked 

to  moderate (in a general way) posi t ions taken by both sides in a grievance.

This research hypothesis brought  toge the r  tw o  assumpt ions commonly  held 

by c o n t ra c t  adm in is t ra to rs .  One, gr ievances should be se t t led  a t  the lowest  

possible leve l .  Second, the longer t w o  par t ies  t o  a co n t ra c t  have a bargain ing 

re lat ionsh ip,  the  f e w e r  gr ievances are f i l ed .

The th i r d  research hypothesis was centered on d i f fe rences  between the  tw o  

nat ional  f a c u l t y  unions found in Michigan a t  f o u r - y e a r  ins t i tu t ions  o f  h igher 

educat ion,  the Amer ican  Associat ion o f  Un ive rs i t y  Professors ( AAUP)  and the 

Nat ional  Educat ion Associat ion (NEA).  Not  involved in th is  s tudy was the 

Amer ican  Federa t ion  o f  Teachers (AFT).  A l l  t h ree  unions evolved d i f fe re n t l y  as 

organiza t ions .  AAUP,  wi th i t s  membership consist ing o f  only col lege f a c u l t y  has

75
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changed f rom a watchdog o f  academic ideals to  a labor  union. That  presence 

makes f o r  an ambivalence in the organ iza t ion ,  i .e., academic watchdog o r  union? 

Or perhaps both depending on the  campus.  The NEA grew f rom " th e "  e lemen ta ry  

and secondary school union in to  ju n io r  col leges and las t ly  to  senior col leges,  most 

o f ten  those ins t i tu t ions  known p r im a r i l y  f o r  teacher  t ra in ing .  Would these 

d i f fe rences  in o r ig in  and perceived d i f fe rence  in "ph i losophy" o f  these unions 

mani fest  themselves in the gr ievance process was the issue studied.

Conclusions

The in fo rm a t ion  gained through th is  study seems to ind icate  t h a t  both sides 

s t rove to  resolve gr ievances at  the  lowes t  tw o  levels o f  the process. Of  the fo u r  

ways a gr ievance could end ( in fo rma l ,  f o rm a l ,  imposed by a th i r d  pa r ty  o r  no 

solut ion),  85.2% o f  the t im e  the  part ies found the solut ion themselves.  This resu l t  

is consistent  w i th  the  v iew o f  most c o n t ra c t  admin is t ra to rs ,  i .e.,  re ten t ion  of  

in ternal  cont ro l  over  the outcome. In only 12.9% of  the gr ievances did an outs ide 

agent determine the  outcome, belying another popular misconcept ion about  

co l lec t i ve  bargain ing.  The resul ts ,  however,  do not support  a wide ly  held be l ie f  

among gr ievance a dm in is t ra to rs  about  which academic disc ipl ines produce more 

grievants. I t  is assumed widely  th a t  business f a c u l t y  do not  pa r t i c ipa te  in 

co l lec t ive  bargain ing because o f  t h e i r  s t rong ind iv idua l is t ic  o r ien ta t io n .  In th is  

s tudy business f a c u l t y ,  w i th  10.6% o f  the gr ievants,  f i l e d  more gr ievances (16 .2%) 

than all but  educat ion f a c u l t y  (26%) wi th  17% o f  the grievants.

Given the importance  o f  tenure,  p romot ion  and reappo in tment  decisions in a 

f a c u l t y  member's career,  th is  area w i l l  most l ike ly  remain the  single largest  

source o f  grievances.  Such was the case here. Even w i th  th a t  f a c t  none o f  the 

ins t i tu t ions  in th is  s tudy were ready to  cede cont ro l  o f  the  academic judgment  

made by the f a c u l t y  and adm in is t ra t io n  to  an outs ide par ty.
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The resu lts  from  th is  study also suggest th a t  thepa r t ies  sought to  s e t t le  

grievances in a t im e ly  fash ion. In fo u r  months t im e  73*1% o f  all g rievances had 

been resolved. When v iewed from  the  perspective  o f  an academic year (nine 

months), 90-5% o f  all g rievances were se tt led . As the  bargain ing re la t ionsh ip  

matures in t im e ,  c o n t ra c t  a dm in is tra to rs  and the  leadership o f  the part ies  gain 

experience w ith  each o the r. This results in a s itua t ion  th a t  the  longer tw o  part ies  

have a c o l le c t iv e  barga in ing re la t ionsh ip , the shorte r i t  would appear th a t  a 

grievance w il l  take  to  be resolved.

The o the r research cons idera tion  in th is  hypothesis centered on a the o ry  th a t  

fe w e r  grievances would be f i le d  as the length  o f  the  bargaining re la t ionsh ip  

grew. As was theo r ized , the  period o f  1975-1979 had the  most grievances f i le d  

w ith  kQ.3% o f  the  to ta l .  Each succeeding period had fe w e r  grievances. The 1980— 

1982 period saw 27-3% o f  the grievances fo l lo w e d  by 1 9 8 3 - 1 9 8 5  a t  23-9 

Frequent g r ievance a c t iv i t y  a t the  onset o f  a bargain ing re la t ionsh ip  fo l lo w ed  by 

fe w e r  grievances is consisten t w ith  the p a t te rn  set fo r th  by Julius (1 9 8 6 ) and 

others. Thus the  results garnered from  th is  s tudy do no t support the  hypothesis 

th a t  the  leve l o f  reso lu t ion  is independent o f  the  t im e  th a t  the  pa r t ies  have 

bargained.

Overall,  the d i f fe re n ce  in the number o f  grievances f i le d  between the  tw o  

unions was small, 13 8  (NEA) to  126 (AAUP). W ith in the  to ta ls  l ie  many 

d if fe rences . The fa c t  th a t  the  AAUP f i le d  more than  tw ic e  the number o f  group 

grievances than the  NEA is in s t ru c t ive .  Group grievances have many purposes. 

Group grievances are o f te n  more com plex than  ind iv idua l grievances because the 

grievab le  issue is an in te rp re ta t io n  o f  a po l icy  o r  the  grievance involves more than 

one person. The AAU P, on these tw o  campuses, chose to  advance th e i r  in te res ts  

on th is  broader plane. The NEA chose to  advance ind iv idua l issues, e xh ib it ing
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more o f  a "m e  versus th e m "  approach found more o f te n  in K-12 labor re la t ions . 

When the  unions' o r ig ins  are considered, the  approach taken by both is where 

percep tion  meets re a l i ty .

F u rthe r,  the d i f fe re n ce  in the number o f  group grievances f i le d  versus 

ind iv idua l grievances suggests a d i f fe re n t  o r ie n ta t io n  in how the  bargain ing agent 

v iews i t s  ro le . For w h ile  the  barga in ing  agent has a legal ob l iga t ion  to  ca r ry  

grievances fo rw a rd ,  i t  also has an opera t iona l need to  avoid c o n fro n ta t io n  w ith  

management over t r i v ia l  m a tte rs . I t  is not uncommon f o r  a union grievance 

a d m in is tra to r  to  "counse l"  a po te n t ia l  g r ie van t ou t o f  f i l in g  an action f o r  several 

reasons. An ob jec t ionab le  a c t ion  may not be grievab le  under the provisions o f  the 

agreem ent, o r  i t  may have l i t t l e  chance o f  success, o r  i t  may invo lve  an area o f  

un ive rs i ty  l i f e  w ith  which the  union does not want to  invo lve  i ts e l f .  A high group 

to  ind iv idua l gr ievance ra t io  as is found w ith  AAUP suggests th a t  i t  defines its  

ro le  broadly, g r iev ing  only when management's actions th rea ten  the union o r  a 

la rge number o f  i ts  members.

When grievance outcom es are considered, the d if fe rences  are s t r ik in g  as 

w e ll.  A fa c u l t y  member w ith  an AAUP union can expec t a negotia ted agreem ent 

2 3 % o f  the t im e  while  his o r  her NEA co un te rpa r t  has l i t t l e  o r  no prospect o f  th a t  

whatsoever. Again, a nego tia ted  agreem ent as a g r ievance  outcom e ind ica tes  a 

w il l ingness to  com prom ise on issues. I t  is an aspect o f  shared governance, an 

honored way to  opera te  in h igher education .

Both unions p reva iled  over management more t im e s  than  the reverse. In 

percentage te rm s  o f  the  to ta l  grievances f i le d ,  th is  d i f fe re n ce  was 31-5% o f  the 

outcomes were favo ra b le  to  the union to  2 7 - 3 % o f  the outcomes favo rab le  to  

management, respec t ive ly .  A lthough the  researcher did not gather data on the  

ten -yea r t rend  in gr ievance ou tcom e by campus, fu tu re  research e f fo r t s  m igh t 

focus on w hether unions p reva il ove r management ove r t im e  and by what margin.
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The resu lts  do depart f rom  conventional wisdom o f  the p r iva te  sec to r  p lac ing 

management in a s tronger position to  p reva il .  However, wh ile  management can 

con tro l many variab les i t s  a u th o r i ty  is so d if fused  in an academic se tt in g  th a t  

many p rac tices  can and do develop th a t  are co n tra ry  to  the  co n tra c t 's  tenets . 

These p rac tices , in v io la t io n  o f  the c o n t ra c t  te rm s , are the basis f o r  many 

grievances.

Both unions resolved th e i r  d if fe rences  w ith  management exped it ious ly . 

A lthough some grievances are brought f o r  f r ivo lo u s  reasons, most are not. The 

ra te  o f  reso lu t ion  was nearly  iden t ica l a t  the fo u r -m o n th  mark. Of a ll 264 

grievances f i le d ,  65*2% were resolved by the  end o f  fo u r  months. Mo s ta t is t ic a l  

d if fe rences  could be found between the tw o  unions in ra te  o f  reso lu t ion . This 

ind icates th a t  grievances assume a high p r io r i t y  w ith  a ll concerned and in d ire c t ly  

suggests th a t  the nego tia ted  grievance procedure is an e f f ic ie n t  process f o r  

resolving d if fe rences.

F ina lly ,  the d if fe ren ces  between the unions as to  the  leve l o f  reso lu t ion  each 

obta ined f o r  th e i r  membership was scru t in ized . Even though NEA in s t i tu t io n s  

se tt led  fa r  more grievances a t the in fo rm a l leve l than the  AAU P, no s ta t is t ic a l  

s ign if icance  could be ascerta ined.

Over the  ten -yea r study period, both unions f i le d  fe w e r  grievances la te r  than 

a t the  s ta r t  o f  the  bargain ing re la t ionsh ip . This f a c t  co n f irm s  a long held b e l ie f  o f  

c o n t ra c t  a dm in is tra to rs . W ith in  the  general dec l ine  l ies , however, im p o r ta n t  

d if fe rences . A A U P's group grievances, a lways h igher than the  N E A's in each t im e  

period (75-79, 80-82 and 8 3 - 8 5 ), took a s ig n if ica n t  drop a f te r  the  in i t ia l  t im e  

period. The decline  was fro m  40 (1975-79) to  13 (1980-82) to  11 ( 1 9 8 3 - 8 5 ). This 

may lend add it iona l credence to  the  the o ry  th a t  the AAUP presses issues through 

grievances f o r  d i f fe re n t  reasons than does the  NEA. For the  in s t i tu t io n s  in th is
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study, the choice o f  barga in ing agent did make a d i f fe re n ce , a d i f fe re n ce  

re f le c te d  in the  grievance process.

These f ind ings support the view th a t  d i f fe re n t  opera tiona l philosophies are 

present in the  NEA and AAU P. AAUP is v iewed as more conserva tive  and less 

l ik e  an " in d u s tr ia l"  union than  the NEA. The NEA, w ith  i ts  roo ts  in K-12, 

education  is more l ibe ra l in i ts  approach to  c o l le c t iv e  bargain ing.

In sum mary, f o r  the  in s t i tu t io n s  in th is  study, the bargain ing agent makes a 

d i f fe re n ce . The choice a f fe c ts  the  type  o f  g r ievance th a t  is pursued. What type  

o f  fa c u l t y  concerns th a t  end up as grievances is also a f fe c te d  by the choice o f  a 

barga in ing agent. Perhaps more im p o r ta n t ly ,  the  choice  o f  a barga in ing agent 

a f fe c ts  the  outcom e o r  end resu lt  o f  a fa c u l ty  g rievance. These f ind ings  are those 

o f  subhypotheses 3a, 3b, and 3c.

The choice  o f  barga in ing agent does not a f fe c t  the  fa c u l ty  g r ievance  process 

on the  dimension o f  t im e .  N e ithe r the  am ount o f  t im e  i t  takes to  resolve a m a t te r  

nor when the grievance was f i le d  in the ten  year study period d i f fe re d  

s ig n i f ic a n t ly  by cho ice  o f nationa l barga in ing agent. These f ind ings are those o f 

subhypotheses 3d and 3f-

L im i ta t io n s  o f  the  Study

As mentioned, the lack o f  a fo u r -y e a r  h igher education  AFT a f f i l ia te  union 

in M ichigan served to  l im i t  research ca pa b i l i ty  on the  la s t  research hypothesis. 

Expanding a study o f  th is  typ e  across s ta te  lines would accomplish th is  tadk.

I t  is te rnp ting  to  ana lyze the  e ffec t iveness  o f  part ies  to  a c o l le c t iv e  

barga in ing agreem ent sole ly on the win-loss record . However, the re  are many 

o the r variab les th a t  co n tr ib u te  to  a p roduc t ive  bargain ing re la t ionsh ip . Some o f 

these are the  experience o f  the  respective  le a de rsh ip /con trac t  a dm in is tra to rs  on 

both sides, the  degree to  which the  fa c u l t y  union expresses the  "v ie w "  o f  the  

en t ire  fa c u l ty  and the a t t i tu d e  o f  the execu t ive  leadership o f  the un ive rs i ty .
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A th i rd  l im i ta t io n  o f  th is  s tudy was in the  nature o f  the data. Much o f  the 

data presented was o f  the  nom inal v a r ie ty ,  the  least pow erfu l f o r  s ta t is t ic a l  

analysis. Sub jective  judgm en t such as what de te rm ines a nego tia ted  agreement do 

not lend themselves to  soph is t ica ted m a them atica l analysis. The research design 

inco rpo ra ted  1 9  variab les deemed to  be necessary to  conduct th is  research. 

However, the  number o f  variables co n tr ibu te d  to  the  number o f  open cells in the  

various data m atr ices used in Chi-Square tes t in g .  These open ce lls , in tu rn ,  lead 

to  many s itua tions in which th e  data  did not lend themselves to  analysis.

Recom mendations f o r  F u rthe r Research

There are some o the r types o f  studies th a t  m igh t be f r u i t f u l  given these 

find ings. One o f  the  f i r s t  t h a t  suggests i t s e l f  is the  inclusion o f  campuses th a t  

have an AFT a f f i l ia te  bargain ing agent. As these f ind ings suggest, there  is a 

d if fe re nce  between the  unions on several dimensions. The fu l l  range o f  those 

d if fe rences  could be measured by having one o r  more AFT a f f i l ia te s  included in 

ano ther study.

Ano ther study in th is  area could inc lude a la rg e r number o f  in s t i tu t io n s  

possibly across single s ta te  boundaries. Studies o f  a dm in is tra t ive  philosophy o f 

in te ra c t io n  when d i f fe re n t  barga in ing agents are present is a possible research 

top ic .  Continu ing along th e  o rgan iza t iona l philosophy line, a study comparing

unions s ta ted  philosophy w ith  th e i r  actua l grievance behavior could be 

investiga ted.

A study o f  what re la t ionsh ip  ex is ts  between the  economic hea lth  o f  an 

in s t i tu t io n  and grievance a c t iv i t y  m igh t be f r u i t f u l .  A l l  o f  these in s t i tu t io n s  were 

a f fe c te d  by the e a r ly  1980's recession in M ichigan. They were a f fe c te d  in many 

ways, bu t most im p o r ta n t  was an ove ra l l  reduction  in S tate  fund ing. I t  has been 

the observation  o f  the researcher th a t  in these t im e s  ind iv idua l grievances go up 

and group grievances decline. Ind iv idua l grievances go up because economic
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u nc e r ta in ty  con tr ibu tes  to  ind iv idua l u n ce r ta in ty .  Problems th a t  m ight be 

to le ra te d  in good t im es  are less so in bad. Group grievances go down in bad t im es  

because fa c u l ty  union, by and la rge, rea l ize  the  im p a c t  o f  bad t im e s  on the 

un ive rs i ty .  Todays fa c u l ty  union enjoys a high leve l o f  " p o l i t i c a l "  awareness. As 

is a l l  too  o f te n  the case in public  h igher education , economic cond it ions emerge 

which are beyond the  c a p a b i l i ty  o f  e i th e r  management o r  the  union to  solve alone.

Although th is  study d id not ga ther data on the  ten -ye a r trend  in grievance 

outcom e by campus, fu tu re  research e f fo r ts  m ight focus  on w hether unions prevail 

over management over t im e  and by what margin. I t  has been suggested th a t  the 

ra t io  o f  70:30 in the  industr ia l sec to r,  management p reva il ing , is the  reverse o f  

what is t ru e  in education.
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APPENDIX A

Request f o r  Grievance Information

Dear _______ :

Thanks v e ry  much f o r  a l lo w in g  me to  use the  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e  f i l e s  a t  
F e r r i s  S ta te  C o l le g e  as p r im a ry  source  m a te r ia l  f o r  th e  d i s s e r t a t i o n .
The in c lu s io n  o f  FSC is  o f  c r u c ia l  im po rtance  t o  th e  success o f  t h i s  
v e n tu re .

The i d e n t i t y  o f  each g r ie v a n t  w i l l  be k e p t  s t r i c t l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l .
Beyond th e  in fo r m a t io n  g a th e r in g  s ta g e ,  th e re  w i l l  be no use f o r  
i n d iv id u a l  s i t u a t i o n s  as the  da ta  w i l l  be a na lyzed  in  agg rega te  fo rm . 
Once th e  s tu d y  is  c o m p le te ,  I w i l l  p ro v id e  each p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
i n s t i t u t i o n  a synops is  o f  th e  e n t i r e  s tu d y  and a d e t a i l e d  r e p o r t  on 
FSC. 1 b e l ie v e  t h a t  t h i s  in fo r m a t io n  w i l l  be h e lp f u l  t o  each campus.

For t h i s  p r o j e c t ,  I w i l l  need access t o  the  g r ie v a n c e  f i l e s  f o r  th e  p a s t  
te n  y e a rs ,  th e  academic rank o f  each g r i e v a n t ,  academic d e p a r tm e n t,  and 
how long  he o r  she has been a t  FSC. I w i l l  come t o  campus a t  a t im e  
most c o n v e n ie n t  to  you. Thanks v e ry  much.

S i n c e r e l y ,

Ted H e id l o f f
A s s o c ia te  D i r e c t o r ,  F a c u l ty  R e la t io n s  

T H : la h
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APPENDIX B

Data C o l l e c t i o n  Form -  Group G rievances 

ID # ______________________  INSTITUTION#_______________

GROUP GRIEVANT:

GRIEVANCE TYPE 
AND NUMBER:

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

MONTH AND YEAR 
GRIEVANCE FILED:

ACADEMIC YEAR:

GRIEVANCE BROUGHT 
UNDER WHICH CONTRACT:

LEVEL AT WHICH GRIEVANCE 
WAS RESOLVED:

OUTCOME OF GRIEVANCE:

LENGTH OF TIME TO RESOLVE MATTER:
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APPENDIX B

Data C o l le c t io n  Form -  In d iv idua l  Grievances

I D # _______________________  INSTITUTION#

SEX OF GRIEVANT:

DEPT. & DISCIPLINE 
OF GRIEVANT:

ACADEMIC RANK AT 
TIME OF GRIEVANCE:

HOW LONG AT THIS 
INSTITUTION:

GRIEVANCE TYPE 
AND NUMBER:

SPECIAL COMMENTS:

MONTH AND YEAR 
GRIEVANCE FILED:

ACADEMIC YEAR:

GRIEVANCE BROUGHT 
UNDER WHICH CONTRACT:

LEVEL AT WHICH GRIEVANCE 
WAS RESOLVED:

OUTCOME OF GRIEVANCE:

LENGTH OF TIME TO 
SOLVE MATTER:
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APPENDIX C

Academic Departm ents o f  I n d iv id u a l  G r ie v a n ts

Per Cent
Department Frequency o f  T o ta l

P o l i t i c a l  Sc ience 6 3-5
Teacher E duca t ion 24 13.9
P h y s ic a l E du ca t ion 15 8.7
Management 10 5 .8
F i nance 2 1.2
A r t 13 7-5
Bus iness  Law 3 1.7
I n d u s t r i a l  Techno logy 9 5-2
Geography 3 1.7
E n g l is h k 2 .3
In fo rm a t io n  Systems and A n a ly s is 3 1.7
Jo u rn a l ism 3 1.7
L ib r a r y  Science k 2 .3
R e c re a t io n  and Park A d m in is t r a t io n 1 .6
Economics 3 1.7
R e l ig io n 1 .6
Soc i o lo g y 6 3 .5
B roadcas t and C in e m a tic  A r t s 2 1.2
M arket i ng 7 4 .0
G raph ic  A r t s 2 1.2
A 11ie d  H e a lth 2 1.2
T e c h n ic a l  Trades 1 .6
S o c ia l  S e rv ic e s 1 .6
B io lo g y 3 1.7
Account i ng 3 1.7
A t h le t  ic s 1 .6
E nv ironm en ta l Q u a l i t y 2 1.2
R ad io , T e le v is io n 2 1.2
Mathemat i cs 10 5 .8
Denta l Hygiene 2 1.2
N u rs in g 6 3-5
C hem is try 2 1.2
Wei d in g 1 .6
R a d io lo g y  Techno loqv 1 .6
Psycho logy k 2.3
E n g in e e r in g 2 1.2
Music 2 1.2
F o re ig n  Language 2 1.2
Bus iness E du ca t ion 3 1-7
Speech and D ra m a t ic  A r t s 1 .6
Home Economics 1 .6
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APPENDIX D

Academic Departments o f  Gr ievants  by D i s c ip l in e

D is c i  p i ine
P ercen t

Frequency o f  T o ta l

H e a lth  Sc iences 10 5-8

N u rs ing  
Pharmacy 
D en ta l Hygiene 
R a d io lo g y  
Denta l A s s is t in g  
A 11i ed H e a lth

Educat ion  kS 26 .0

C u r r ic u lu m  and I n s t r u c t i o n  
Secondary E du ca t ion  
E du ca t io n  
L ib r a r y  Science 
P h y s ic a l  E duca t ion  
Home Economics

Techno logy 16 9 .2

P la s t i c s  Techno log ' '
Weid i ng
Env ironm en ta l Q u a l i t y  
T e c h n ic a l  Trades 
I n d u s t r i a l  Techno logy 
R a d io ,  T e le v is io n

Engi neer i ng 2 1.2

E n g in e e r in g

A t h l e t i c s  2 1 .2

A t h le t  ic s
R e c re a t io n  and Park A d m in is t r a t io n

S o c ia l  Sc iences 25 1^*5

S o c io lo g y  
Psycho logy  
P o l i t i c a l  Science 
Geography
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Economics 
H is t o r y  
Ph i 1osophy 
S o c ia l  S e rv ic e s  
R e l ig io n

N a tu ra l  Sc iences

Mathem atics
C h e m is try
B io lo g y

Language A r t s

F o re ig n  Language
Speech
E n g l i  sh

B us iness  A d m in is t r a t io n

M arke t i ng 
Account i ng 
Management 
Law and F inance

F in e  and A p p l ie d  A r t s

J o u r n a l i  sm
B roadcas t and C in e m a t ic  A r t s  
G raph ic  A r t s  
Commercial A r t  
Musi c



APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary of  Grievances

S e n io r i t y

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s  
f i l e d  d u r in g  1975-1985

1. In d iv id u a l  G r ievances
2. Group G r ievances

G rievances  by Academic Rank

1. 1n s t r u c t o r
2. A s s is ta n t  P ro fe s s o r
3. A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r
h. P ro fe s s o r

S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G r ievances

1. Tenure , P ro m o t io n ,  Reappointment
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchm ent
3. F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s
k. Supplementa l Compensation
5. F a c u l ty  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s
6. S a la ry
7. Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement
8. d i s c r im in a t i o n  and Harassment
9- D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e

G rievances  by Leve l o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. 1nform al
2. Formal
3- Imposed

No R e s o lu t io n

G rievances  by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Union
2. Reso lved f o r  U n ion
3- Reso lved f o r  Management
k. Unknown o r  U n re so lved
5- Dropped by G r ie v a n t
6. Mutual Agreement
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F. Grievances by Length of  Time to Reach
Resolu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less
2. One to  Four Months
3. Four t o  E ig h t  Months
4. E ig h t  Months to  One Year
5 . One Year o r  More

(SU)
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APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary o f  Grievances
Eastern Michigan U n iv e rs i ty

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s
f i l e d  d u r in g  1975-1985 75

1. I n d iv id u a l  G r ievances  48
2. Group G rievances  27

B. G rievances  by Academic Rank

1. I n s t r u c t o r  1
2. A s s is t a n t  P ro fe s s o r  24
3- A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  14
4. P ro fe s s o r  9

C. S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G rievances

1. Tenu re , P ro m o t io n ,  Reappo intm ent 31
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchment 7
3. F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  0
4. Supplemental Compensation 2
5- F a c u l t y  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  18
6. S a la ry  8
7* Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 5
8. D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 2
9. D isch a rg e  and D i s c i p l i n e  2

D. G rievances  by Leve l o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. In fo rm a l 16
2. Formal 49
3- Imposed 10
4. No R e s o lu t io n  0

E. G rievances  by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Un ion 10
2. Reso lved f o r  Union 35
3. Resolved f o r  Management 17
4. Unknown o r  U n reso lved  4
5* Dropped by G r ie v a n t  0
6. Mutual Agreement 9
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F. Grievances by Length of  Time to  Reach
R es o lu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less 16
One to  Four Months 32
Four t o  E ig h t  Months 12
E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 11
One Year o r  More 4

G. G r ievances  by Year F i le d

1. 1975-1979 43
2 . 1980-1982 18
3- 1983-1985 14

EMU
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APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary of  Grievances
Oakland U n iv e r s i ty

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s
f i l e d  d u r in g  1975-1985 51

1. I n d iv id u a l  G rievances  14
2. Group G rievances  37

B. G rievances by Academic Rank

1. I n s t r u c t o r  0
2. A s s is ta n t  P ro fe s s o r  7
3. A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  4
It. P ro fe s s o r  3

C. S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G rievances

1. Tenure , P ro m o tion ,  Reappo intm ent 8
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchment 5
3* F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  5
4. Supplementa l Compensation 0
5. F a c u l ty  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  17
6. S a la ry  9
7- Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 5
8 . D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 0
9- D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e  2

D. G rievances by Level o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. In fo rm a l 21
2. Formal 25
3. Imposed 5
4. No R e s o lu t io n  0

E. G rievances by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Un ion 10
2. Resolved f o r  Union 7
3. Resolved f o r  Management 10
4. Unknown o r  U n re so lved  0
5. Dropped by G r ie v a n t  4
6. Mutual Agreement 20
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F. Grievances by Length of  Time to Reach
Reso lu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less 21
2. One t o  Four Months 19
3- Four t o  E ig h t  Months 7
4. E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 4
5- One Year o r  More 0

G rievances  by Year F i l e d

1. 1975-1979 28
2. 1980-1982 15
3- 1983-1985 8
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APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary o f  Grievances
Saginaw V a l l e y  S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s
f i l e d  d u r in g  1975-1985 2 3

1. I n d iv id u a l  G r ieva nces  13
2. Group G r ievances  10

B. G rievances  by Academic Rank

1. I n s t r u c t o r  1
2. A s s is t a n t  P ro fe s s o r  6
3. A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  4
k.  P ro fe s s o r  2

C. S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G r ievances

1. Tenu re , P ro m o t io n ,  R eappo in tm ent 13
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchm ent 1
3. F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  0
k.  Supplementa l Compensation 1
5. F a c u l ty  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  7
6. S a la ry  0
7. Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 0
8. D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 1
9. D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e  0

D. G rievances  by Leve l o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. In fo rm a l 9
2. Formal 11
3. Imposed 3

No R e s o lu t io n  0

E. G rievances  by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Un ion 5
2. Reso lved f o r  Union 11
3. Reso lved f o r  Management 6
k.  Unknown o r  U n reso lved  1
5. Dropped by G r ie v a n t  0
6. Mutual Agreement 0
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F. Grievances by Length of  Time to Reach
Reso lu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less 8
2. One t o  Four Months 9
3. Four t o  E ig h t  Months 3
4. E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 2
5. One Year o r  More 1

G. G rievances  by Year F i l e d

1. 1975-79 6
2 . 1980-82 10
3. 1983-85 7

(SU)

96



APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary of  Grievances
F e r r i s  S ta te  U n iv e r s i ty

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s
f i l e d  d u r in g  1975-1985 53

1. I n d iv id u a l  G rievances  44
2. Group G rievances  9

B. G r ievances  by Academic Rank

1. I n s t r u c t o r  5
2. A s s is t a n t  P ro fe s s o r  18
3. A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  17
4. P ro fe s s o r

C. S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G r ievances

1. T enu re , P ro m o t io n ,  R eappo in tm ent 11
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchm ent 4
3. F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  6
4. Supplementa l Compensation 2
5- F a c u l t y  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  17
6. S a la ry  6
7* Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 1
8. D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 0
9* D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e  6

D. G r ievances  by Leve l o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. In fo rm a l 19
2. Formal 22
3. Imposed 10
4. No R e s o lu t io n  2

E. G r ievances  by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Un ion 7
2. Reso lved f o r  Union 19
3- R eso lved f o r  Management 23
4. Unknown o r  U n reso lved  3
5. Dropped by G r ie v a n t  1
6 . Mutual Agreement 0
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F. Grievances by Length of  Time to  Reach
Reso lu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less 18
One to  Four Months 19
Four t o  E ig h t  Months 7
E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 2
One Year o r  More 7

G. G rievances  by Year F i le d

1. 1975-79 22
2 . 1980-82 9
3. 1983-85 22

FSC
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APPENDIX E

I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Summary o f  Grievances
Central  Michigan U n iv e r s i ty

A. T o ta l  number o f  f a c u l t y  g r ie v a n c e s
f i l e d  d u r in g  1 9 7 5 - 1 9 8 5  62

1. I n d iv id u a l  G rievances  Sk
2. Group G r ievances  8

B. G rievances  by Academic Ran

1. I n s t r u c t o r  k
2. A s s is t a n t  P ro fe s s o r  22
3. A s s o c ia te  P ro fe s s o r  9
k.  P ro fe s s o r  19

C. S u b je c t  M a t te r  o f  G r ievances

1. T enu re , P ro m o t io n ,  Reappo intm ent 2k
2. S e n io r i t y ,  Retrenchment 0
3. F a c u l ty  B e n e f i t s  0
4. Supplementa l Compensation 12
5. F a c u l ty  W ork ing  C o n d i t io n s  17
6. S a la ry  0
7. Union R ig h ts  Under th e  Agreement 2
8. D is c r im in a t io n  and Harassment 2
9. D ischa rge  and D i s c i p l i n e  5

D. G rievances  by Leve l o f  R e s o lu t io n

1. In fo rm a l 3k
2. Formal 19
3. Imposed 6
k.  No R e s o lu t io n  3

E. G r ievances  by Outcome

1. W ithdrawn by G r ie v a n t  o r  Un ion 14
2. Reso lved f o r  Union 27
3. R eso lved f o r  Management 16
4 . Unknown o r  U n reso lved  5
5- Dropped by G r ie v a n t  0
6 . Mutual Agreement 0
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F. Grievances by Length o f  Time to  Reach
Reso lu t ion ,  in Months

1. One Month o r  Less 10
2. One to  Four Months 20
3. Four t o  E ig h t  Months 20

E ig h t  Months t o  One Year 6
5. One Year o r  More 6

G. G rievances  by Year F i l e d

1. 1975-79 30
2. 1980-82 20
3. 1983-85 12

CMU
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