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Perhaps the most valuable result of all education 
is the ability to make yourself do the thing you have 
to do, when it ought to be done, whether you like it 
or not; it is the first lesson that ought to be 
learned; and however early a man's [woman's! training 
begins, it is probably the last lesson that he [she ] 
learns thoroughly (Thomas Henry Huxley 1877 in Beck 
1958, p. 201). 
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ABSTRACT 

In this study, knowledge of collective bargaining effects 

on college faculty compensation was extended and a new knowledge 

was added about effects on tenure, promotion and within-rank sal

ary variability. Further, an institutional survey documented a 

ten-year decline in merit pay in the unionized institutions. A 

combination of descriptive and regression techniques was utilized 

in assessing bargaining effects in a sample of 30 matched four-

year institutions. After cost-of-living and other adjustments, 

unionized faculty compensation, tenure and promotion are not sub

stantially different from that of nonunionized faculty. Perhaps 

the most startling finding was the pronounced decline in merit-" 

based pay in unionized institutions. 

X 



CHAPTER 1 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS CONTEXT 

Overview 

Collective bargaining is a relatively recent phenomenon 

in American higher education. From the first substantial activity 

at the City University of New York in 1968, bargaining has spread 

to 645 campuses of 351 institutions (Kelley 1977, p. 14). Most of 

the growth has been concentrated in the 2 5 states with legisla

tion that addresses bargaining in the academic setting. 

Garbarino (1975, p. 105) indicated that 117,000 faculty were 

covered by union agreements in 1975; a decade earlier, only 5,200 

faculty had. bargained collectively (Garbarino 1975, p. 111). 

Evidence from the industrial experience suggests that the 

growth of collective bargaining depends on its legal status. 

"The extension to government workers, particularly at the state 

level, of the right to organize for collective bargaining is the 

single most important reason for the present form and growth of 

academic unions (Garbarino 1972, p, 3)." 

That right to organize has been recognized, however ten

tatively, at three distinct levels. First, the legal framework 

for public sector bargaining was established at the national 

level by President Kennedy in Executive Order #10988 dated 1952, 
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which outlined the guidelines for bargaining in the federal gov

ernment. Second, at the state level, enabling legislation for 

bargaining has been adopted in 25 states; most of this has 

occurred since 1970. Finally, in the private sector, the deci

sion to assert National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) jurisdiction 

over faculty in private colleges was reached in 1971 (186 NLRB 

153), although a challenge to that decision occurred recently 

when a Court of Appeals ruled that Yeshiva University faculty 

are "managerial employees" not entitled to bargain as "employees" 

as defined in the NLRB Act, Section 2 (11). In a similar case in 

1975, involving Wentworth College of Technology, the court ruled 

that the faculty had the right to organize under NLRB guidelines 

(Semas 1978, p. 1). Apparently, the right of private college 

faculty to bargain collectively is not yet definitely decided. 

The legal influence is but one of several forces that in

teracted to encourage faculty collective action. On the individ

ual campuses, the slowing of growth after the rapid expansion 

of the 1950's, a projected decline in the traditional college-age 

cohort, and the erosion of real wages by inflation threatened a 

faculty less mobile than heretofore. A surplus of Ph. D.'s and 

a lack of turnover in tenured positions have made job security 

an unusually sensitive issue. 

Earlier predictions that the majority of higher education 

institutions would be unionized within a decade have failed to 

materialize. Those estimates were based on the 
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elementary-secondary school experience where 65 percent of the 

teachers were organized within nine years (Academic Collective 

Bargaining Information Service 1976) and from the early dramatic 

union growth in higher education. Indeed, declines in union 

growth rates in 1972, 1973, and 1974 led observers to speculate 

that the union decision-making model in the academic environment 

was generally not viable. Whereas unions had represented 53 per

cent more faculty in 1971 than in 1970, the annual rate of in

crease was only four percent for 1973 and 1974. 

In seeking to explain the slow-down, observers postulated 

that most of the institutions in the states with enabling legis

lation either were organized or had rejected bargaining but that 

the remaining 2 5 states promised considerable union potential. 

Recent events and predictions do suggest substantial growth po

tential for faculty unions. Recent California action extends 

the right to organize for bargaining to more than 43,000 faculty 

in the four-year colleges and universities of that state." 

Further, in the 2 5 states without enabling legislation and in 

other states with minor, current negotiating activity, the ulti

mate potential for union growth is substantial. In surveying 

the decade of academic unionism, Kelley (1977, p. 115) predicted 

"past and present trends of collective bargaining in higher edu

cation suggest that within the next decade 85-90 percent of 

public post-secondary institutions in the U. S. and 50-55 percent 

"Only two California four-year institutions were organized 
in 1978. 
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of private institutions will have faculty organized for the pur

pose of bargaining collectively." 

Many policy questions concerning collective bargaining in 

higher education remain to be answered. The potential effect of 

bargaining on the financial ledgers of colleges and universities 

is substantial although quantitative estimates of actual effects 

are few. Further, there is a lingering uncertainty about the 

utility of the industrial bargaining model in predicting the 

financial consequences for higher education, and there exists a 

legitimate reluctance to draw overall analogies between the in

dustrial and the academic model. In higher education, the body 

of research on the short-term effects of bargaining is growing 

although the brief history of academic bargaining is only now 

beginning to offer opportunities to explore longer-term conse

quences. Information regarding the direct and indirect costs of 

bargaining to the academic merit system is almost totally absent. 

Raising salaries and increasing job security, two widely 

agreed on goals of faculty unions in higher education, have been 

the focus of considerable union activity. Recent experience at 

seven Michigan campuses and the nine campuses of Chicago's City 

Colleges is instructive; in those institutions, faculty partici

pated in 1978 strikes for increased salaries and benefits 

(Ingalls 1978). Such actions have grown more common with in

creasing unionism. 
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Certain aspects of the union effect on compensation in 

higher education have been analyzed in the four major studies 

completed to date. The major remaining needs are to extend and 

update previous analyses, to examine some longer-term effects of 

bargaining, and to consider some additional aspects of the aca

demic incentive system. 

The Problem 

This study was an empirical analysis of some economic 

effects of collective bargaining on the academic incentive system 

in four-year colleges and universities. The effects that were 

studied included changes in average faculty compensation, in 

salary variability within and among ranks, in tenure and promo

tion rates, and in merit pay. The four-year colleges and univer

sities examined were those considered by Leslie and Hu in their 

1977b study, "The Financial Implications of Collective Bargain

ing." Through an extension and updating of the compensation data 

from that study and an initial examination of variability, tenure, 

promotion and merit pay, some longer term trends and new effects 

were observed. 

The Research Questions 

1. Have the compensation advantages for unionized faculty 
noted in the early years of collective bargaining per
sisted through 1975-75, 1976-77, and 1977-78? 

2. Do differences exist between unionized and non-unionized 
IHE's with regard to tenure and promotion rates? 
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3. Do differences exist between unionized and non-unionized 
institutions of higher education (IHE's) with regard to 
salary variability within and among ranks? 

4. Do differences exist between unionized and non-unionized 
IHE's with regard to merit considerations in the deter
mination of salary? 

5. What are the contractual provisions regarding merit pay 
in the 54 unionized IHE's? 

Significance of the Problem 

The academic incentive system in four-year colleges and 

universities is said to have, as a major objective, the pursuit 

of excellence. Rigorous promotion requirements, relatively 

lengthy probationary periods before tenure, and strenuous peer 

and administrative evaluations are means to that end. 

The arguments of university management for the merit cri

terion are related to the theory of motivation—that incentives 

will lead to greater productivity or higher performance levels. 

Judging and rewarding merit in the work done "is the American way 

for the individual to get ahead on his own efforts (Levitan 1959, 

p. 3)." A distinguished, highly productive faculty is the insti

tution's investment in excellence. The development of this human 

resource through a differentially-based incentive system is per

ceived as a major management function. 

From the faculty perspective, advancement within rank, 

progression through the professorial ranks, and the awarding of 

tenure are requisite to improved economic status and security. 

The unions argue that the "objective" criterion of length of 
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service, or seniority, should be the primary criterion deter

mining salary and security. It is the argument of the unions 

that if selection procedures are sound, then for all faculty, 

salary advancement, promotion, and tenure are automatic. 

The word "individual" is central to this union-management 

debate. In a labor settlement in 1944, Justice Jackson Carr 

and Van Eyck 1973, p. 57) wrote, "The practice and philosophy of 

collective bargaining look with suspicion on . . . individual 

advantage." Unions represent collective action, not individual 

demands. University management resists pressure for uniform 

treatment in its attempt to motivate and reward outstanding per

formance. Management seeks a flexible system of incentives that 

is responsive to the non-uniform performances of the faculty. 

The threat of unionism disturbed Kemerer and Baldridge (1975, 

p. 12) who warned: 

Unions are controlled by the majority of their members, 
and there is always a serious danger that unions will re
duce the quality of the profession by substituting egali-
tarianism for meritocracy in personnel decision making. 
In our opinion, this possibility is the most serious nega
tive aspect of faculty unionization. It stands in sharp 
contrast to many established and important academic tra
ditions of quality. 

As Garbarino and Aussicker (1975, p. 176) noted, union 

leaders from time to time have denounced the "star system" al

though there is no systematic evidence that they have attempted 

to limit merit pay per se. This study attempted to specify the 

effects of bargaining upon merit pay, an issue that goes right 

to the heart of the institutional quality issue. 
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Promotion and tenure are two additional areas in which 

incentives, or rewards, have been distributed differentially. 

The commonly held assumption is that unions press for more rapid 

promotions and an expansion of tenure while institutions attempt 

to press for the "rationing" of tenure, even tenure quotas, and 

longer probationary periods. Empirical evidence about the ef

fects of bargaining on these issues is scant. 

The ability of faculty unions to attain their compensa

tion and job security goals will in large measure determine the 

future role of bargaining in higher education. Recession, wage 

controls, and high unemployment have produced periods of re

stricted compensation gains in higher education. The record of 

the unions in achieving their goals will come in for careful 

scrutiny in the decade ahead. 

Limitations of the Study 

This inquiry was limited to an investigation of the ef

fects of collective bargaining on salary and job security in 

four-year colleges and universities. There is some evidence, 

however, that the sample institutions tend to; 

1. have weak traditions of academic governance. 

2. be located in relatively heavily populated and indus

trialized states with public sector bargaining laws. 

3. be lower tier in prestige or quality. 

4. be public institutions—typically ex-teachers colleges 

or state colleges. 
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Definitions of Terms and Abbreviations 

1. IHE's; Institutions of Higher Education. 

2. Salary (wage) variability: This term refers to within-

rank and overall faculty salary differences. 

3. Spillover; A spillover benefit occurs when an economic 

unit benefits from a transaction even though the economic 

unit is not directly involved. For example, in response 

to a perceived threat of unionization, a board or an ad

ministration may grant unusually large salary increases. 

4. Union; "Union" is used synonymously with collective bar

gaining to refer to those campuses or faculties that 

operate under a collectively negotiated contractual agree

ment. The writer acknowledges that some contracts are 

negotiated by the American Association of University Pro

fessors (AAUP) which is not viewed as a union by some, 

5. Salary; fixed, periodic dollar payment to employees for 

regular work. 

6. Compensation: This term refers to salary plus fringe 

benefits. In IHE's, major benefits include the institu

tion's contributions: (1) to Social Security, (2) to 

retirement programs, (3) for life and medical insurance, 

(4) for workmen's compensation, and (5) for unemployment 

compensation taxes. 



CHAPTER 2 

FEVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

"The main objective of unions in this country has been 

and continues to be, attainment of control over wages, job con

ditions, and job security through collective bargaining (Booth 

1978, p. 180)." As bargaining spread from its previous indus

trial bastion into the public sector, winding its way from the 

public school sector (K-12) to higher education, attempts to de

termine the effects of unionization on salary and security have 

grown in number and in sophistication. An adequate and growing 

number of salary studies have been completed in industry, the 

public schools, and higher education; however, researchers ex

amining salary variability, tenure and promotion, or merit pay 

find few empirically-based studies. 

This review focuses on salary and security (tenure and 

promotion) issues as they relate to collective bargaining in in

dustry, the public schools, and higher education. Organized 

chronologically within each of those three areas, the review pro

vides an evolutionary perspective of the several methodologies 

used in and a conceptual understanding of the findings and 

10 
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conclusions from the research on unionism and incentives. 

Industrial/academic unionism and merit pay relationships also 

are explored. 

The Evidence from Industry 

Efforts to investigate the effects of bargaining on sal

ary and security in the industrial setting have utilized a vari

ety of approaches, have focused on many different sectors of the 

economy, and have concentrated on various economic cycles or 

periods. This review of research efforts notes the approach, the 

sector(s), and the time period(s), where available, for each 

study. 

In reviewing studies from the 1930's to the present, some 

general compensation trends are evident; however, studies of se

curity issues, e.g., tenure and promotion, are infrequent in the 

industrial literature. The conclusions from the major studies of 

industrial unionism and wages indicate that (1) higher industrial 

wages are associated with bargaining and that (2) the effects of 

bargaining on wages vary vis-a-vis years of bargaining experience, 

i.e., significant wage increases in the early bargaining years 

may or may not continue in subsequent years. 

Wages 

One of the earliest investigations of the effects of bar

gaining on wages was the 1930 work of Douglas, Real Wages in the 

United States, 1890-1926. Douglas (1930, p. 562) was one of the 
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first researchers to suggest that although unionism may be asso

ciated with significantly higher wages in the early years of 

bargaining, subsequent increases may be reduced "to a speed which 

does not appreciably exceed that of the nonunion industries." He 

found that the significant union over nonunion wage advantage 

which existed until 1914 was neutralized after that year. 

Ross, reporting in the 1948 Quarterly Journal of Econo

mics , questioned the findings and methods of Douglas. Using 

Douglas's original data, Ross (1948, p. 264) reanalyzed the rela

tionship and found, contrary to Douglas, that "unionism was a 

source of material wage advantage over the 36 years as a whole 

and during the period after 1914." Ross then went on to analyze 

later data, 1933-1945, and found that higher wages were associ.-

ated with more highly unionized industries and with all levels of 

union "development": membership growth, decline, and stability. 

He suggested that the positive gains associated with bargaining 

may have been underestimated substantially due to the eventual 

diffusion or spillover into the nonorganized industries. It was 

believed that the threat of unionization influences some em

ployers to match wage increases attained by unions. This reac

tion, the spillover effect, may narrow the union/nonunion 

differential substantially. 

A revision and extension of Ross's basic finding con

cerning continuous wage advantages was articulated in a 1950 

study conducted by Ross and Goldner. In an appraisal of 54 
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industries during two intervals between 1933 and 1946, they 

(1950, p. 267) concluded that, in dollar terms, "new unionism 

(that is, unionization) has been a source of relative wage ad

vantage during the 1933-1946 period, whereas continuing unionism 

has not." Given the youthful stage of collective bargaining 

development in higher education, one might expect this Ross-

Goldner finding to apply. 

In an ambitious analysis that is widely cited, Lewis 

(1963) attempted to estimate the impact of bargaining on relative 

wage differentials, i.e., the ratio of average wages per hour of 

a specific labor group to an average for all labor. Utilizing 

eight studies of inter-industry differences and 12 that were re

stricted to differences for employees in individual industries or 

occupations, the following were concluded: (1) "The impact of 

unionism on the union/nonunion relative wage has varied rather 

widely over time and in a systematic manner (Lewis 1963, 

p. 191)." (2) From World War II to 1963, "unionism has raised 

the average relative wage of union labor by about 7 to 11 percent 

and reduced the average relative wage of nonunion labor by ap

proximately 3 or 4 percent (Lewis 1963, p. 194)." (3) "Unionism 

has tended to raise relative wages most in industries with above-

average relative wages (Lewis 1963, p. 134)." (4) "The majority 

of workers were employed in industries whose average wages have 

been raised or lowered by unionism by no more than about 4 

percent (Lewis 1953, p. 282)." 
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In "Unions and Relative Real Wages," Boskin (1972) used 

the 1967 Survey of Economic Opportunity Data for the computation 

of an average hourly wage rate, one of the regression variables 

in his analysis of unionism and wages. After controlling for 

union membership, race, sex, and occupation, Boskin (1972, 

p. 470) found that the union wage advantage varied by occupation 

from a negative 5 percent for managers/proprietors, to a positive 

19 percent for professional/technical, and 24.7 percent for 

laborers. He concluded that a larger overall estimate of the 

union/nonunion differential would have emerged from a study fo

cused on a different time period. The relatively high employment 

of 1957 and certain cyclical influences on the wage differential 

may have interacted to establish a smaller overall estimate of 

the union advantage. 

"Usual hourly earnings" data from the 1973 Current Popu

lation Survey was the base for Ryzcavage's analysis of union and 

nonunion wage differentials, i^scavage (1974, p. 5) estimated 

"the union effect to be about 12 percent for all workers" when 

region, occupation, age, race, and education were held constant. 

The union effect was much stronger for black men (27%) than for 

white men (8%), but quite similar for black (19%) and white 

(22%) women. Of special interest was the Ryscavage (1974, p. 5) 

finding that union/nonunion differences varied with job status, 

i.e., the largest union wage advantage favored the blue-collar 
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workers while white-collar workers benefitted least from 

bargaining. 

In a second study of unionism and wages reported in 1974, 

Ozanne used a different approach in investigating the problem. 

He used the "period comparison method," i.e., a comparison of the 

same sector over two comparable time periods to study industries 

in a period before unionization and a period after unionization. 

Ozanne (1974, p. 148) found that "average annual compensation per 

full-time employee (all industries) rose less than per-capita 

personal income in the union period." In other words, in the 

absence of unionization, wages were lower than average per-capita 

personal income and after the onset of bargaining, wages rose 

more rapidly than the average per-capita income. Although 

Ozanne made no numerical estimate of the union effect, he be

lieved it to be substantial. 

The most recent study, 1977, was that of Andrisani and 

Kohen, "The Effects of Collective Bargaining as Measured for Men 

in Blue Collar Jobs." Although this study was primarily con

cerned with employment effects, the findings related to wage 

effects were more consistent. Andrisani and Kohen (1977, p. 48) 

concluded emphatically that, "the findings of this study leave 

little doubt that collective bargaining coverage has a substan

tial impact on the hourly earnings of both white and black men, 

working in blue-collar jobs over the course of the life cycle." 
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Whether measured in absolute or relative terms, by period 

comparison or matching methods, for one year or for a time se

ries, the effect of collective bargaining on industrial wages has 

been positive according to almost all researchers. In studies 

that examined effects over time, researchers have suggested that 

those positive impacts may have been characteristic of a youthful 

phase of collective bargaining and may not have increased in sub

sequent stages. 

Job Security 

Although the academic tenure system has no precise equiv

alent in industry, the concept of tenure as job security, or a 

claim to continuous employment is comparable. The control and 

distribution of industrial job opportunities for its members have 

been major union functions. In order to protect its constitu

ents, "the union tries to introduce into industry a 'civil ser

vice system' of job tenure (Reynolds 1974, p. 508)." 

The previously cited Andrisani and Kohen study, which was 

based on the National Longitudinal Survey, examined the effects 

of collective bargaining on continuous employment of blue-collar 

industrial workers. They (1977, p. 49) concluded that the ef

fects of bargaining varied with race and with age. Middle-aged, 

unionized white workers were more likely to be laid off than 

their nonunionized peers, despite contractual seniority provi

sions. In contrast, middle-aged, unionized black employees were 

less prone to lay-offs than the nonunionized cohort. Unionized 
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youth—particulary blacks—were less subject to termination than 

were their non-unionized counterparts. This was true even though 

union contractual seniority provisions worked to their 

disadvantage. 

That continuous employment in the unionized industrial 

setting may be associated in some way with race and with age is 

of interest to the researcher familiar with a literature replete 

with suggestions of conflict between the academic tenure system 

and affirmative action goals, and of conflict between stable, 

tenured senior professors and the aspirations of their more ju

nior untenured colleagues. 

Industrial unionism appears to be moving toward a concept 

of tenure that closely mirrors the academic model. In his annual 

review of industrial negotiations, Bornstein (1977, p. 62) 

singled out as the most important issue of 1977: "the Steel-

workers goal of 'life-time security' which retiring union presi

dent, I. W. Abel had earlier defined as 'a job for life, with a 

decent, respectable income for life'." 

Salary (Wage) Variability 

The magnitude of wage variations can be established by 

examining the dispersion of salaries/wages within an occupation 

in an industry. After controlling for years of work experience, 

region, extent of unionism, and other potentially influential 

variables, the effects of unions on the wage variations within 

occupations can be determined. 
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These wage variations, or personal wage rates, have been 

the subject of considerable debate and disagreement among econo

mists. According to Kerr (1957, p. 175), "institutional policy 

quite universally regularizes, when it does not eliminate, dif

ferentials among persons doing like work in the same plant," 

Kerr (1957, p. 175) believed that unionization and formalized 

wage structures were directly related, as he had observed that 

"personalized rates, reflecting the merit of the worker or the 

prejudices of the individual foreman or employer, are quite 

normal in the 'natural market'," According to Kerr, the "per

sonal wage rate" has been eliminated by the union contract or 

through government wage regulation. 

In his theoretical analysis of wage and union relation

ships , Burkitt (1975, p. 125) agreed with Kerr that "trade 

unions appear to generate different relative wage levels and 

changes from those prevailing under nonunion conditions. They 

narrow wage differentials between individuals and firms, while 

contributing to a secular process of smaller inter-area differ

entials ." Thus the union effect was to obtain uniform pay for 

workers who perform similar duties in the same occupation. 

Burkitt pointed out that the unions pressed for the establishment 

of a "rate for the job" which eliminates arbitrary employer 

decisions. 

Reynolds (1974, p, 571) asserted unequivocally that, "at 

the plant level, unionism tends to reduce differences among 
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people doing the same kind of work by establishing standard job 

rates or rate ranges." As had Burkitt, Reynolds concluded that 

the unions have pressed to limit employer discretion through the 

establishment of a "rate for the job," not the man. 

Miernyk (1955) disagreed with the conclusions of Kerr, 

Burkitt, and Reynolds. In The Economics of Labor and Collective 

Bargaining, Miernyk reviewed the considerably different opinions 

on the topic of differentials and union influence. He concluded 

that even the minority of writers who have contended that there 

has been some narrowing or compression of wage differentials be

lieve that economic forces, rather than conscious union policy, 

have been responsible for similar occupational wage levels. The 

power of trade unions to effect such a wage redistribution has 

been questioned. Serving at the pleasure of the bargaining unit, 

union officials will endeavor to deliver "more" economic benefits 

to the unit majority—benefits that will insure the majority vote 

necessary for reelection. Long-term union policy and goals will 

take a back seat to the more immediate and recurring problem of 

remaining in power. 

The problems inherent in'an investigation of wage disper

sion, or variability, are numerous and the data elusive. The 

data problem led Lewis (1974, p. 134) to assert that, "numerical 

evidence of the kind and quantity needed to estimate closely the 

magnitude of the impact of unionism on the average inequality of 

wages among individual workers within industries is not 

available." 



Merit Pay 

Merit pay awards to select employees have accounted for a 

portion of the variations in compensation for any given occupa

tion. Although a few writers have made a distinction between 

merit pay and incentive pay, or performance contingent pay, the 

common definition is that merit pay relates compensation to in

dividual productivity or accomplishment. "Merit rating is a 

management practice designed to gear the pay of employees in the' 

same classification to actual differences in work accomplishments 

(Sibson 1967, p. 82)." 

Industrial merit pay, which was the model for higher edu

cation, has been declining recently in certain industries and 

occupations. Long the backbone of the industrial incentive sys

tem, merit pay has undergone some severe challenges in the 

1970's, according to Weeks (1975) in a Conference Board report. 

The ravaging effects of inflation have seriously undermined the 

concept of pay increases based primarily on performance, accord

ing to Weeks. "The concept of pay for performance took a defi

nite back seat to the union definition of annual increases and 

normal progressions (Weeks 1975, p. 4)." Of the 493 companies 

surveyed for the report, a majority had violated long-standing 

policies of paying only merit increases after the wage-salary 

controls were lifted in 1974. A one-time general across-the-

board increase, awarded to adjust for rampant inflation, 



established a precedent. Cost-of-living replaced merit conside--

rations and merit pay funds declined accordingly. 

From studies done in 1975 and 1978 regarding incentives, 

come two additional conclusions that are relevant to an investi

gation of bargaining effects on merit pay. The first, from the 

Conference Board report. Compensating Employees; Lessons of the 

1970^s (Weeks 1975, p. 69), was an assertion that there was a 

"strong egalitarian philosophy now beginning to have an impact on 

employee pay." This climate is making it difficult to "devise an 

incentive and reward system that will induce the talented and 

motivated to produce the effort and assume the risks of leader

ship throughout society (Weeks 1975, p. 73)." The second conclu

sion was articulated by Greene and Podsakoff (1978) in a field 

study of performance contingent pay plans (e.g., merit pay) for 

operative and managerial employees. More than 1,100 employees 

in two autonomous plants were the subjects of the study. Greene 

and Podsakoff found that the removal of a salary incentive pro

gram in one plant was accompanied by a highly significant decline 

in satisfaction after withdrawal of the incentive. Satisfaction 

with pay and satisfaction with supervision, two of the five ef

fects studies, varied according to employee performance level. 

Previous low performers were more satisfied with pay and with 

supervision after removal of the plan. This was the reverse of 

the finding for previous high performers. The causal relation

ship between satisfaction and turnover led Greene and Podsakoff 
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to conclude that as satisfaction is diminished through the loss 

of pay incentives, the organization may find it difficult to 

retain its most productive personnel. The alternative was that 

"high performers may simply put forth less effort and their per

formance will decline (Greene and Podsakoff 1978, p. 210)." 

Successful union initiatives to reduce merit or perfor

mance based incentives may be accompanied by declines in per

formance that will be reflected ultimately in the outputs of the 

organization. Quantitative declines are of obvious significance. 

The implications of less perceptible qualitative declines in 

faculty productivity are of great consequence to institutions 

facing a vigorously competitive market. 

The Evidence from the Schools (K-12) 

The studies of the effects of collective bargaining in 

the public elementary and secondary schools have focused, almost 

exclusively, on salary or compensation effects. Remuneration 

variability has been addressed in a limited fashion; however, 

tenure, promotion and merit pay have not been considered. 

In relation to salary or compensation, the evidence is 

mixed concerning the union bargaining advantage. On close in

spection, however, the preponderance of cogent evidence suggests 

advantages for bargaining. 

National Studies of Salary 

The effects of bargaining on teachers' salaries have been 

examined in three studies based on national data. Brown (1975) 
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compared salaries from 1950 to 1971 in states with and without 

enabling legislation for teachers. In a unique approach, Brown 

related the rise in teachers' salaries to increase in state per-

capita income. In the first period, he (1975, p. 54) found that 

teachers' salaries were 3.2 percent higher in the bargaining 

states than in the non-bargaining states. During the second 

five-year period analyzed in this study (1956-1971), teachers' 

salaries—union and nonunion—kept pace with the per-capita in

come growth of the states; this was not the case in the first 

five-year period. Brown speculated that in the absence of bar

gaining and attendant spillovers, relative to state per-capita 

income, salaries might decline substantially over time. 

The two other nationally based studies of bargaining and 

salaries used regression techniques to control for confounding 

variables. Kasper (1970) analyzed teachers' salaries in the 50 

states and the District of Columbia in 1967-58 to determine the 

effects of negotiations on average state salary levels. He esti

mated that teachers' salaries in bargaining states were a statis

tically insignificant $40 to $400 higher than those in 

non-bargaining states. Although he found no major union effect 

on average salaries, Kasper suggested that state salary struc

tures may have been affected substantially. The structure could 

have been altered by a reduction in the spread, or variations, in 

salaries which would not be apparent in state averages. Such re

ductions could occur among teachers of the same level (e.g., 
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elementary or secondaiy), or in changes in the differential be

tween two levels (e.g., elementary and secondary). As Kasper's 

averages do not reflect salary variations, any reduction in the 

dispersion of salaries cannot be determined. 

In the second study of the effects of negotiations on 

teachers' salaries in the 50 states, Balfour (1974) partially 

replicated Kasper's investigation. Variables such as per-capita 

income, population, and union membership were included in the 

regression analysis of statewide mean teacher salaries for 

1969-70. Balfour also examined 1970-71 salary data for a pre

dicted "lag effect" on subsequent compensation from additional 

years of negotiating experience. He (1974, p. 302) concluded 

that "unionization does not increase statewide mean salaries," 

and that no significant "lagged effect" was observed in salaries 

of the following year. 

The Kasper and Balfour regression models considered 

statewide salary averages which were insensitive to possible 

inter-district salary variations. In studies of bargaining ef

fects at the district level, the evidence generally has indicated 

an advantage for unionized units over their nonunionized 

counterparts. 

District Salary Studies 

In the Absence of Enabling Legislation. In a 1977 review 

of regression studies of salaries and bargaining. Cole noted that 

the estimates of union effects, ranging from "no significant 
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effect" to a positive four percent effect, were based on re

search from states where bargaining was legally sanctioned. 

Thus, Cole undertook to assess the effect of bargaining on 

teachers' salaries in the absence of enabling legislation. Dis

trict size, class size, and district ability-to-pay measures were 

controlled in this study of salaries in 292 Arkansas school units 

in 1973-74. Cole concluded that negotiations had not signifi

cantly affected teachers' salaries. 

The Cole conclusion was contradicted by a later rigorous 

study of unionism and wages in another state without enabling 

legislation. Gallagher (1978) considered not only union/ 

nonunion.differences, but also differences related to additional 

years of bargaining experience. Using 1973-74 Illinois salary 

data, Gallagher established that teachers in negotiating districts 

received between 1.3 and 4.5 percent higher salaries than did 

those in non-negotiating units. Even greater differences emerged 

when length of negotiating history was considered. The union 

advantage was significant for teachers at every salary schedule 

level in those districts that had bargained for seven to 10 years. 

In those districts with four to six years experience, teachers 

benefitted from unionism if they met the Master of Art (M.A.) 

minimum requirement or higher level qualification. No signifi

cant union-nonunion differences were established for districts 

with less than four years of negotiations. In this analysis, 

Gallagher (1978, p. 252) found that the "collective bargaining 
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effect was most pronounced at the maximum point of each salary 

range." 

Similar conclusions were reached in a second Illinois-

based study focused on 118 elementary schools in Cook County in 

1968-69. Hall and Carrol (1973, p. 840), who limited their in

quiry to one county in an effort to eliminate interstate or inter

regional differences that might influence the outcome, declared, 

"teacher organizations do indeed increase salaries." Further, 

Hall and Carrol Believed that the $l65 union advantage was a 

significant underestimate due to the spillover effect of bargain

ing on to the salaries of non-negotiating teachers. 

Under Enabling Legislation. In studies of bargaining ef

fects under enabling legislation, the findings were generally 

consistent with those from Illinois. Positive union advantages 

were established in every case, except Wisconsin, where a quite 

different effect over time was documented. 

Zuelke and Frohreich (1977) focused their examination of 

bargaining effects on teacher salaries in 50 medium-sized or 

small Wisconsin school districts. District ability-to-pay mea

sures, degree of urbanization, teacher turnover rates, pupil-

teacher ratios, and other variables were studied along with a 

"collective negotiations index" which attempted to quantify the 

comprehensiveness of the negotiation relationship between school 

board and teachers. A high numerical coefficient indicated that 

negotiation schedules were extensive and formalized, that a 
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broad range of issues was subject to negotiation, and .that the 

contract negotiated was a formal, written document. Zuekle and 

Frohreich hypothesized that with the state's long history of 

unionism, a positive relationship would be found between bargain

ing and sa3.aries. However, they found that comprehensive nego

tiations were associated with decreases in teacher salaries. 

"Our study may well have found the long-term effect where nego

tiations' positive influence on salaries has not only peaked and 

leveled off but is now on the decline (Zuelke and Frohreich 

1977, p. 86)." 

More typical findings, however, were represented in a 

frequently cited study by Thornton (1971), who compared 83 large, 

urban negotiating districts to a control of unorganized districts. 

Variables such as general wage and salary levels, the number of 

qualified teachers in the district, and the size of the city were 

controlled in the investigation. The differences between the 

bargaining and non-bargaining districts ranged from $160 (2.3 

percent difference) at the minimum master's level to $3,132 

(29.8 percent difference) at the top of the same level (Thornton 

1971, p. 45). Thornton pointed out that these salary differences 

had not existed among the districts 10 years earlier. 

Unionism not only has been associated with higher sala

ries but also with larger compensation benefits in at least one 

area. In studying the effects of bargaining on Oklahoma teachers' 

salaries in 1974-75, Holmes (1975) found that unions were 
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associated with higher salaries and with larger increases for 

educational attainment units, i.e., incentives for participation 

in advanced course work, special workshops, etc. In bargaining 

districts, teachers received $818 more than those in the non-

bargaining districts. The payment for the educational attainment 

units was two times greater in bargaining than in non-bargaining 

districts. 

The union wage advantage in California schools apparently 

benefitted the non-bargaining as well as the bargaining dis

tricts. Chambers (1977, p. 333) found in his study of 89 Cali

fornia school districts that within regions, "the non-bargaining 

districts have matched almost fully the salary differentials that 

have been negotiated by teachers in bargaining districts." This 

study of 1971 salaries noted statistically significant positive 

effects of unionism ranging from 5.7 percent to 12.2 percent. 

The findings of negligible union/nonunion differences within 

regions led Chambers to conclude that the major effect of bar

gaining was on a regional rather than district level. 

Salary Variability 

Several recent studies (Garbarino 1977, Kasper 1970, 

Moore 1976) have suggested that the primary wage-related effect 

of bargaining may be on the salary structure of an organization 

rather than on average salary levels. Moore (1976) conducted an 

investigation into the effect of bargaining on the salary differ

ential that is common between elementary and secondary teachers 
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under a common district salary structure. In this regression 

analysis of 201 Nebraska school districts, the variables con

trolled included experience, educational background, and sex. 

Moore hypothesized that there would be a greater impact of col

lective bargaining on salary structures than on salary levels and 

more specifically that bargaining would reduce the salary differ

ential between secondary and elementary teachers. He found that 

the differential was reduced by from $440 to $460 in 1970-71. 

This led Moore to conclude that unionism had been significant in 

restructuring salaries within districts. 

Concluding Remarks 

In the more rigorously conducted studies using similar 

methodological and statistical techniques, the findings generally 

indicated a positive relationship between bargaining and salaries 

in the public schools. Where the analytical model was insensi

tive to salary variations between units (Kasper and Balfour 

studies), or where subjectively determined variables, such as the 

"collective negotiations index" of Zuelke and Frohreich were in

troduced, the union advantage was minimal or nonexistant. 

The Evidence from Higher Education 

The effectiveness of the unions in attaining their goals 

in higher education is, and has been, debated vigorously in the 

decade since the signing of the first major pact at the City Uni

versity of New York (CUNY) in 1958. Until 1974, most of the 
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evidence regarding union impacts was based on findings from the 

industrial experience. 

Many writers have expressed concern about the potential 

threat of collective bargaining, often viewed as "essentially an 

egalitarian activity (Wollett 1973, p. 50), to the academic goals 

of excellence. It has been argued that the responsibility to 

represent equally all members of the bargaining unit may influ

ence the'union representatives to seek a narrowing in compensa

tion differentials through the elimination of merit pay, to press 

for virtually "automatic" tenure or the substitution of seniority 

for merit as the major criterion in promotion. 

In a paper presented at a conference on higher education 

in 1975, "The Effect of Collective Bargaining on the Issue of 

'Excellence or Equality' in Higher Education," Kaufman and 

Flanary made some general observations that are worth keeping in 

mind as one reviews the literature. Kaufman and Flanary's first 

point was that the forms, products, goals, and constituents of 

higher education are so diverse that one may not study it as a 

single indust'ry that produces a common product. Secondly, IHE's 

operate in a political and economic environment that is conducive 

to continued union expansion. Thirdly, faculties and administra

tors tend to overestimate the effects of unionization, particu

larly in the early stages. And finally, with the gradual 

expansion and maturing of bargaining, the early fears about it 

will probably appear, in retrospect, to have been exaggerated. 



Kaufman and Flanar^' went on to assert that bargaining and excel

lence are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 

With the exception of Birnbaum's 1974 empirical investi

gation, the literature on bargaining and salaries before 1976 

tended to be conjectural in nature. A few case studies, some 

survey data, and the lessons from the industrial experience pro

vided the base for generalization and speculation. However, 

after 1976, empirical investigations generally were rigorous and 

instructive. 

The evidence from higher education will be presented in 

three sections. Some of the basic works of the 1973-75 period 

will be reviewed first, noting specific references to union im

pacts on salaries, variability, and tenure and promotion. The 

second section will be a brief review of the union and management 

positions on merit pay. In the third and major division of this 

section, the four major and two minor empirical investigations of 

academic unionism and compensation will be reviewed. 

The 1973-1975 Studies 

Four major works on academic bargaining were produced be

tween 1973 and 1975. Essentially these were assessments of bar

gaining impacts on governance and the incentive system, and they 

often related those impacts to the excellence-equality issue. 

In their extensive analysis. Professors, Unions, and 

American Higher Education, Ladd and Lipset (1973) drew upon sur

vey data from the Carnegie Commission and the American Enterprise 
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Institute for Public Policy Research to analyze the faculty union 

movement. They chronicled the growth of faculty unionism and 

outlined some effects of bargaining on the academic incentive 

system. Of particular interest to Ladd and Lipset (1973, p. 72) 

was the effect of union efforts "to reduce or eliminate the power 

of 'management' to differentially reward employees"—efforts most 

visible in union initiatives vis-a-vis faculty salaries. With 

regard to the salary effect, they (1973, p. 59) wrote, "Unioniza

tion inevitably fosters policies that seek to eliminate salary 

differentials among those in a given job category, other than 

those linked to. seniority." Ladd and Lipset pointed out that 

union efforts have been directed at the reduction of such differ

entials in New York and in California. In those states, efforts 

to obtain parity between institutional tiers and opposition to 

merit pay in favor of across-the-board increases were the union 

strategies for narrowing such variations. They (1973, p. 103) 

warned against such strategies which contribute to "the powerful 

trends toward equalization and away from elitism that have char

acterized many sectors of American society since the mid-

sixties." Ladd and Lipset were optimistic that the merit-based 

incentives often associated with that elitism would not be elimi

nated even though some equalization in salary variations might 

occur. 

The second effect examined was the bargaining impact on 

tenure. In reviewing contract provisions for tenure, Ladd and 
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Lipset (1973) found that unions seek to broaden the rights of 

faculty denied tenure, to extend due-process procedures, and to 

deny administrative review of faculty peer evaluations through 

external assessments. Ladd and Lipset asserted that the central 

goal of all this activity was the removal of competition from 

tenure considerations; the union view was that a person perform

ing satisfactorily should be tenured, even if a better qualified 

outsider is available, 

Ladd and Lipset believed that the faculty unions had been 

successful in reducing management prerogative and power in pay 

and tenure matters. They (1973, p. 81) concluded that in a 

brief half-decade of academic bargaining the union record had 

suggested that "the principles that evolved over many generations 

in 'blue-collar unionism' have been successfully transferred to 

academe in spite of the enormous differences in structure and 

role." 

Garbarino and Aussicker (1975) disagreed with the Ladd/ 

Lipset assessment of unionism's impact on higher education. In 

their analysis, Faculty Bargaining, a report prepared for the 

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and the Ford Foundation, 

Garbarino and Aussicker concluded that IHE's were in greater 

jeopardy from the institutional and environmental changes that 

breed faculty unionism than from union practices per se. They 

indicated more serious threats from such changes as the rapid 

expansion in the 1960's and abrupt contraction in the 1970's of 
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American higher education, the formalization of statewide systems 

of higher education, and substantially reduced faculty mobility. 

Garbarino and Aussicker (1975, p, 157) also reviewed pay 

and tenure, two potential targets of the union pressure for 

"status equalization," which they defined as "the reduction of 

differentials in pay and privilege that have existed between 

groups of academic staff and between different types of academic 

institutions." Garbarino and Aussicker examined the union impact 

on salary relationships or structures from three perspectives: 

salary changes between ranks, salary changes between institu

tional levels, and changes in merit pay. The first perspective 

focused on changes in salary differentials among ranks in the 

same institution. From a review of AAUP Survey data, they con

cluded that rank differentials had been maintained throughout the 

higher education system from 1968-59 through 1972-73, a period of 

extensive unionization. The second structural aspect examined 

was change in the differentials in faculty compensation between 

two- and four-year IHE's. Here, Garbarino and Aussicker (1975, 

p. 175) stated that although the compensation differential be

tween two- and four-year faculty had been narrowing in union and 

in nonunion IHE's over the years, "unionization has been an in

dependent factor in the community colleges improved position." 

In examining changes in merit pay, the third perspective, the 

researchers analyzed the contracts of several unionized institu

tions. According to Garbarino and Aussicker, no evidence was 
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found to suggest any restriction of administrative prerogative in 

making differential pay awards. 

In their investigation of the status equalization effects 

of bargaining on tenure, Garbarino and Aussicker (1975) found no 

evidence that unions had effected any change in the proportion of 

eligible individuals given tenure although the union had had a 

major impact on the evaluation process. The unions have pressed 

for "objective" evaluative criteria, open evaluation files, 

specific evaluation procedures, and for increased faculty input 

into the evaluation process. According to Garbarino and 

Aussicker, the chief union victory was to retard the introduction 

of more rigorous evaluation standards favorable to institutions 

cognizant of a glutted faculty labor market. 

In Collective Bargaining Comes to the Campus, Carr and 

Van Eyck (1973) theorized about faculty bargaining expectations. 

They postulated that the least privileged faculty in status and 

salary (the lower ranks) probably have the strongest expecta

tions from bargaining since they have the most to gain. Certain 

discontented faculty expect a "leveling" effect in compensation; 

this would benefit most those whose salaries fall below the 

average. According to Carr and Van Eyck, those faculty viewed 

themselves as underpaid and were resentful of the "stars," the 

chief beneficiaries of a differentially based incentive system. 

In reviewing some salary related effects of bargaining, 

Carr and Van Eyck (1973) expressed skepticism about the union 
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and institution claims for the economic benefits of bargaining. 

From a review of salaries and fringe benefits at CUNY, SUNY, the 

University of Northern Michigan, and some eight other institu

tions, they uncovered mostly extraneous circumstances that ac

counted for the increased financial benefits claimed by the 

unions. Carr and Van Eyck concluded that the union claims for 

two-year college faculty salary increases were probably justified, 

but that there was no compelling evidence of gains beyond normal 

expectations for four-year institutional faculty. In a related 

area, Carr and Van Eyck (1973, p. 248) cautioned that in the face 

of continued financial difficulties, "faculty bargaining agents 

are likely ... to encounter a much more aggressive position by 

management on the trade-off between salaries and work loads." 

"Trade-offs that threaten excellence" were addressed also 

by the authors of Unions on Campus. Kemerer and Baldridge (1975) 

believed that efforts to enhance job security might lead ulti

mately to a uniformly undistinguished professoriate. They (1975, 

p. 128) asserted, "The major negative consequence of faculty 

unionism may be a protectionist, job-security orientation that 

could thwart personnel policies so that incompetency is protected 

and seniority, not merit, becomes the main decision-making 

criteria [sic]." 

According to Kemerer and Baldridge (1975), the unions 

have pressed for increased job security through two major initia

tives. The first was a union demand for objective evaluative 



criteria (e.g., seniority) in the tenure process and appropriate 

reasons accompanied by sufficient evidence for the denial of 

tenure. Kemerer and Baldridge viewed this demand as a union ef

fort to reduce management rights. A second, less obvious initia

tive has been the union challenge of tenure decisions. These 

expensive, difficult, and time-consuming actions benefit the 

union which frequently "by default, ensured job security" when 

it shifted the burden of proof to the institution to make a case 

for dismissal (Kemerer and Baldridge 1975, p. 132). They warned 

that contractual provisions leading to tenure by default prob

ably will appear in institutions where the peer review process is 

suspect. Although they found the peer review process intact and 

well in four-year institutions, they maintained that it was being 

challenged at other levels. The two union security initiatives 

and the high percentage—65 to 70 percent—of contracts contain

ing tenure provisions led Kemerer and Baldridge to conclude that 

the major benefit of faculty bargaining was increased job secur

ity rather than expanded economic benefits. 

The Issue of Merit Pay 

Empirical investigations of merit pay policies and prac

tices in higher education have been limited to inquiries within 

single institutions or to studies of a select group of institu

tions within a specified category, and they have been examined 

through analyses of contractual provisions. In a review of all 

higher education contracts negotiated between 1967 and 1975, 
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Bognanno, Estenson, and Suntrup (1978) found that fewer than one-

half of those contracts contained merit pay provisions. They 

found a variety of contractual merit plans, including "outstand

ing annual increments," administrative awards, and distinguished 

professor awards. In the institutions reviewed, merit pay was 

frequently awarded in conjunction with percentage increases in 

salary. 

According to Suskin (1977), there are two basic assump

tions fundamental to the utilization of merit pay in the academic 

setting. First, faculty need financial incentives to do their 

best work. A corollary is that a few top salaries will attract 

"stars" and will motivate people of top quality. Second, it is 

"morally right" to pay higher salaries to the more productive, 

gifted faculty. The unions challenge these assumptions in press

ing their demands to maximize equal benefits for the bargaining 

unit. Thus, collective bargaining usually results in a "com

pressed pay structure through emphasis on flat dollar increases," 

according to Suskin (1977, p. 549). 

Tice and Holmes (1972, p. 134) agreed that wide differ

entials benefitting a few may be narrowed or removed as a result 

of the "majority rules" of collective bargaining. Departmental 

competitiveness in attracting and retaining quality faculty may 

decline in their opinion. "Excellence in faculty performance may 

be discouraged in the process' of gaining equitable treatment for 

all faculty members (Tice and Holmes 1972, p. 132)." 
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In studying five unionized four-year IHE's in 1972, 

Garbarino found that the union effects on faculty salary struc

tures had been substantial and that the administration of merit 

pay was a major source of conflict. He stated that bargaining 

was accompanied by a "leveling" process that benefitted the 

junior faculty and faculty in the lower tiers of state systems. 

Garbarino speculated that the major long-term effects of bargain

ing may be on the dispersion or structure of salaries rather than 

on increased average salaries. The emerging union concern for 

equity or parity in salaries was particularly evident in large 

statewide systems where the salary differences between faculty at 

different levels (two-year, four-year, etc.) were being dimin

ished or removed. 

The effect of the union on Michigan community college 

faculty salaries before 1971 was at variance with the assumptions 

of Suskin, Tice and Holmes, and Garbarino. In Michigan two-year 

colleges, Gram (1972, p. 3719A) found that, "homogeneity of 

actual salaries was found to be significantly greater in the 

period before collective bargaining." Apparently, increasing 

union pressure for maximum salary increases accompanied by de

mands for standard, formal salary schedules that recognized edu

cational attainment and years of experience interacted to • 

increase the variability in faculty compensation. Gram con

cluded that the union goals were not greater standardization but 

greater maximum salaries. 
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There has been little agreement about the effects of 

unionism on merit usage. Nesbitt (1962, p. 256) stated, "if 

there has not been a complete renunciation of the merit princi

ple . . there has- been a decided watering down of it." Union 

official Wurf (1974), on the other hand, has maintained that 

merit procedures were intended to assure adequate job perfor

mance, not necessarily outstanding performance. "The fusing of 

merit with bargaining is essential to maintaining a dignified 

management-labor relationship and to assuring a working partner

ship in the achieving of excellence (Wurf 1974, p. 434)." 

The Empirical Studies 

Two Institutional Studies. The effects of collective 

bargaining on salary related issues were studied in two New York 

universities. The study of the City University of New York 

(CUNY) was based on salary data from 1960 through 1971. Personal 

interviews produced the data for the inquiry at the State Univer

sity College at Cortland (SUC-C). 

In CUNY, the first multi-campus system to engage in col

lective negotiations. Bain (1976) found a significant change in 

salary benefits and that the changes were associated with unioni

zation. Prior to the 1968 unionization, the primary beneficia

ries of wage increases were the senior faculty. After 1968, 

"wage differentials and structures were affected, as the junior 

ranks benefitted from collective negotiations at the expense of 

the senior ranks (Bain 1976, p. 213)." In the two-year CUNY 
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colleges, in just one contract year, faculty achieved parity with 

the four-year faculty through a negotiated salary schedule for 

the multi-tiered system. Bain concluded that political rather 

than economic variables had been more important in the CUNY set

tlement because the revised salary structure reflected an attempt 

to achieve parity between CUNY faculty and the public school 

(K-12) administrators in New York City. Those administrative 

salaries were, in turn, largely determined by the increases in 

salaries won by New York's classroom teachers, who were repre

sented by the United Federation of Teachers. 

In an inquiry into some of the consequences of collective 

bargaining at the State University at Cortland, Hedgepeth (1974) 

found that the issue of merit pay was a volatile topic. The lack 

of orderly merit procedures and peer evaluation pettiness were 

the most frequently cited faculty concerns. Three other negative 

consequences of salary negotiations under unionism were articu

lated frequently. First, inequities in salaries remained after 

five years of bargaining. Second, smaller than expected salary 

increases precipitated a decline in faculty morale and reduced 

ability to attract new faculty. Third, academic performance was 

perceived as having deteriorated to a "sort of status quo medi

ocrity (Hedgepeth 1974, p. 698)." He (1974, p. 700) concluded 

that "the opportunity costs of collective bargaining seemed very 

•high in terms of personal relations, effective administration, 

program development, and the role of the participants themselves." 
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The National Studies. The seminal empirical investiga

tion of bargaining and salaries in higher education was conducted 

by Birhbaum in 1974. Comparing 1972-73 faculty salary data to 

1958-69 data, and operating from the null hypothesis that bar

gaining had no significant effect on faculty salaries, Birnbaum 

matched 88 bargaining IHE's with 88 non-bargaining campuses to 

determine the differences in average faculty compensation over 

the four years. His matching criteria included control (public-

private), institutional size, level (two-year, four-year), and 

base year compensation level. Birnbaum found a $777 compensation 

advantage for the unionized IHE's with the advantage in public 

four-year colleges and universities being statistically signifi

cant. Although other differences favored the unionized sector, 

they were not statistically significant. 

In examining faculty salaries in 1968-59, Birnbaum (1974) 

found that soon-to-unionize faculties had enjoyed higher than 

average compensation prior to bargaining. In explaining the 

"remarkable union success" in raising salaries in institutions 

already near the top in compensation, Birnbaum conjectured that 

faculty unions may have been trading off less conspicuous non-

economic benefits for highly visible increased economic gains in 

order to win elections. "It may be that that resistance by an 

administration to demands for increased faculty influence in 

decision making or, in some cases, to the contractual codifica

tion of traditional powers of the faculty in governance has 
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forced bargaining agents to fall back to a secondary interest in 

increased compensation to reach an acceptable agreement 

(Birnbaum 1974, p. 34)." 

Brown and Stone (1977a) used a quite different technique 

in attempting to control extraneous variables. Brown and Stone 

compared faculty compensation in their sample of 45 unionized 

IHE's to regional and national average levels. Brown and Stone 

examined inter-rank compensation variability, promotion and 

tenure rates, and the effects of various bargaining agents for 

1970-71 to 1975-76. In examining compensation levels in the 

unionized sample in years prior to bargaining, they found that, 

contracy to popular belief, those levels were not depressed prior 

to unionization. As a general rule, the salaries in those insti

tutions were significantly higher than the corresponding national 

averages. Brown and Stone (1977a, p. 11) further concluded that 

there were "no significant impacts on salary, compensation, and 

promotions associated with the adoption of collective bargaining 

by college and university faculty." Their conclusion was con

trary to most of the commonly held assumptions and the evidence 

from earlier and subsequent studies about the effects of bargain

ing. The explanation would seem to lie in the methodological 

and statistical techniques used. 

In a more sophisticated approach, Morgan and Kearney 

(1977) borrowed the matching procedure of Birnbaum, the greater 

data disaggregations of Brown and Stone, and added regression 
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analysis to compare bargaining and compensation in 46 matched 

pairs of unionized and nonunionized four-year IHE's. Morgan and 

Kearney (1977, p. 32) chose the regression technique because they 

believed that "the most satisfactory method of assessing the im

pact of collective bargaining on faculty compensation is to sys

tematically control for the potential effects of other forces on 

levels of compensation." Using seven independent variables—con

trol (public-private), unionism/nonunionism, institutional qual

ity, faculty professionalism, state labor union membership, state 

per-capita income, and faculty compensation increase from 1964 to 

1959—Morgan and Kearney found that unionism accounted for some 

$1,200 in overall compensation. Further, faculty in private, less 

comprehensive schools reaped the largest salary increases under 

unionization. Morgan and Kearney predicted that the increases in 

faculty salaries of the late 1960's would diminish substantially 

and that high unemployment and continuous inflation would inter

act to strengthen the union appeal. 

In rebuttal to criticism of their study. Brown and Stone 

(1977b, p. 75) examined the research methods and objectives of the 

three studies completed at that time in an attempt "to determine 

whether the apparent differences in these studies are real and 

whether their real differences are apparent." They pointed out 

that different techniques (comparison of matched IHE pairs and 

comparison to national averages) and different time periods were 

possible sources for the differing conclusions. In comparing the 

two matched-pair studies. Brown and Stone criticized the 
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accountability for normal market adjustments. Further, they 

charged that the institutional quality variable was treated in

appropriately in the Morgan/Kearney analysis. It was the con

tention of Brown and Stone that changes in quality over time 

would be the appropriate variable for predicting differences in 

compensation. Their last and perhaps most significant criticism 

was leveled at the element of timing: Birnbaum and Morgan/ 

Kearney measured bargaining impacts from a fixed point in time 

which did not reflect the precise onset of negotiations in the 

institutions. In both studies, the "unionized" sample consisted 

of campuses about-to-bargain as well as campuses with one or more 

years of bargaining experience. Brown and Stone believed that 

the studies mixed actual effects of bargaining with anticipation 

of bargaining (union avoidance behavior on the part of IHE ad

ministrators and boards). Brown and Stone concluded that because 

Birnbaum and Morgan/Kearney had not controlled for the actual on

set of bargaining and other significant variables, there was no 

compelling evidence in either study to demonstrate association 

between compensation and bargaining. Bargaining may have had an 

effect on compensation; however, Brown and Stone believed there 

was no evidence of it. 

Responding to the criticism of Brown and Stone with re

spect to the effective onset of bargaining, Birnbaum (1977, 

p. 54) re-examined his original compensation data and concluded 
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that when measured from the "inception of bargaining, there does 

not appear to be any relationship between unionization and com

pensation. " This apparent agreement with the conclusion of 

Brown and Stone is significant in that Birnbaum discounted their 

other criticisms regarding market forces and the matching strat-

egy. By comparing IHE's over the same time period as Brown and 

Stone, Birnbaum (1977) found only a 0.4 percent difference between 

the union and nonunion institutions, almost identical to their 

finding. Birnbaum went on to analyze pre- and post-bargaining 

effects in a sample of 23 four-year colleges that initiated bar

gaining in 1972. Pre-bargaining compensation increases amounted 

to 17.4 percent in the unionized sample, but only 9.5 percent for 

the matched nonunion institutions. After unionization, the dif

ference between union and nonunion IHE's narrowed to an insignifi

cant 9.3 annual percent. Birnbaum postulated that a "union 

avoidance" reaction might explain the larger pre-bargaining 

differential. 

In reanalyzing the two-year sample, Birnbaum (1977, 

p. 68) added an interesting perspective. He reported that com

pensation in the unionized sector experienced a downturn in 

1975-76, the first nonunion compensation advantage in eight years. 

Data on compensation differentials in the 20 matched pairs from 

1968-69 to 1975-76 revealed a curvilinear relationship with the 

largest union advantages—4.6 percent in 1971-72 and 4.2 percent 

in 1972-73—declining in each subsequent year to a negative 
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difference of -0.5 percent in 1975-76. It should be noted in 

viewing Birnbaum's work, however, that his"descriptive approaches 

were not as rigorous as can be achieved by regression techniques. 

In the fourth study of certain effects of bargaining on 

compensation, Leslie and Hu (1977a) established a positive bar

gaining effect but found some evidence to indicate that it might 

be a short-term phenomenon. Leslie and Hu reported that a $1,292 

union advantage found for 1974-75 was eroded to a $792 union/ 

nonunion difference in 1975-76. The compensation advantage was 

very close to that discerned by Morgan and Kearney. 

Using descriptive and regression techniques, Leslie and 

Hu (1977a) compared a sample of 150 matched pairs of two- and 

four-year IHE's. The matched pairs from the Morgan/Kearney 

study and the greater disaggregations of Brown/Stone were inte

grated into the design of the study. The dependent variable, 

faculty compensation, was compared in the bargaining and non-

bargaining institutions while controlling for such variables (as 

had Morgan/Kearney) as state per-capita income and level of 

unionism, percentage of faculty holding the Ph. D., and institu

tional quality. Not only did Leslie and Hu find overall compen

sation advantages favoring unionized four-year faculties, but 

also advantage by rank, by control (public/private), and by bar

gaining agent. Faculty holding higher rank, faculty in private 

IHE's, and faculty represented by NEA-AFT agents benefitted most 
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from bargaining. Leslie and Hu found no bargaining effect on the 

ratio of fringe benefits to compensation for faculty. 

A revised and extended report, "The Financial Implica

tions of Collective Bargaining," documented an additional dimen

sion of bargaining effects on faculty compensation. Leslie and 

Hu (1977b) reanalyzed the 1974-75 compensation data using the 

regression model specified in the earlier study. By controlling 

for the year in which the first contract was signed in each IHE, 

they were able to relate years of bargaining experience to com

pensation increases. Within the $1,291 average union advantage 

of 1973-74, was an average $3,157 difference favoring unionized 

faculty with five or six years of bargaining experience, a $1,940 

difference favoring unionized faculty with four years bargaining 

experience, a $1,692 union advantage for faculty in units with 

three years experience^ and a $962 advantage for faculty in the 

second year of negotiations. When compensation by rank was con

sidered, the same pattern was established for profesors and asso

ciate professors although one deviation was noted for assistant 

professors/others in the fourth year of negotiations. In this 

perhaps most rigorous analysis to date, Leslie and Hu (1977b, 

p. 22) concluded that "initial contract gains are increased" over 

time for the unionized faculties of four-year colleges and 

universities. 

In their most recent study, a five-year follow-up of 78 

four-year institutions, Leslie and Hu (1979) investigated salary 
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and compensation advantages from bargaining, real-term versus 

monetary-term gains, distribution of gains among faculty ranks, 

and short and long-run effects of negotiations. Leslie and Hu 

found that union advantages in salary and compensation disap

peared when those variables were adjusted for regional cost-of-

living differences. Further, they found that senior faculty 

realized the maximum absolute salary benefits from bargaining. 

Finally, Leslie and Hu suggested additional time-series data are 

needed for an analysis of long-term unionization effects. 

In the most recently published study of bargaining ef

fects on faculty salaries, Marshall (1979, p. 320) concluded, 

"collective bargaining appears to have little effect upon faculty 

salaries." Following the Birnbaum matched-pair technique, 

Marshall studied 30 pairs of two- and four-year institutions, 

measuring compensation changes from a base year (the year prior 

to the first contract) to a point five years later. Among four-

year IHE's, Marshall found no union/nonunion compensation differ

ences overall, or by rank, and contrary to other studies, found 

nonunion compensation higher in private than in public IHE's. 

For the first time, a longer-term trend is documented: "as re

ported salary data become more recent, the relationship between 

salary increases and unionization declines (Marshall 1979, 

p. 318)." This would suggest perhaps that unions may be finan

cially successful in the first few years of bargaining but may 

yield that advantage or make economic trade-offs or concessions 
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in succeeding years. Marshall's refinement of the Birnbaum tech

nique to measure compensation changes from the onset of bargain

ing is a significant improvement; however, Marshall concluded 

that the more rigorous regression technique should be used to 

pursue these preliminary findings. 

Concluding Remarks 

In the words of Beaumont (1974, p. 429), "Reward systems 

are extremely important in that they communicate to employees the 

values of the organization." The reward system analyzed in the 

preceding literature review included compensation, tenure and 

promotion, and merit pay. 

In summary, the evidence suggests that (1) unionism is 

associated with higher wages and salaries, (2) additional years 

of bargaining experience are associated with higher wages, and 

(3) faculty/teachers at higher ranks or at higher salary levels 

benefit more from unionism than do those at lower employee 

levels. Further, there is reason to believe that (4) industrial/ 

academic unions are increasingly concerned with job security. 

Finally, it would seem that (5) the philosophy and practices asso

ciated with merit pay have been seriously challenged in the 

1970's, and (6) that union goals are focused on maximizing 

across-the-board benefits for all, rather than incentives to ex

cellence for a few. However, it is not clear what effect unions 

have on compensation variability, the disperson of salaries 

within ranks/levels, nor is it clear what the impact of unions 
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has been on tenure and promotion rates. Questions remain about 

the longer-term effects of bargaining on compensation; changes in 

the extent of merit pay in union and nonumon IHE's; and the 

association among merit pay, compensation, and unionism. These 

questions and others were investigated in this study. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE RESEARCH PROCEDURE 

Activities 

Five major activities were conducted in this study. The 

activities and general investigative procedures follow: 

1. An extension and up-dating of the previous Leslie/Hu 

study of the effects of collective bargaining on compen

sation in unionized and nonunionized institutions. The 

analysis was extended to include compensation data for 

1976-77 and 1977-78. Using Higher Education General In

formation Survey (HEGIS) data, Leslie and Hu (1977a) 

noted a downturn in the unionized compensation advantage 

between 1974-75 and 1975-76. In their second analysis, 

which adjusted for initial contract data and utilized 

American Association of University Professors (AAUP) data, 

Leslie and Hu (1977b) found that the advantage increased 

with each year of bargaining experience, indicating that 

1975-76 may have been an anomolous year. This study ex

tended the second Leslie/Hu analysis through the most 

recent years, examining average compensation and compen

sation by rank. 

52 
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2. ftn analysis of effects of collective bargaining on promo

tion and tenure rates in unionized and nonunionized 

IPffi's. Securing more rapid promotions and expanding 

tenure to more faculty are believed to be union goals. 

Have the unions been successful in advancing faculty to 

senior levels and to tenure at rates faster than has 

occurred in the nonunonized sector? 

3. A primary investigation of salary variability in union

ized and nonunionized IHE's. The variability of faculty 

salary within the same rank was studied. It had been 

suggested that unions "foster policies that seek to 

eliminate salary differentials among those in a given job 

category (Ladd and Lipset 1973, p. 56)." Is the degree of 

variation in salaries within rank associated with unioni

zation? Changes in the practice of awarding merit pay 

could affect salary differentials. Is variability asso

ciated with merit pay? 

4. A descriptive survey of merit pay in unionized and non-

unionized IHE's. What differences exist in regard to 

merit pay? A brief survey of the sample of institutions 

was conducted to examine existing merit pay policies and 

practices and changes over the last decade. Data collec

tion was limited to eight basic questions regarding the 

nature, extent and formality of merit pay plans in union 

and nonunion institutions. 
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5. An analysis of merit pay provisions in the contracts of 

unionized IHE's. The content analysis of all higher edu

cation contracts negotiated between 1967 and 1975, by 

Bognanno et al. (1978, p. 189), revealed that less than 

half contained merit clauses. How extensive is merit pay 

and what provisions for it exist in the contracts of the 

sample of unionized institutions? 

Sources of Data 

This study utilized data gathered from three primary 

sources: faculty salary data from flAUP", an institutional survey 

regarding merit pay, and contractual data on merit pay from the 

1976 and 1978 files of the Academic Collective Bargaining Infor

mation Service (ACBIS). The institutional data on merit pay were 

collected through a mail survey. 

Methods 

From the five research activities, three major analyses 

were produced: (1) descriptive and regression techniques are 

utilized to analyze the effects of bargaining on faculty compen

sation, tenure and promotion, and salary variability, (2) a sur

vey of the institutions provides information relevant to merit-pay 

practices, and (3) an analysis of the contents of the union con

tracts documents merit-pay provisions. . 

*In the last two years, AAUP has used the data collected 
in the Higher Education General Information Survey. Prior to 
that time, the Association conducted its survey independently. 
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Research Questions 

Research questions were formulated to give direction to 

the study; they are: 

1. Have the compensation advantages for unionized faculty 
noted in the early years of bargaining persisted through 
1975-77 and 1977-78? 

2. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's with regard to tenure and promotion rates? 

3. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionzed 
IHE's with regard to salary variability within rarik.s? 

4. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's with regard to merit considerations in the deter
mination of salary? 

5. What are the contractual provisions regarding merit pay 
in the 30 unionized IPffi's? 

Questions 1, 2, and 3 are answered in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 an

swers questions 4 and 5. 

Compensation, Tenure, Promotion, 
and Salary Variability 

The research herein updates the 1977a-1977b Leslie and Hu 

studies and extends them in several areas. In those works, a 

sample of unionized four-year institutions was matched according 

to six criteria: 

The first was the AAUP category—a graduated classifi
cation system reflecting breadth of degree offerings. The 
second was the MUF compensation scale—a one-to-five 
scale representing the institution's compensation levels 
in comparison to average institutional compensations. The 
third criterion was control—public or private. The 
fourth was geographical proximity or cultural similarity. 
Here, matches generally were within the same states; but 
where this was not possible, in most cases "control" 
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institutions were selected from states classified as 
culturally similar by Luttberg (1971). The fifth and 
corollary criterion was level of urbanization—within 
and between states, the attempt was to match large 
city, suburban, mid-sized city, and rural institutions. 
The sixth criterion was institutional size—the number 
of students enrolled (Leslie and Hu 1977b, p. 6). 

The Leslie and Hu study considered the relative effects of col

lective bargaining on faculty compensation, disaggregated by 

rank, institutional category, control (public-private), and by 

bargaining agent. 

Only the four-year public and private institutions were 

considered in this study. The reasons are as follow; (1) Al

though two-year colleges have organized more frequently than 

their four-year counterparts, unionization in the latter repre

sents 70 percent of all faculty who bargain collectively 

(Garbarino and flussicker 1975, p. Ill); (2) the potential for 

further expansion is substantially greater in the four-year sec

tor which employs more than 300,000 full-time faculty as compared 

to the 85,000 full-time faculty in two-year institutions (National 

Center for Education Statistics 1978, p. 188); and (3) Leslie and 

Hu (1977b) found that adequate methodological control and com

parability between union and nonunion two-year colleges could not 

be maintained. 

The sample of institutions has been altered since the 

matches were initially paired in 1975. (The original sample of 

institutions is described in Appendix A.) Fourteen previously 

nonunion institutions unionized during the 1974-75 to 1977-78 
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period. Those 14, along with their union matches, were deleted 

from this study. Further, four IHE's were deleted due to the 

loss of data over time. A further 10 State University of New 

York-University of California matched pairs were deleted. The 

reasons are as follow: (1) the identity of the individual in

stitutions could not be determined, and apparently, (2) the 

California State College System institutions (unspecified) were 

represented by compensation at the University of California, 

Irvine. 

In the remaining 30 institutional pairs, 26 (13 pairs) 

are public and 34 (17 pairs) are private. In the current sample 

there are 18 (9 pairs) Category I institutions which awarded in 

the most recent three years an annual average of 15 or more doc

torates across at least three disciplines; 15 pairs of Category 

IIA institutions which award degrees above the baccalaureate but 

which are not Category I institutions; and six pairs of Category 

IIB institutions which award only the baccalaureate or 

equivalent (see Appendix B), 

Findings in the Leslie and Hu studies were reported for 

average faculty compensation and compensation for the various 

professorial ranks. Regression control variables were as follow: 

Unionism/nonunionism was considered as a binary dummy 
variable, and several other variables were used largely 
as controls. Institutional sector (public/private) was 
considered as a dummy variable. Faculty professionalism 
was represented by the percentage of faculty holding the 
doctorate or equivalent (Furniss 1973), the reasoning 
being that, independent of bargaining, institutions 
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employing more highly educated faculty members might be 
expected to pay higher salaries. The degree of state 
unionism was represented by the percentage of nonagri-
cultural membership composed of union members, here the 
reasoning was that state postures vis-a-vis unionism, 
in general, might well spill over to higher college 
faculty salaries. State per-capita income was included 
also for reasons of possible spillover to faculty sala
ries, while the dependent variable—faculty-compensa
tion—was adjusted to reflect variations in the cost of 
living (Leslie and Hu 1977b, p. 5). 

The measure of institutional quality specified in the 

Leslie and Hu study was the interval level score from the 1967 

Gourman report. The ratings, although somewhat dated, are used, 

as it is believed that institutional quality changes little in 

relative terms, over time. 

The Leslie and Hu model described above was refined in a 

subsequent analysis of the same data; a variable was added which 

controlled for differences in effective contract dates among the 

institutions. This refinement was in- response to criticism- that 

about-to-unionize institutions were analyzed along with currently 

unionized institutions, thus the findings may have been distorted 

by "union avoidance" effects on compensation. That is, in those 

IHE's threatened by union organizing initiatives, management may 

have attempted to "beat the union" by awarding generous salary 

increases. Leslie and Hu (1977b, p. 22) concluded in this second 

analysis that "initial contract gains are increased" with added 

years of bargaining experience. 



Compensation Analysis 

Compensation data for 1970-71 through 1977-78 were ex

amined. Descriptive statistics and regression techniques were 

utilized in analyzing the compensation data and constructing con

tingency tables for the following. 

1. Average compensation in unionized IHE's and average com
pensation in nonunionized IHE's (1970-71 through 
1977-78). 

2. Average compensation, by rank, in unionized IHE's and 
average compensation, by rank, in nonunionized IHE's 
1970-71 through 1977-78). 

3. Average compensation, by institutional category, in 
unionized IHE's and average compensation, by institu-' 
tional category, in nonunionized IHE's (1970-71 through 
1977-78). 

4. Average compensation, by control (public/private), in 
unionized IHE's and average compensation, by control 
(public/private), in nonunionized IHE's ^970-71 through 
1977-78). 

5. Average compensation, by bargaining agent, in unionized 
IHE's and average compensation, by bargaining agent, in 
nonunionized IHE's (1970-71, 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, 
1977-78). 

6. Overall regression results for average faculty compensa
tion, union/nonunion (1970-71 through 1977-78). 

7. Regression results for adjusted faculty compensation, 
controlled for year of first contract, average and by 
rank, union/nonunion (1974-75 through 1977-78). 

8. Ratio of salary to finge benefits, by rank in unionized 
IHE's and ratio of salary to fringe benefits, by rank in 
nonunionized IHE's (1970-71 through 1977-78). 

Leslie and Hu suggested an improvement in the approach to 

analyzing faculty compensation data by bargaining agent. In line 

with that suggestion, the data for each union-affiliated 
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institution were compared to that of its matched pair. Origi

nally, the comparison was to the data for all institutions. 

Leslie and Hu (1977b, p. 15) concluded that "the results might be 

quite different" if this change were made. 

Tenure Analysis 

Data on tenure from 1974-75, the first year they were 

collected, and from subsequent years were studied. Overall 

tenure rates were tabled for the unionized and nonunionized IHE's 

and any changes over the four years were analyzed. Regression 

techniques were used to determine any differences in tenure rates 

that may be attributable to bargaining. Findings are presented 

on the following: 

1. Tenure rates in unionized IHE's and tenure rates in non-
unionized IHE's (1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, 1977-78). 

2. Regression results for faculty tenure rates, union/ 
nonunion (1974-75 and 1977-78). 

Promotion Analysis 

For the study of promotion, data from 1970-71 and 1974-75 

through 1977-78 were utilized. Changes in the percentages of 

faculty holding the various ranks were computed for the unionized 

and nonunionized samples. Differences that may be associated 

with bargaining were isolated with the regression technique. Re

sults of the following are presented: 

1. Percentage of faculty holding each rank in unionized 
IHE's and percentage of faculty holding each rank in non-
unionized IHE's (1970-71, 1974-75, 1975-76, 1977-78). 
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2. Regression results for faculty promotion, union/nonunion 
(1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78). 

Salary Variability Analysis 

The Leslie/Hu analytical model as specified was utilized 

in the analysis of salary variability. The data were examined 

for 1970-71 (the first year available) and for 1974-75 through 

1977-78. The merit-pay data collected by mail survey were ana

lyzed concurrently to determine any association between salary 

variability, merit pay, and collective bargaining in the sample 

of institutions. Contingency or regression tables present data 

relevant to the following: 

1. Average varibility with ranks, in unionized IHE's and 
average variability, within ranks, in nonunionized IHE's 
(1970-71, 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, 1977-78). 

2. Average variability, within ranks, for the unionized IHE's 
by merit/no merit pay plans and average variability, 
within ranks, for nonunionized IHE's by merit/no merit 
pay plans (1977-78). 

3. Regression results for average variability within ranks, 
union/nonunion (1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78). 

The Merit Principle Survey 

The research on merit-pay policies and practices was con

ducted in the sample of unionized and nonunionized institutions. 

A questionnaire directed to the chief institutional research offi

cer, or other appropriate official, surveyed several aspects of 

the topic. Responses to eight questions were sought. A postcard,,' 

format was utilized to assure a high return rate. The follow-up 
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procedures outlined by Leslie (1970, p. 349) were used. Those 

not responding by mail were surveyed by telephone. A 100 percent 

response was achieved. 

The following areas were analyzed in the survey: 

1. The extent to which merit is a factor in faculty salary 
increase determination in unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's. 

2. The extent to which annual limits are placed on merit in
creases in unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

3. The size of typical annual limits for merit in unionized 
and in nonunionized IHE's. 

4. The size of the "average" annual merit increase in 
unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

5. The percentage of faculty that typically receive merit 
increases in unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

6. Changes from 1968 to 1978 in the way salary increases 
were awarded (merit, flat dollar increases, flat per
centage increases, automatic increase from salary sched
ule) in unionized and nonunionized IHE's. 

7. Differences from 1958 to 1978, in the percentage of an
nual faculty salary increase determined by merit in 
unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

8. The extent to which written documents influence decisions 
about merit salary increases in unionized and in non-
unionized IHE's. 

Contractual Content Analysis 

The analysis of contracts for the third part of the re

search was conducted at the Academic Collective Bargaining Infor

mation Service in Washington, D, C. Current contracts of the 

unionized institutions in the sample were examined for provisions 

related to merit pay. 
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Data about the following are summarized: 

1. The number of institutions that identify merit pay in the 
contract. 

2. The forms of merit pay (e.g., flat dollar awards, per
centage increases, "distinguished professor awards," 
etc.). 

3. Limitations on the amount of merit awards. 

4. Limitations on the number of merit awards. 

5. Provisions for the determination of awards (peer review, 
administrative review, joint review, etc.). 

6. Provisions for changes in awarding merit pay over the 
span of the contractual period. 



CHAPTER 4 

COMPENSATION, TENURE, PROMOTION, 
AND SALARY A/ARIABILITY FINDINGS 

In this chapter, research questions one, two, and three 

are answered and documented. Those questions are as follow: 

1. Have the compensation advantages for unionized faculty 
noted in the early years of collective bargaining per
sisted through 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78? 

2. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's with regard to tenure and promotion rates? 

3. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's with regard to salary variability within and among 
ranks? 

Compensation 

Descriptive Results 

The raw data for the compensation analyses are institu

tional averages, overall and by rank. Control for the retirement, 

death, etc., of those at the upper ranks could not be maintained. 

Nor could control be maintained for new hires. It is hoped that 

the matching process controls these differences. 

The initial analytical step was a simple comparison of 

overall (average) compensation in the union and nonunion institu

tions. The Table 1 summary data indicates that unionized IHE's 

had higher average compensation in six of the eight years 
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Table 1. Average Compensation for Union and Nonunion IHE's 1970-71 through 1977-78 

Average Compensation 
Net 

Change 
1970 
to 

Category N 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 1978 

Union 30 $14,263 $14,970 $15,810 $16,993 $18,470 $19,573 $20,463 $21,967 $7,704 

Nonunion 30 14,183 14,947 15,807 16,847 17,830 19,317 20,530 22,037 7,854 

Union/ 
Nonunion 
Difference $80 $23 $3 $146 $640 $256 $-67 $-70 $-150 

/ $560 Union Gain / / $710 Union Loss / 
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although the union advantage has declined steadily over the last 

four years. The largest compensation advantage, $640, was re

ceived by the unionized faculties in 1974-75. The post 1974-75 

decline noted by Leslie and Hu (1979) is corroborated here; data 

indicate that 1974-75 marked the (relative) union watershed in 

faculty compensation. From 1970-71 to 1974-75, the union advan

tage broadened by $560; from 1974-75 to 1977-78, it declined by 

$710. In fact in the last two years, average nonunion faculty 

compensation exceeded union averages. Further, over the eight-

year period, the net change figure favors the nonunion 

institutions. 

Union egalitarianism suggests that faculty of all ranks 

should benefit (or suffer) equally under a negotiated contract. 

In order to examine this premise, the compensation data are dis

aggregated for four ranks. (Typically, in previous studies, 

assistant professor and instructor data have been combined.) It 

appears that through 1974-75, the watershed year, full professors 

benefitted most from unionization with the second largest advance 

being made by assistant professors. After 1974-75, instructors 

benefitted more from unionism than any other rank. In fact, for 

this period, the net change figures indicate that only instruc

tors have continued to benefit under unionism. Since 1974-75, 

unionized full, associate, and assistant professors have had 

their compensation advantages eroded substantially. The excep

tional 1977-78 $447 value for associate professors is positive; 

however, this amount represents less than half of the 1974-75 
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advantage. The advantages for full and assistant professors have 

dwindled to five and seven percent of the 1974-75 advantages, re

spectively. Meanwhile, instructors have broadened their competi

tive edge by 140 percent over 1974-75. 

Clearly, faculty compensation advantage varies with rank. 

The separation of previously aggregated lower rank (assistant 

professor and instructor) data proves most instructive. Over the 

eight years, the average unionized instructor compensation advan

tage over his nonunion counterpart is $938, a figure substan

tially larger than the $645 average advantage for unionized full 

professors. Unionized associate and assistant professors average 

respectively $532 and $339 more in compensation than their non

union colleagues (see Table 2). 

The determination of which class of institutions has 

benefitted most from unionization is primarily a function of how 

the institutions are categorized. Table 3 displays the data for 

comparisons of three institutional categories in two disaggrega

tions. The three AAUP categories reflect the scope of degrees 

offered by the 60 IHE's. The first analysis disaggregates the 

data into two categories—I and II—as was done in the Morgan and 

Kearney (1977) study. The second analysis breaks down the second 

category into IIA and IIB institutions. 

In the first analysis, it appears that faculty in the 

larger, more complex IHE's are the prime compensation benefici

aries of unionism; however, the second analysis reveals that this 

finding is misleading. On disaggregating Category II data, it 



Table 2. Average Compensation for Union and Nonunion IHE's, by Faculty Ranks, 1970-71 
through 1977-78 

Average Compensation 
Category 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 Average 

PROFESSOR 
' 

Union $19,547 $20,073 $21,043 $22,573 $24,320 $25,260 $26,293 $28,057 

Nonunion 18,817 19,247 20,760 21,897 22,683 24,700 26,230 27,970 

Difference 730 826 283 676 1,637 560 63 87 $646 

/ 907 / / -1550 / 

ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 

Union 15,520 16,123 16,957 17,783 19,140 19,990 20,770 22,440 

Nonunion 15,030 15,653 15,960 17,270 18,280 19,683 20,687 21,993 

Difference 490 470 997 513 950 307 83 447 532 

/ 460 / / -503 / 



Table 2, Continued 

Average Compensation 
Category 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 Average 

ASSISTANT 
PROFESSOR 

Union $12,727 $13,260 $13,997 $14,663 $15 787 $16,597 $17,230 $18,403 

Nonunion 12,373 13,077 13,580 14,377 14,740 16,307 17,170 18,330 

Difference 354 184 417 286 1,047 290 60 73 $339 

/ 693 / / -974 / 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union 10,287 10,367 9,837 11,163 9,987 11,277 12,703 13,413 

Nonunion 9,527 9,600 10,243 10,030 9,017 8,813 12,250 12,053 

Difference 760 767 -406 1,133 970 2,464 453 1,360 938 

/ 210 II 390 / 



Table 3. Average Compensation for Union and Nonunion IHE's, by Institutional Category, 
1970-71 through 1977-78 

Category 
Average Compensation 

1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 

Analysis I 

Union/Nonunion 
Differences 

Category I (n = 18) 

Category II 
A and B (n = 42) 

511 300 189 

-105 -95 

234 411 444 600 478 

-76 109 738 176 -353 -304 

Analysis II 

Union/Nonunion 
Differences 

Category I (n = 18) 

Category II 
A (n = 30) 

511 300 189 234 411 444 600 478 

-206 -120 -87 -153 467 -406 -867 -1020 

Category II 
B (n = 12) 150 -34 -50 766 1416 1533 934 1484 
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becomes clear that it is the smallest, least complex unionized 

institutions that have the largest faculty compensation advan

tages . The largest unionized faculties are second and the union

ized middle size, Category IIA institutions are a poor third. 

Using 1974-75 MUP data, Morgan and Kearney (1977) re

ported a union compensation advantage of $2 57 in large, complex 

Category I IHE's accompanied by a $740 advantage for the smaller, 

less complex Category II institutions. In this study, for the 

same year, but using an altered sample, figures of $411 and $738 

were established for the two categories, respectively. Further, 

the analysis revealed an eight-year pattern of consistent union 

compensation superiority—an average $433—for the Category I, 

more complex, institutions. Union superiority in compensation 

was limited to three of the eight years in the Category II 

schools. Thus, the union advantages, first noted for 1974-75, 

proved the rule for Category I, the more complex institutions, 

but the exception for smaller, less complex Category II 

institutions. 

Analysis II provides additional information about the 

smaller, less complex. Category II institutions. Disguised in 

the A and B consolidations are impressive union advantages in the 

least complex, IIB institutions which award only the baccalau

reate or equivalent. When the two categories (IIA, IIB) are dis

aggregated, a IIB union advantage is revealed that exceeded $1400 

in three of the last four years. On the other hand, the unions 
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had only one advantageous year out of eight in the IIA institu

tions which award degrees above the baccalaureate but were not 

as complex as the Category I IHE's. Apparently, these third-

level institutions, six pairs in number, make a substantial con

tribution to the union/nonunion compensation differential. 

By institutional control, for each of the eight years, 

faculty compensation is higher in public institutions than in 

private IHE's. However, unionism appears to "pay off" more in 

the private sector. Within the public institutions, typically, 

nonunionized faculty compensation is higher than that of their 

unionized colleagues. On the other hand, in the private sector, 

unionized faculty compensation is larger than that of the non

union cohort. In seven of the eight years, nonunion public IHE 

faculty were earning more—an average $392—than unionized fac

ulty. After the 1974-75 union watershed year, the only advanta

geous year for public IHE unionized faculty, the nonunion faculty 

compensation margin broadened each year. Further, the overall 

eight-year net change favors the nonunion faculty by $885. The 

reverse, however, is true in the private sector. Not only have 

the private unionized faculty made larger gains in six of the 

eight years, the compensation advantages since the 1974-75 high 

water mark have averaged $600 annually. For the eight years, the 

overall net change in the private sector favors the unionized 

faculty by $412 (see Table 4). 



Table 4. Average Compensation Differences for Union and Nonunion IHE's, by Control 
(Public-Private), 1970-71 through 1977-78 

Average Compensation 
Net 

Change 
1970 

Control to 
Group Cases 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 1978 

PUBLIC 26 

Union 13 $14,785 $15,552 $16,485 $17,492 $19,331 $20,423 $21,292 $22,754 

Non
union 13 

Difference 

PRIVATE 34 

Union 17 

Non
union 17 

Difference 

14,808 15,285 16,454 

-23 277 -31 

13,865 14,518 15,294 

13,706 14,688 15,312 

159 -170 -18 

17,715 19,100 20,969 

-223 231 -546 

16,612 17,812 18,924 

16,182 16,859 18,053 

430 953 871 

21,915 23,662 

-623 -908 -885 

19,829 21,365 

19,471 20,794 

358 571 +412 
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Apparently, the factors responsible for the 1974-75 fi

nancial success of the unionized institutions have been operable 

in both the private and public sectors. The net 1974-75 change 

over that of the previous year, 1973-74, is roughly comparable 

(+$450) between the two categories. However, the net change from 

1974-75 to 1975-76 contrasts sharply; a union loss of $777 in the 

public institutions; a loss of only $82 in the private sector. 

More will be said about this in the concluding chapter. 

Bargaining agents are elected for a variety of reasons: 

one is their perceived ability to obtain large salary increases. 

In the base year, 1970-71, and in 1974-75 through 1977-78, the 

American Federation of Teachers (AFT)•negotiated the largest 

average faculty compensation (see Table 5). The AFT salary pack

ages are followed in order by those negotiated by the American 

Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the National Edu

cation Association (NEA). (Agents representing only one institu

tion are not considered in this analysis.) 

Leslie and Hu (1979) compared the compensation of the 

various union affiliates with the compensation data for all non

union faculties. They cautioned that the results might be quite 

different if the affiliates' compensation averages were compared 

instead to the data for their matched pairs. Table 5 demonstrates 

the wisdom of that caveat. For each of the five years, the AAUP 

and AFT agents achieved compensation benefits superior to the 

average for all nonunion institutions. This was not the case for 



Table 5. Average Compensation by Bargaining Agent—1970-71, 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, 
1977-78 

Bargaining Agent 1970-71 
Average Compensation 
74_75 75-76 76-77 77-78 

Net 
Difference 
1970 to 1978 

Nonunion Average $14,183 $17,830 $19,317 $20,530 $22,037 

AFT Average 15,583 19,850 20,800 21,683 23,533 

Matched Pair Average 14,567 19,033 20,767 22,217 23,667 

Difference 1,015 817 33 -534 -134 -$1,150 

AAUP Average 14,387 18,527 19,787 20,880 22,460 

Matched Pair Average 14,453 17,160 18,197 20,633 22,173 

Difference -66 1,367 1,590 247 287 +353 

NEA Average 12,675 17,138 17,713 18,038 19,225 

Matched Pair Average 11,963 15,913 17,825 18,888 20,388 

Difference 712 1,225 -112 -850 -1,163 -1,875 



the NBA. However, when the affiliates' compensation is compared 

to the matched pair compensation, the superiority of the AAUP and 

AFT is weakened and in some cases reversed. Since the 1974-75 

union watershed, the AAUP has achieved an average $708 faculty 

compensation advantage over the nonunion matched pairs. In the 

case of the AFT and the NEA, the nonunion matched-pair faculties 

have gained more in compensation—an average $212 more over AFT 

faculties and an average $708 over the NEA faculties. Over the 

eight-year period, the net change indicator of $353 suggests that 

the AAUP alone has performed better than the nonunion matched-

pair IHE's. 

Regression Results 

The compensation differences noted in the previous sec

tion reflect only gross comparisons that may or may not be re

lated to collective bargaining. In order to isolate the 

estimated impact of bargaining on compensation, multiple regres

sion analysis is utilized to control for the influence of other 

variables or factors that may contribute to compensation differ

ences among institutions. 

For the regression or "controlled" analyses, both total 

compensation and fringe benefits are considered as dependent vari

ables. Each variable is measured in both current and constant 

dollar form. The constant dollar form is included because, al

though the union institutions were "matched" to nonunion quasi-

equivalent institutions, matches sometimes were of geographically 
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separated IHE's. Thus, one cannot be sure that faculty compensa

tion differences between institutions do not represent, in part, 

differences in local costs-of-living. That is, boards of 

trustees may award compensation increases in attempts to keep 

pace with local living costs rather than because the union (or 

"nonunion") was such an effective negotiator. If so, local dif

ferences in living costs could account for compensation differ

ences among faculty in matched institutions. 

The independent or "control" variables are as follows: 

(1) state per-capita income was measured in dollars and was in

cluded for the same reason compensation was considered in both 

dollar forms—compensation differences could represent differ

ences in prevailing wages paid; (2) institutional sector (public-

private) was coded as a binary dummy variable (public = 1; 

private = 0) to control for such circumstances as resources avail

ability differences in the two sectors; (3) institutional quality 

was controlled using the oft-criticized (but the only one avail

able for the purpose) institutional rating scale, the Gourman 

index; (4) percent of faculty holding the Ph. D. was controlled, 

along with (5) percent state union membership in the nonagricul-

tural work force. Each of these variables was believed to have a 

potential impact on compensation paid faculty. Finally, the in

dependent variable of central interest—(6) the union, nonunion 

variable--was coded also as a dummy variable with union institu

tions being assigned a value of one (1) and nonunion institutions 

a value of zero (0). 
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It should be noted that this control variable list is not 

exhaustive. The decision to utilize the Leslie and Hu model pre

cluded the consideration of certain exogenous variables such as 

cyclical conditions, demographic changes in the "college-age" co

hort, and a growing fiscal conservatism that might impact sig

nificantly on the results. (There is little reason to believe, 

however, that these exogenous variables would have affected union 

compensation differently from nonunion compensation.) 

In the Table 6 regression results, the values are regres

sion coefficients. The following illustrates how to interpret 

the coefficients. For the 1970-71 union/nonunion variable, since 

unionism is coded one (1) and nonunionism is coded zero (0), the 

regression coefficient, 573, indicates that a change of one unit, 

i.e., going from nonunion to union accounts for an overall com

pensation difference of $573. For the other dummy variable, in

stitutional control (private = 0; public « 1), moving from 

private to public accounts for $795 in faculty compensation. 

For the remaining four continuous variables, a different 

explanation is in order. For the state per-capita income measure, 

a four-digit average, a change of $1 in income is associated in 

1970-71 with $1.20 in additional faculty compensation. For the 

quality variable, using the three-digit Gourman rating, one unit 

change in quality accounts for $10.90 in additional faculty com

pensation. For the percent Ph. D. and percent union membership 

variables, a one percent change in faculty with the Ph. D. or in 



Table 6. Regression Results for Faculty Compensation, Unadjusted and Cost-of-Living 
Mjusted Overall and by Rank, 1970-71 through 1977-78 

Union = 1 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 Average 

PROFESSOR 

Unadjusted 1,586" 1,525" 884 1,482" 2,455" 1,704 1,145 1,358 1,530 
Mjusted 605 600 -221 • 365 1,344 543 -131 1 

ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 

Unadjusted 907- 894* 1,502" 915* 1,138* 673 646 1,164* 980 
Adjusted 124 98 701 31 220 -298 -381 70 

ASSISTANT 
PROFESSOR 

Unadjusted 668* 470 678* 549* 1,351* 492 395 430 629 
Adjusted 21 -179 -17 -179 629 -320 -459 -473 

INSTKUCTOR 

Unadjusted 997* 1,270 -461 1,638 1,431 2,853 1,105 1,466 1,288 
Adjusted 508 893 -871 1,250 1,066 2,575 577 989 

OVERALL** 

Unadjusted 573 614 558 765 1,239* 916 751 905 790 
Adjusted -185 -158 -265 -114 321 -72 -310 -236 



Table 6, Continued 

Union = 1 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 Average 

Public/Private 796- 644 1,066- 974" 1,744" 2,014" 1,627- 1,604* 

Per Capita 
Income 1.2 0" 1.69- 2.19- 2.09''' 2.54" 2.36* 2.01* 2.17* 

Quality Rating 10.90* 9.87* 7.71* 7.89* 7.80* 6.61* 9.24* 12.23* 

Percent Ph. D. 7.34 17.91 19.79 24.46 22.03 31.39 38.46* 42.05* 

Percent Union 
Membership 104* 145* 150* 126* 147* 150* 169* 156* 

Constant -3101 -7394 -9795 -7504 -10772 -8091 -6091 -6722 

R2 .65 .71 .65 .66 .66 .66 .67 .69 

F Ratio 16.37* 21.85* 16.16* 17.28* 17,53* 17.57* 18.26* 20.26* 

Sample Size 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 

*Significant at .05. 

*The above coefficients are from the Overall Compensation regression analysis. 
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the state union membership accounts for $7.34 and $104, respec

tively, in additional faculty compensation. Since all the re

gression coefficient signs in these examples are positive, 

compensation increases as each variable increases. 

The value indicates that the six variables account for 

between 55 and 71 percent of the compensation variations for the 

years tabled—quite respectable values. The asterisk denotes 

statistical significance at the .05 level. 

Let us digress for a moment about hov; these regression 

coefficients will be treated as the interpretation herein will be 

nontraditional and will require some explanation.-. The values 

obtained are the best available estimate of what the true differ

ence is between the union and nonunion sample. The concept of 
V 

statistical significance suggests that where differences are in

adequate for significance at the .05 level, they may be attrib

utable to chance (only 95 percent "certainty" that they are not 

due to chance). Nevertheless, the values obtained remain the 

best available estimate of the true difference between the popu

lation of union and nonunion institutions. The position taken 

herein, however, is that the question of statistical significance 

is largely irrelevant. The reasoning for this view follows. 

First, no one would argue against the observation that 

the best point estimate of the compensation differences between 

union and nonunion faculties (for this sample) is as shown in 

Table 6. Furuher, few would disagree with the view that failure 
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to reject the null hypothesis does not prove the null hypothesis. 

However, the proper interpretation of statistical significance is 

another matter. 

By convention, tests of statistical significance are sup

posed to be established at a level that will reflect the conse

quences of making a Type I error. Thus, medical experiments that 

may endanger life are set at very high levels—.999 or even 

higher—whereas, in contrast, educational experiments that may 

involve oiLly the unfounded purchase of a new textbook or intro

duction of a useless but benign curriculum,' typically are set at 

.95 or .99 levels. In either case the statistical tests are 

"rigged" so that if erroneous results ax'e obtained, the damage 

done—in terms of effects—will be the less serious (Type II) 

errors. 

But what is the correct way in which to "rig" a collec

tive bargaining analysis? Is a Type I error the acceptance of 

bargaining when it in fact achieves nothing, or is it the rejec

tion of bargaining when in fact it does achieve something? It is 

the writer's view that the answer to this question is rooted in 

values and that in the interests of scientific attitude, sides 

should not be taken. If this is so, then point estimates and 

confidence intervals are all that is available, and quantitative 

results should be accepted simply as the best estimates. 

Given the above, the data as shown in Table 6 reveal that 

the overall union faculty compensation advantage increased 
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rather evenly up to the 1974-75 watershed and declined subse

quently with a modest upsurge in the last year, 1977-78. (The 

traditional interpretation would indicate that the only signifi

cant union/nonunion difference occurred in 1974-75 and that sub

sequent differences should be disregarded.) In fact, the 1974-75 

$1,239 union advantage compares favorably to the 1974-75 $1,291 

union advantage obtained by Leslie and Hu (1977b, p. 18) from a 

somewhat different sample. Further, for each of the eight years, 

the unadjusted figures indicate that the unionized faculty earned 

an average $790 more than their nonunionized colleagues. As 

shown in earlier studies (Morgan and Kearney 1977 and Leslie and 

Hu 1977b), roughly a $200 difference existed prior to the advent 

of bargaining. In 1969, faculty compensation had been about $2 00 

higher in the nonunion sector. 

However, when cost-of-living adjustments are made, the 

pattern of results is reversed. That is, in seven of eight 

years, nonunionized faculty compensation surpassed unionized 

faculty compensation. This indicates that when local cost-of-

living differences are considered, the union advantage turns into 

a disadvantage. Put another way, the buying power of nonunionized 

faculty is actually higher than that of unionized faculty in seven 

of the eight years. Whether the unionized faculty would have 

been at an even greater financial disadvantage had it not been 

for the union efforts, cannot be ascertained from these data. 
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An overview of the remaining five variables suggests that 

each had a greater impact on faculty compensation than did union

ism. For seven of the eight years, the institutional control 

(public-private) variable is statistically significant. During 

that period, faculty compensation averaged $1,309 more in public 

IHE's than in private institutions. In all eight years, the 

state per-capita personal income variable is significant. High 

per-capita income may spill over on faculty compensation. Ap

parently, high state per-capita income is accompanied by rela

tively high faculty wages. Similarly, in all eight years, the 

institutional quality variable has positive effects on faculty 

compensation. Apparently, institutions with higher Gourman rat

ings award higher compensation in order to attract and to keep 

highly qualified faculty. The percentage of faculty with the 

Ph. D. variable was significant in only two years. In recent 

years this variable has been strongly and positively associated 

with faculty salaries: as the percentage increases, faculty com

pensation increases. The state union membership variable is con

sistently significant in explaining faculty compensation 

differences. As the state union membership level rises, faculty 

compensation increases. 

Has the egalitarian philosophy of the unions lead to an 

equal distribution of compensation benefits among the faculty 

ranks when control of other variables is maintained? As found by 

Leslie and Hu (1977b, 1979), compensation advantage varies 



with unionized faculty rank. However, the linear relationship 

seen (Table 6) between rank and compensation (the full professor 

$1,530 average is largest, followed by associate professors with 

$980, and the assistant professor rank is third with $629) and 

found by Leslie and Hu is not confirmed when data are disaggre

gated for the first time, at the lower ranks. On average, it is 

the instructor rank that is the second major beneficiary of 

unionism. In the 1974-75 watershed year, the unionized instruc

tor compensation advantage, although $1,000 below the full pro

fessor advantage, was ahead of assistant and associate professors, 

in that order. In tv;o of the most recent three years, unionized 

instructors have been the leaders in compensation benefits. By 

1977-78, the most recent year, unionized instructors earned 

$1,466 more than their nonunionized colleagues. This was fol

lowed by full professors at $1,358, associate professors with 

$1,164, and assistant professors with only a $450 advantage. 

Viewed more traditionally, in six of the eight years, the 

unadjusted associate professor union/nonunion differences are 

statistically significant. Both full and assistant professor 

union/nonunion compensation differences are significant for four 

of the eight years. In only the first year, 1970-71, did the in

structor union/nonunion difference achieve significance. Since 

the 1974-75 watershed, only one value is statistically signifi

cant: in 1977-78 unionized associate professors earned $1,164 

more than did the nonunionized cohort. 
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As previously indicated, a recurring criticism of the 

foregoing type of analysis is that soon-to-unionize IHE's are 

categorized with unionized IHE's and subsequently are compared to 

nonunion IHE's. Table 7 summarizes a regression analysis of fac-

culty compensation differences in which only the institutions 

actually unionized as of a certain year are included in the union 

sample. Differences are reported in COL-adjusted and unadjusted 

dollars for four years (1974-75 through 1977-78). For each year, 

the union/nonunion differences are disaggregated into the fol

lowing five categories: Category I, institutions that signed a 

first contract in 1969-72; Category II, first contract 1972-73; 

Category III, first contract 1973-74, Category IV, first contract 

1974-75; Category V, first contract 1975-77. 

Table 7 is read as follows. In the extreme upper left-

hand corner, for 1974-75, unionized faculty (overall) with con

tracts signed between 1969 and 1972 (Category I), earned $2,471 

more than their nonunionized colleagues. In COL-adjusted dollars, 

the difference diminished to $1,900. Reading down, and again for 

Category I, the 1975-76 union/nonunion overall difference was 

$1,790. In 1975-77, the difference declined to $657, before 

climbing in 1977-78 to $1,056. 

Overall, the 1974-75 union watershed year witnessed sub

stantially greater benefits for the more mature bargaining 

units—Categories I and II—and to a lesser extent, the then 

soon-to-unionize. Category V faculty. The benefits to the less 



Table 7. Regression Results for Adjusted and Unadjusted Faculty Compensation, Average 
and by Rank, Controlled for Year of First Contract, Union/Nonunion, 1974-75 
through 1977-78 

Year of First Contract 
Category I Category II Category III Category IV Category V 
1969-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-77 
(n = 12) (n = 14) (n = 10) (n = 12) (n = 12) 

Union = 1 U"* A*-- U-- A"*" U"" A"*" U— A""" U— Dr** 

1974-75 
OVERALL 2471" (1900) 1939* (1350) 849 (-249) 155 (-351) 1408 (63) 

Professor 
Associate 
Asst/Inst. 

3244* 
2311* 
2864 

(2576) 
(1735)* 
(2774) 

2855* 
1570* 
2251 

(2178) 
(976) 
(1756) 

2638* 
1098 
1525 

(12 54) 
(-41) 
(927) 

482 
-59 
-66 

(-75) 
(-566) 
(-311) 

3654* 
1131 
707 

(2028) 
(-205) 
(-37) 

1975-76 
OVERALL 1790 (1159) 1520 (923) 696 (-456) -40 (-571) 817 (-712) 

Professor 
Associate 
Asst/Inst. 

3979 
1821* 
1980 

(3244) 
(1158) 
(1848) 

1398 
82 5 
2726 

(776) 
(238) 
(2315) 

2681 
900 
1592 

(1257) 
(-289) 
(960) 

-77 
-499 
682 

(-590) 
(-998) 
(483) 

1461 
453 
152 

(-375) 
(-1039) 
(-706) 

1976-77 
OVERALL 667 (58) 1239 (561) 508 (-735) -195 (-781) 1231 (-419) 

Professor 
Associate 
Asst/Inst. 

2236 
424 
1420 

(1532) 
(-210) 
(1024) 

1248 
1072 
447 

(474) 
(390) 
(1709) 

1494 
827 
1341 

(-36) 
(-408) 
(447) 

-848 ( 
-332 
-34 

-1497) 
(-865) 
(-257) 

1377 
667 

-1114 

(-636) 
(-890) 
(-2154) 



Table 7, Continued 

Year of First Contract 
Category I Category II Category III Category IV Category V 
1969-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-77 
(n = 12) (n = 14) (n = 10) (n = 12) (n = 12) 

Union = 1 U** A*** U-- A*"" U"* R*** A*"* U"" 

1977-78 
OVERALL 1055 (-564) 724 (55) 1313 (-53) 348 (-253) 1322 (  -505) 

Professor 1086 (-342) 613 (-132) 2619-'' (926) -212 (-879) 1886 (  -314) 
Associate 424 (230) 924 (289) 1736" (394) 560 (-16) 1328 (  -405) 
Asst/Inst. 415 (44) 1448 (1038) 2257 (1305) 561 (407) -1203 ( -2270) 

^Significant at .10, 

\ ''^Unadjusted dollars. 

***COL adjusted dollars. 
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experienced, or novice, unionized faculty. Categories III and IV, 

were much more modest. In 1975-76, a similar pattern emerged, 

although the compensation differences were reduced substantially. 

With the exception of Category V, the compensation differences 

continued to decline in 1976-77; however, the pattern of the 

first two years was broken and is not seen again. In four of the 

five 1977-78 institutional categories (I, III, IV, V), unionized 

faculty reversed the downward trend to post an average $1,010 

compensation advantage over their nonunionized counterparts. 

Only two overall union/nonunion faculty compensation dif

ferences achieve statistical significance. In 1974-75, the most 

experienced, Categories I and II, unionized faculties earned 

significantly more than did their nonunionized colleagues. 

By faculty rank, the patterns are similar, although some

what inconsistent, to the overall findings. Generally large 

1974-75 unionized compensation advantages decline in 1975-76 and 

1976-77. Typically, there is an upsurge in the union compensa

tion margins of 1977-78; however, exceptions exist, primarily 

within Categories I and II. 

Of the faculty rank union/nonunion compensation differ

ences, nine are statistically significant. With the exception of 

the 1974-75 Categories I and II significant values, there is lit

tle consistency in the dispersion of the nine values. The $3,654 

statistically significant 1974-75 unionized full professor ad

vantage in Category V, then soon-to-unionize, IHE's suggests the 

possibility of "union avoidance behavior." 
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The COL-adjustments to the Table 7 data have two effects 

on the coefficients. First, in the most recent year, union/ 

nonunion differences became negative for 12 of the 20 values, 

suggesting a negative relationship between compensation and col

lective bargaining when cost-of-living differences are taken into 

account. Secondly, the significant relationships of the ad

justed values for all years tabled decline from 11 to one. Only 

in 1974-75 did a significant relationship for adjusted dollars 

occur; Category I IHE's unionized associate professors main

tained a significant $1,735 compensation margin over their non-

unionized colleagues. Thirdly, in the more recently unionized 

institutions, the advantage swings strongly and clearly to the 

nonunion sector. 

Over the eight-year period, the union overall fringe 

benefit advantage over the nonunion sector averaged $213 (see 

Table 8). Unionized full professors averaged $373 more in fringe 

benefits than their nonunion colleagues. The averages for asso

ciate professors and assistant professors/instructors were $303 

and $215, respectively." Over the period, unionized full pro

fessors lost $178 in fringe benefit advantages while the assis

tant professors/instructors lost $50 of their 1970-71 margin. 

Meanwhile, associate professors increased their fringe benefit 

margin by a modest $14. From the 1974-75 watershed, a similar 

*Due to the manner in which the original fringe benefit 
data were collected, it was necessary to collapse the assistant 
professor and instructor data for this analysis. 



Table 8. Regression Results, Faculty Fringe Benefits, Overall and by Rank, Union/ 
Nonunion, 1970-71 through 1977-78 

Union = 1 1970-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 Average 

Overall 50 280* 234 267 253 261 283 79 213 

Professor 528'" 454* 338 381 389'' 292 250 350 373 
Associate 350-' 319* 324* 262 249 272 284 364* 303 
flsst/Inst. 238* 164 124 235* 192 265* 316" 188 215 

Public/Private 138 -111 -84 60 164 177 27 270 

Per Capita Income .05 .08 .08 
• 
18 

• 27 .24 • 38 .42 

Quality Rating 2.35 * 2.00- 2. 00* 2. 03' 1. 32 .86 2. 08" • 2.12 

Percent Ph. D. -.50 11.72' • 11.71* 10. 99 10. 46-• 10.81* 13. 17-' • 18.10* 

Percent Union 
Membership 42* 47* 44* 42'- 47- 51* 57'" 59* 

Constant -1125 555 -1529 1937 •2354 •1904 3443" •3602 

.40 .57 .51 • 
50 

• 47 .51 • 49 .45 

F Ratio 5,93 * 11.90-t 9.30^i 8. 68' " 7. 71- 9.11'" • 8. 47'' • 7.26* 

Sample Size 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 

''Significant at .10. 
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pattern is observable: unionized full professors lost $39, 

assistant professors/instructors lost $4, and associate profes

sors gained $165 in fringe benefits over their nonunionized 

colleagues. 

The 1970-71 pattern of statistically significant differ

ences for all ranks was not repeated. In the peak 1974-75 year, 

only unionized full professors had significantly larger fringe 

benefits than the nonunionized cohort. In 1977-78, only union

ized associate professors earned significantly more than their 

nonunionized counterparts. Briefly, in all years, unionized 

faculty earned more in unadjusted fringe benefit dollars than 

nonunion faculty. However, over the eight years, unionized pro

fessors and assistant professors/instructors lost fringe benefit 

dollars while associate professors were modestly increasing their 

benefit margin over nonunionized associate professors. 

Tenure 

Is unionism associated with more rapid securing of tenure? 

Are unions successful in speeding the tenure process? These 

questions give rise to this portion of the study. 

Descriptive Results 

By no means are the tenure and promotion data ideal. 

This analysis extends only as far as the data permit; however, 

alternative interpretations are possible because the raw data are 

simply the number of faculty tenured for each of the four years. 
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Data are not available, for example, for the number of faculty 

retiring with tenure, the number tenured who leave for other 

institutions, or the number hired with tenure. It is hoped that 

the matching process acts as a control for these differences 

This analysis is limited to gross tenure increases, or decreases, 

over time. 

Although the differences are small, it appears that, not

withstanding the above caveats, unionism is resulting in higher 

faculty tenure rates when compared to nonunion tenure rates. In 

1974-75, four percent fewer faculty were tenured in unionized 

than in nonunionized institutions (see Table 9). By 1977-78, the 

pattern had been reversed, with three percentage points more 

faculty members being tenured in the union than in the nonunion 

schools. The unionized tenure rate rose by six percentage points 

from 53 to 59 percent, while the nonunionized tenure rate de

clined from 57 to 56 percent, representing a net gain of seven 

percentage points. 

By rank, the lower ranks appear to be the major tenure 

beneficiaries of unionism. Over the four years, unionized assis

tant professor tenure rates increased by eight percentage points, 

from 32 to 40 percent, while the nonunionized cohort showed a 

modest two percentage-point increase. Unionized instructor rates 

advanced six percentage points, from 14 to 2 0 percent, while non-

unionized instructor rates declined by two percentage points. 

Within the upper ranks, unionized associate professor tenure 



Table 9. Tenure Rates, Overall and by Rank, Union/Nonunion, 1974-75 through 1977-78 
(in Percents) 

1974-75 
Union Nonunion 

1975-76 
Union Nonunion 

1976-77 
Union Nonunion 

1977-78 
Union Nonunion 

OVERALL 53 57 57 58 57 57 59 56 

Professor 94 96 95 97 94 95 93 94 

Associate 
Professor 79 86 82 88 83 85 81 85 

Assistant 
Professor 32 31 37 35 38 34 40 33 

Instructor 14 13 13 13 12 12 20 11 
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rates increased by two percentage points compared to a one 

percentage-point nonunionized tenure rate decline. Over the four 

years, only full professor tenure rates declined; the unionized 

rate declined by one percentage point, and the nonunion rate 

dropped two percentage points. 

Although the data are limited, a rather substantial 

union/nonunion faculty tenure rate difference is indicated. Ap

parently, unions are successfully pressing their demands for an 

expansion of tenure. 

Regression Results 

Some of the Table 10 regression-control variables proved 

unimportant. One would not expect that state income levels would 

affect tenure rates, and in fact, they do not. On the other 

hand, in both years, the institutional control (public-private), 

state union membership, and quality variables were associated 

with tenure rate differences. For example, in 1974-75 and in 

1977-78, a one unit change in the quality rating, the three-digit 

Gourman index, was associated with one additional tenured faculty 

member. Faculty tenure rates differ markedly in public and pri

vate institutions. In 1977-78, there were 295 more tenured fac

ulty in public than in private IHE's, compared to a difference of 

22 7 four years earlier. 

Looking at the union/nonunion variable, the variable of 

central interest, in 1974-75 unionism was associated with an 

average of 33 more tenured faculty members per institution than 



Table 10. Regression Results 
1974-75 and 1977-78 

for Faculty Tenure, Overall and by Rank, Union/Nonunion, 

1974-•75 1977-78 

Union = 1 Total Prof. 
flsso. 
Prof. 

Asst. 
Prof. Inst Total 

flsso. Asst. 
Prof. Prof. Prof. Inst. 

UNION/NONUNION 33 17 6 10 4 26 4 7 14" -3" 

Public/Private 227" 295" 

Union 
Membership 5" 7" 

Per Capita 
Income 0 0 

Quality Rating 1" 1* 

Percent Ph. D. 0 0 

Constant -7 534 

R2 .52 .56 

F Ratio 9.51 11.21 

'•Significant at .05. 
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in the matched pairs of nonunionized IHE's, controlling for five 

other variables. In 1977-78, the difference was 26, a slight 

decline. Over the four years, the unions appear to have been 

most successful in aiding assistant professors. In 1974-75, 

there was an average of 10 more unionized than nonunionized 

assistant professors. By 1977-78, that margin had widened to 14. 

Promotion 

To test the commonly held assumption that unions negoti

ate for more rapid faculty promotions, an analysis of faculty 

growth rates, by rank, was conducted. Those growth-rate changes 

become meaningful when converted to percentages of the faculty 

at each rank, thereby correcting for overall faculty growth or 

decline. Further, overall faculty growth rates are computed to 

indicate changes in total faculty members. 

Again, however, a caveat should be noted. Any quantita

tive promotion analysis that relies on faculty growth rates risks 

oversimplification: adequate control of turnover (hirings, re

tirements, etc.) cannot be maintained. It is to be hoped that 

this variable is more-or-less evenly distributed between the 

union and nonunion matched pairs. As shall be seen, some prob

lems do emerge. 

In the only study completed to date that has looked at 

the effect of unionism on promotion. Brown and Stone (1977a) 

examined faculty growth rates in the upper ranks only. Brown and 

Stone calculated actual and "expected" rates for an aggregated 
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"upper ranks" category (full and associate professors). Since 

only actual rates for four ranks are computed, this study cannot 

be related meaningfully to the earlier report. Brown and Stone 

(1976, p. 6) concluded "no unusual growth in the upper ranks" 

accompanying unionization. 

Descriptive Results 

The Table 11 values are the average number of faculty at 

each rank. Overall, in the unionized institutions, the number of 

faculty declined slightly and then remained steady from 1974-75 

to 1977-78. Although overall nonunionized faculty members de

clined some six percentage points from 1970-71 to 1974-75, when 

higher education conditions worsened, nonunionized faculty num

bers actually increased by eight percentage points between 

1974-75 and 1977-78. Thus, the assumption of equal growth rates 

is not strictly met. 

By rank, although nonunion full and associate professors 

outnumbered their union counterparts, the eight-year percentage 

increase in each rank was larger in the unionized than in the 

nonunionized institutions. However, the more recent 1974-75 to 

1977-78 net change figures favor the nonunion over the union in

stitutions. In these four years, nonunion full and associate 

professor averages increased by 14 and 12 percent, respectively, 

while the union rates improved by more modest nine and eight per

cent margins. From 1970-71 to 1977-78, unionized assistant pro

fessor numbers declined 11 percent, from an average 133 to 118 



Table 11. Average Number of Faculty, Overall and at Each Rank, Union/Nonunion, 1970-71, 
1974-75, 1977-78" 

% Change % Change 
1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 1970 to 1978 1974 to 1978 

OVERALL 

Union 372 369 369 -1 0 
Nonunion 399 375 405 +2 8 

PROFESSOR 

Union 81 99 108 33 9 
Nonunion 98 111 127 30 14 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Union 85 105 113 33 8 
Nonunion 93 107 120 29 12 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

Union 133 127 118 -11 -7 
Nonunion 137 119 115 -15 -3 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union 73 38 30 -59 -21 
Nonunion 71 38 43 -39 +13 

*N = 60. (X) 
ID 
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per institution, while the nonunionized cohort decreased from 137 

to 116, a 15 percent decline. However, the 1974-75 to 1977-78 

net change indicates that nonunion assistant professors declined 

a modest three percent compared to the seven percent unionized 

cohort decline. The 1970-71 to 1977-78 union and nonunion in

structor trend is similar: unionized instructor ranks declined 

by 59 percent, the nonunion cohort declined by 39 percent. A 

quite different picture emerges in the 1974-75 to 1977-78 net-

change figures. After the 1974-75 union compensation watershed, 

the unionized instructor rank declined a further 21 percent. On 

the contrary, the nonunion IHE's were adding to this faculty 

rank, 13 percent more in 1977-78 than in 1974-75. 

Although the data are limited and certainly less than 

ideal in form, it appears that since 1974-75, the nonunionized 

institutions have been adding faculty while the unionized insti

tutions have been redistributing faculty among the ranks. Pro

motions appear to have been "easier to come by" in nonunion 

schools. 

Faculty rank growth rates may also be assessed through 

time series analysis of the ranks as percentages of the total 

faculty (see Table 12). In 1970-71, the nonunion upper ranks 

(full and associate professors) are 48 percent (25 and 23) of all 

faculty. The 1977-78 proportion is 51 percent (31 and 30). In 

1970-71, the unionized upper ranks are 45 percent (22 and 23) of 

the total faculty. By 1977-78, the proportion is 50 percent 
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Table 12. Percentage of Faculty Holding Each Rank, Union/ 
Nonunion, 1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78" 

Rank 1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 

PROFESSOR 

Union 22 27 29 
Nonunion 25 30 31 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Union 23 28 31 
Nonunion 23 29 30 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

Union 36 34 32 
Nonunion 34 32 29' 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union 20 10 8 
Nonunion 18 10 11 

"Due to rounding, percentages may not total 100. 
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(29 and 31). Union expansion of the upper ranks is greater by 

two percentage points—15 to 13 percent—than that of the non

union sector. In eight years, within unionized institutions, the 

instructor rank diminished from 2 0 to 10 to eight percent of the 

faculty. Within nonunion faculties, the rate went from 18 to 10 

percent in 1974-75 and subsequently increased to 11 percent in 

1977-78. 

Regression Results 

The Table 13 regression coefficients refer to faculty 

numbers, by rank. Again, some of the control variables do not 

add substantially to the explanation of faculty numerical differ

ences by rank. However, the original model was retained through

out all analyses. 

For 1970-71, the union/nonunion value of -17 indicates 

that the average nonunionized institution has 17 more full pro

fessors than does the average unionized IHE's when the other 

variables are controlled. By 1974-75, the margin had narrowed to 

a five-professor nonunion advantage, which was replaced, in 

1977-78, by a union advantage of eight more full professors than 

in the nonunion institutions, a net gain of 25. For associate 

professors, a 1970-71 nonunion advantage of five additional fac

ulty reversed to a 1974-75 union margin of three associate pro

fessors. By 1977-78, there was no difference in the associate 

professor ranks between the unionized and the nonunionized insti

tutions. Although for each year on the average the unionized 
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Table 13. Regression Results, Mean Number of Faculty at Each 
Rank, Union/Nonunion, 1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78 

Union = 1 1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 

PROFESSOR 

Union/Nonunion -17 -5 8 
Public/Private 140 155* 177* 
Union Membership 4* 4* 5* 
Per Capita Income -.02 -.02 0 
Quality Rating .2 7* .30* .40* 
Percent Ph. D. -.7 -.4 -.5 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Union/Nonunion -5 3 0 
Public/Private 112" 134" 151* 
Union Membership 4" 4* 4" 
Per Capita Income - . 0 2  -.03 -.03 
Quality Rating .2 0* .22* .24* 
Percent Ph. D. -.28 -.10 -.01 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

Union/Nonunion 1 14 1 
Public/Private 163* 143* 150* 
Union Membership 5* 3* 4* 
Per Capita Income -.01 -.01 -.01 
Quality Rating .28* .23 .22* 
Percent Ph.D. -.31 -.25 -.70 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union/Nonunion -2 7 -9 
Public/Private 95* 41* 59* 
Union Membership 2* .5 .93 
Per Capita Income -.03 -.002 -.002 
Quality Rating .10 .05 .06 
Percent Ph. D. -.53 -.26 -.45 

*Significant at ,10. 
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institutions have had more assistant professors, the margin has 

been a modest one individual, except for 1974-75. In that year, 

the unionized assistant professor rank was 14 larger than the 

nonunion cohort. A similar pattern emerged for the instructor 

rank. Apparently, in 1974-75, the unionized IHE's were unusually 

reliant on the lower ranks. A 1970-71 nonunion instructor advan

tage was replaced by a seven member union 1974-75 margin. As 

expected from the descriptive results, the 1977-78 finding favors, 

by a margin of nine faculty, the nonunion instructor rank. 

Salary Variability 

In the introduction and in the literature review, it was 

suggested that among people performing similar work, a negative 

relationship exists between collective bargaining and salary 

variability: narrower, within-rank salary variations in union

ized institutions. It is argued that unionized institutional 

variability is reduced through union negotiation for equitable 

faculty compensation and the elimination or codification of the 

merit system. Further, it is believed that in the nonunion sec

tor, the merit principle is used to reward outstanding faculty 

performance, resulting in broader within-rank salary variations. 

In the investigation of these relationships, overall and 

rank faculty salary differentials are examined in 58 union and 

nonunion IHE's." Faculty salary distributions that itemize the 

"Faculty salary distributions are not available for the 
University of Delaware, thus eliminating Delaware and its matched 
pair, the University of Maryland, from this analysis. 



105 

number of faculty at successive $1,000 salary intervals are used 

in the calculation of a standard deviation (S.D.) for each of the 

four ranks and for all ranks combined. Subsequently, these aver

age S.D.'s become the raw data for descriptive and regression 

analyses. The institutional survey data are incorporated into a 

second variability analysis in which the 58 institutions are 

classified vis-a-vis the merit principle. Current merit-awarding 

institutions are coded one (1); others are coded zero (0). 

Descriptive Results 

The Table 14 values are average salary variability mea

sures, or standard deviations, in dollars. For example, in 

1970-71, for all faculty salaries combined (overall), the average 

union faculty salary standard deviation was $3,130. This means 

that about 68 percent of the salaries fall between $9,531 ($3,130 

less than the mean 1970-71 overall salary of $12,561) and $15,791 

($3,130 more than the mean). 

Within the overall salary range, from 1970-71 to 1977-78, 

average salary variability expanded more in the nonunion than in 

the union IHE's. The $1,216 net change in nonunion faculty salary 

variability and the more modest $1,090 union net variability in

crease interacted to reverse the union/nonunion difference of 

1970-71. In that year, unionized average faculty salary vari

ability (AFSV) was broader than nonunion AFSV by $88. By 

1977-78, union variability had contracted and nonunion salary 

variability was wider by $38. The 1974-75 union compensation 
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Table 14. Average Salary Variability (S.D.) in Dollars, Overall 
and by Rank, Union/Nonunion, 1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78 

Net Change 
Category 1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 1970 to 1978 

OVERALL 

Union $3,130 $3,696 $4,220 $1,090 

Nonunion 3,042 3,373 4,258 1,216 

Difference 88 323 -38 -126 

PROFESSOR 

Union 2,212 2,597 3,004 792 

Nonunion 2,098 2,351 3,004 906 

Difference 114 246 0 -114 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Union 1,421 1,631 2,010 589 

Nonunion 1,314 1,505 1,907 593 

Difference 107 126 103 -4 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

Union 1,163 1,418 1,736 573 

Nonunion 1,106 1,284 1,718 612 

Difference 57 134 18 -39 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union 966 1,034 1,345 379 

Nonunion 1,251 1,427 1,553 302 

Difference -285 -393 -208 +77 
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watershed is evident in the larger union salary variability mea

sures for that year. Union pressure for higher salaries pushed 

the AFSV $323 above the nonunion AFSV measure. 

By rank, the greatest salary variability is seen, as 

would be expected, among the full and associate professors. 

Further, the largest union variability, in comparison to the non

union variability, occurs among the upper ranks, although the 

union/nonunion variability gap is decreasing. In 1970-71, 

unionized full professor AFSV was $2,212, or $114 greater than 

the nonunion $2,098 AFSV. By 1974-75, that union advantage had 

expanded to $245. Subsequent equity and other demands negated 

that advantage, and in 1977-78, no difference existed between 

union and nonunion faculty salary variability. In 1970-71, 

unionized associate professor AFSV was $107 broader than that of 

the nonunionized cohort. A modest 1974-75 union increase to a 

$126 AFSV margin over nonunion associate professors was followed, 

in 1977-78, by a decline to a $105 advantage. The assistant pro

fessor pattern is similar, although the 1977-78 decline was more 

precipitous than that seen for associate professors. In 1970-71, 

unionized assistant professor AFSV was $57 greater than that of 

the nonunion counterpart. The margin expanded to $134 in 1974-75 

only to decline to a narrow $18 in 1977-78. Only for the in

structor rank is AFSV greater among the nonunion institutions. 

In 1970-71, nonunion instructor variability was $285 greater than 

that of the unionized cohort. The nonunion margin increased to 
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$393 in 1974-75 before returning to a more modest $2 08 nonunion 

AFSV advantage in 1977-78. 

Apparently, early bargaining emphasis on higher salaries 

produced substantially greater 1974-75 union salary variability. 

Subsequent equity or other demands have reduced the union/ 

nonunion salary variability differences to levels similar to 

those of 1970-71. 

Table 15 summarizes the 1977-78 variability data in two 

categories: institutions that use merit incentives and those 

that do not. Among the 34 merit-awarding IHE's, overall salary 

variability is $502 greater in the 21 nonunion institutions. The 

within-rank salary variability pattern is mixed for the merit-

awarding IHE's: unionized full professor and instructor salary 

ranks are narrower than those of their respective nonunion col

leagues, while unionized associate and assistant professor salary 

variability is broader than that of the nonunionized cohort. In 

the 24 institutions that do not use the merit principle, overall 

salary variability is greater by $1,357 for unionized than for 

nonunionized faculty. The largest AFSV difference—$928—is for 

full professors. Unionized associate and assistant professor 

AFSV is broader than that of the respective nonunionized cohorts 

by $605 and $343. Only instructor AFSV is greater in the non

union sector than in the unionized counterpart. 

Overall, unionized AFSV was $187 more in merit-granting 

institutions than in institutions without merit. For nonunion 
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Table 15. Average Salary Variability (S.D.) in Dollars, Overall 
and within Ranks, by Merit-Non Merit Plans, Union/ 
Nonunion, 1977-78* 

Category 

Merit 
Principle IHE's 
N = 13 Union 

N = 21 Nonunion 

No Merit 
Principle IHE's 

N = 16 Union 
N = 8 Nonunion 

Merit/ 
No Merit 

Difference 

OVERALL 

Union $4,323 $4,136 $187 

Nonunion 4,825 2,769 2,056 

Difference -502 1,367 

PROFESSOR 

Union 3,159 2,878 281 

Nonunion 3,405 1,950 1,455 

Difference -245 928 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 

Union 2,178 1,873 305 

Nonunion 2,150 1,267 883 

Difference 28 606 

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 

Union 1,952 1,561 391 

Nonunion 1,908 1,218 690 

Difference 44 343 

INSTRUCTOR 

Union 1,486 1,230 256 

Nonunion 1,658 1,279 379 

Difference -172 -49 
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faculties the gap was $2,056. A similar pattern is seen for each 

faculty rank. As anticipated, salary variability is greatest in 

nonunionized institutions that utilize merit rewards. 

Regression Results 

The Table 15 regression coefficients are again average 

faculty salary variability (AFSV) measures, or standard devia

tions, in dollars. As in the compensation analysis, the control 

variables contribute to the salary variability differences. 

In 1970-71, examining the union/nonunion variable for all 

ranks combined, it is seen that unionized AFSV is $219 greater 

(compared to $88 greater in the descriptive analysis) than that 

of nonunionized faculty when other variables are controlled. In 

1974-75, union variability was $370 greater than the nonunion 

AFSV. Consistent with the descriptive analysis, unionized salary 

variability contracted by 1977-78, to a more modest $2 53, still 

higher than it had been in 1970-71. 

By rank, the salary variability pattern of full profes

sors is similar to the overall trend, although the 1977-78 union 

decline is much sharper. In 1970-71, the unionized AFSV was $2 07 

greater than that for nonunionized professors. That margin grew 

to $336 in 1974-75 before falling sharply in 1977-78 to $153. 

For 1970-71 unionized associate professors, the AFSV was $132 

greater than that of nonunionized associate professors. Unlike 

the other ranks, unionized associate professor AFSV declined in 

1974-75 relative to the nonunion cohort. For that year, the 
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Table 15. Regression Results, Average Faculty Salary 
Variability (S.D.), Overall and within Ranks, 
Union/Nonunion, 1970-71, 1974-75, 1977-78 

Union = 1 1970-71 1974-75 1977-78 

Overall 219 370 253 

Professor 207 335 153 
Associate Professor 132 114 153 
Assistant Professor 51 134 -4 
Instructor -185 -420* -238 

Public/Private 878- 1128* 983" 

Per Capita Income 
• 45 .55 • 55 

Quality Rating 1. 94" .57 1. 20 

Percent Ph. D. 2. 05 1.50 15. 57 

Percent Union Membership 41" 45* 41" 

Constant -2905 -3012 -2855 

• 43 .34 • 35 

F Ratio 6. 54* 7.15* 4. 49' 

Sample Size 58 58 58 

"Significant at .10 
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union margin fell to $114 before climbing in 1977-78 to $163. In 

1970-71, the assistant professor AFSV advantage was a modest $51 

over that of the nonunion counterpart. The union margin ad

vanced to $134 in 1974-75 before the 1977-78 reversal in which 

AFSV was $4 greater for nonunion than union assistant professors. 

As anticipated from the descriptive analysis, only instructor 

salary variability is larger in the nonunion than in the union 

AFSV. The 1970-71 nonunionized instructor AFSV margin was $185. 

By 1974-75, the union margin had grown to $420 and the 1977-78 

modest decline produced a $238 nonunion instructor variability 

margin. In sum, it appears that unionism's equity goals are only 

partially being realized. 

Concluding Remarks 

In this chapter, some collective bargaining effects on 

compensation, tenure, promotion, and within-rank salary variabil

ity were analyzed. In an effort to demonstrate those effects, 

descriptive and regression results were presented. 

It appears that 1974-75 was the union compensation water

shed year. This times-series data, the longest analyzed thus 

far, confirms Leslie and Hu's suspicion of a substantial downturn 

after 1974-75 and indicates the importance of a cyclical variable 

over time. Several different measures indicate a broadening 

union advantage that culminated in a 1974-75 $1,239 overall com

pensation margin over nonunionized faculty. After 1974-75, the 
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margin decreased. Finally, in the most recent three years, the 

union compensation advantage ranged from $750 to $900. 

However, cost-of-living (COL) compensation adjustments 

reveal that the real union/compensation relationship may be nega

tive. Although the institutional matching was intended to cor

rect regional inequities, the COL adjustments alter the results 

markedly: in seven of eight years, union "advantages" become 

"disadvantages." 

From the tenure studies, it is seen that unions have been 

modestly successful in expanding tenure. Over the most recent 

four years, unionized faculties achieved a net gain of seven per

cent over the tenure rate of nonunionized faculty. 

From the limited data available for the promotion analy

sis, it is concluded that whereas union upper-rank gains in

creased sharply to 1974-75 and subsequently declined, nonunion 

gains were consistent over the eight years, producing almost 

parallel gains with only a modest union margin for full 

professors. 

Finally, it appears that one of unionism's egalitarian 

principles—"equal pay for equal personnel"—partially may be 

realized. Since 1974-75, the salary variability analyses indi

cate a narrowing in the salary ranges of unionized faculty. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE MERIT PRINCIPLE FINDINGS 

In this chapter, research questions four and five are 

answered and summarized. Those questions are as follows: 

4. Do differences exist between unionized and nonunionized 
IHE's with regard to merit considerations in the deter
mination of salary? 

5. What are the contractual provisions regarding merit pay 
in the 30 unionized IHE's? 

The Research 

Purpose 

The role and influence of the merit principle is examined 

in the sample of institutions. The central research objective is 

to determine any union/nonunion differences in merit policies and 

procedures. The research data were collected in a questionnaire 

completed by institutional representatives (see Appendix C). 

The Survey 

An eight-item postcard questionnaire was used to collect 

the data. Accompanying the questionnaire was a letter that ex

plained the research project. The letters were directed to the 

institutional research officer, faculty dean, or chief financial 

officer. The postcard was part of a calculated effort to assure 
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a high rate of return. Following Leslie's (1970) guidelines, a 

100 percent return rate was achieved. 

Survey Procedures 

Two weeks after the first mailing, 28 (47 percent) of the 

60 questionnaires had been returned. Sixteen days after the 

first mailing, a follow-up postcard was mailed to the non-

respondents. This reminder was followed a week later by a re

vised letter and a second questionnaire. In this second" complete 

mailing, the project purpose was reiterated and the importance 

of each response emphasized. 

In the second four-week period, 27 (45 percent) addi

tional responses were received. Of the remaining five outstanding 

surveys, four were completed by telephone. A third letter di

rected to a newly-identified institutional officer netted the last 

response. Clarification and completion of some returns was neces

sary; this was accomplished through follow-up telephone calls to 

the institutional officers. Notwithstanding, some questionnaires 

remain incomplete, primarily because of respondent reluctance on 

certain issues. Where appropriate, the number of responses is 

noted. Following are the eight areas surveyed in the 

questionnaire: 

1. the extent to which merit is a factor in faculty salary 
increase determination in unionized and in nonunionized 
IHE's. 

2. the extent to which annual limits are placed on merit in
creases in unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 
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3. the size of typical annual limits for merit in unionized 
and in nonunionized IHE's. 

4. the size of the average annual merit increase in union
ized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

5. the percentage of faculty that typically receive merit 
increases in unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

6. changes from 1968 to 1978 in the way salary increases 
were awarded (merit, flat dollar increases, flat per
centage increases, automatic increases from salary sched
ules) in unionized and in nonunionized IHE's. 

7. differences from 1968 to 1978 in the percentage of annual 
faculty salary increase determined by merit in unionized 
and in nonunionized IHE's. 

8. the extent to which written documents influence decisions 
about merit salary increases in unionized and in non-
unionized IHE's. 

Results 

The first analytical task (see Table 17) was to determine 

the extent of merit consideration in union and nonunion faculty 

salary determination. Of the 50 institutional responses avail

able for item analysis, 2 5 (17 union and eight nonunion) IHE's do 

not consider merit in salary determination. Of the 35 institu

tions that do utilize the merit principle, 22 are nonunion and 13 

are union. Clearly, merit is more common in the nonunion 

institutions. 

A second task was the determination of annual merit award 

limits. Of the 35 institutional responses analyzed, 19 indicate 

that annual merit increases are limited. Established limits 

exist in 13 nonunionized IHE's, while only six unionized campuses 

have such ceilings. Sixteen institutions'have no established 
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Table 17. Questionnaire Responses Regarding Merit in 60 Union 
and Nonunion IHE's. 

Item Union Nonunion 

1. Merit is a factor in salary increase 
determination. 

Yes 13 22 

No 17 8 

2. Annual merit increases are limited. 

Yes 5 13 

No 7 9 

3. Merit limits size 

In dollars $1,500 $1,350 

In percentages 1.5 6.0 

4. Average annual merit increase size $680 $851 

5. Percentage of faculty who are merit 
beneficiaries 52.0 60.0 
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merit limits. The total is rather evenly distributed between 

seven union and nine nonunion institutions. 

The size of these annual merit limits was the subject of 

the third inquiry. Responses were requested in percentages or in 

dollars. Of the 13 unionized institutions that use merit, six 

established annual limits and seven do not. Of the six unionized 

institutions with limits, two report (in dollars) an average 

$1,500 merit limit. Of the 22 nonunionized IHE's that use merit, 

13 use limits and nine do not. Two of the 13 nonunionized IHE's 

report an average $1,350 limit. The more popular percentage 

limit is reported by four union and 11 nonunion IHE's. In the 

four unionized schools, the average annual limit is 1.5 percent. 

Eleven nonunion IHE's report a typical six percent limit on an

nual merit increases. 

The size of the average annual merit increase was the 

subject of the fourth item. From the 35 IHE's that use merit, 19 

nonunion and 10 union responses are available. (Six responses 

are not available.) Within the 19 nonunionized faculties, merit 

increases range from $200 to a maximum of $1,550; the average 

annual merit increase is $861. Among the 10 union institutions, 

the increases range from $100 to $1,550 and averaged $680. 

A fifth question ascertained the percentage of faculty 

beneficiaries of merit awards in union and in nonunion institu

tions. Of the 35 institutional officers, 30 responses are avail

able for this question. (Five responses are unavailable.) Of 
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the nonunionized faculty receiving merit, an average of 50 per

cent benefit from annual merit increases; the 20 nonunion re

sponses range from a low of five percent of all faculty receiving 

merit to a high of 99 percent. Eight responses are 90 percent or 

higher, suggesting that a "merit-true merit" dichotomy may exist. 

Within the 10 unionized IHE's reporting, an average of 52 percent 

of the faculty share merit increases; the union high is 99 per

cent—the low is four percent. Three of the 10 IHE's report 

figures above 90 percent. 

A sixth area of inquiry was into union/nonunion changes 

in the salary determination model from 1968 to 1978. Considered 

here are changes among (1) merit increases, (2) flat dollar in

creases, (3) flat percentage increases, and (4) automatic salary 

schedule increases. Change is used here to denote (1) a pre

viously used salary practice that has been discontinued, or 

(2) a 1978 practice that was not in effect in 1968. The largest 

number of salary administration changes occurred in the unionized 

institutions: from 1968 to 1978 there were 40 changes in the 

four measures, (1) through (4). In the nonunion institutions, 

only 14 changes were recorded for the four measures. 

From Table 18, it is seen that among 1968 nonunion insti

tutions, 21 awarded merit increases and that 22 did so in 1978. 

Further, eight institutions used merit as the sole increase de

terminant in both years. This generally consistent nonunion 

pattern is not evidenced in the union institutions. In 
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Table 18. 1968 and 1978 Salary Determination Methods in Union 
and Nonunion Institutions 

Union Nonunion 
Method 1958 1978 1968 1978 

Merit 20 13 21 22 

Merit only 0 0 8 8 

Flat dollar increase 8 15 8 6 

Flat percentage increase 14 17 11 15 

Salary schedule 5 4 6 5 
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pre-bargaining 1968, 2 0 soon-to-unionize institutions used merit 

awards; by 1978, only 13 IHE's used the merit principle. Fi

nally there were no unionized institutions that used merit exclu

sively in either year. 

Within the nine union IHE's that abandoned merit awards 

between 1968 and 1978 are seven institutions that replaced merit 

with a combined flat dollar and flat percentage increase. The 

remaining two adopted formal salary schedules. In one of two 

nonunion IHE's where merit consideration was discontinued, facul

ty receive a flat dollar increase. In the other institution, 

salary increases are determined by a percentage adjustment. 

Briefly, between 1958 and 1978, extensive merit pay 

changes occurred in the union sample. In 1978, merit was a sal

ary criterion for 13 unionized faculty; it was a criterion for 22 

nonunion faculties and was the sole salary determinant for eight 

of the latter faculties. 

fl similar union/nonunion change pattern emerges from an 

analysis of the other three salary increase criteria. In salary 

determination models, the unionized institutions account for two 

to three times more changes from 1958 to 1978 than do nonunion-

ized IHE's. Five nonunionized IHE's used the flat dollar, 

across-the-board salary increase in both 1968 and 1978. Further, 

three IHE's discontinued this measure after 1968 and one IHE ini

tiated the use of it before 1978. On the other hand, of 18 dif

ferent unionized institutions using this salary increase measure 



122 

in 1958 and/or 1978, 13 (72 percent) made a change related to the 

flat dollar increase. (Five institurions used it in both 1968 

and 1978.) Between 1968 and 1978, 10 institutions adopted this 

salary increase method while three discontinued the use of it. 

Among 15 different nonunion schools using the flat per

centage criterion in 1958 and/or 1978, there were six (38 percent) 

10-year changes related to the use of this measure. In five of 

the six changes, the institutions incorporated this measure into 

the 1977-78 salary determination model. (One IHE discontinued 

this criterion.) Among the 22 different unionized IHE's that 

used.the criterion in 1968 and/or 1978, 12 (55 percent) altered 

the salary model vis-a-vis the percentage increase; eight insti

tutions (67 percent) adopted the percentage criterion, and four 

IHE's discontinued the use of the percentage criterion. 

For both sectors, the least commonly reported salary de

termination method is the formal salary schedule. Four union and 

six nonunion faculties received a part of their 1978 salary under 

this plan. In 1968, the same six nonunion IHE's had used sched

ules. At that time, six union institutions used salary schedules. 

A fifth, open-ended category, "other," invited brief re

sponses regarding salary determinants other than those specified. 

Of three union institutions responding, two indicated the inclu

sion of an equity criterion in the salary determination model. 

Presumably, designated funds are budgeted to correct existing 

faculty salary inequities. The third union and the two nonunion 
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respondents identify promotion awards as salary increase 

measures. 

The 1958 to 1978 change in the proportion of faculty sal

ary increases determined by merit was the subject of the seventh 

survey question. This proportion ranged from one percent to 99 

percent in both union and nonunion categories. Of 23 nonunion 

IHE's using merit in 1968 and/or 1978, 22 estimated the 10-year 

change; only one institutional response was unobtainable. In 

1968 nonunionized IHE's, the proportion of salary increases de

termined by merit was 59 percent; in 1978, the percentage 

declined modestly to 50 percent. By contrast, the proportion of 

merit determined salary in the 23 unionized institutions that 

utilized merit in 1968 and/or in 1978 showed a substantial 10-

year decline. (Again, one IHE response was unobtainable.) In 

1968, 45 percent of faculty salary increases were determined by 

merit. By 1978, the percentage was only 2 0 percent. 

In brief, the merit principle has occupied a central role 

in nonunion but not in union salary administration. In 1968 

soon-to-unionize institutions, merit increases accounted for a 

smaller portion of the total salary increase package than was the 

case for nonunion institutions. By 1977-78, the merit principle 

had ceased to be a major faculty salary determinant for unionized 

faculty. In nonunion faculties, the merit principle persisted. 

The final research question polled the extent to which 

written documents (contracts, policies, etc.) influence merit 
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considerations. Among the 30 nonunion IHE's, 11 (37 percent) in

dicated that written documents address merit policy and/or prac

tice, while in the union sector, 16 (53 percent) responded 

similarly. Clearly, merit policy is documented more frequently 

in union contracts than in nonunion policy manuals. 

In conclusion, as would be expected, from 1968 to 1978, 

the faculty salary determination model changed less in nonunion 

IHE's than in the union institutions, and merit is more strongly 

associated with nonunionism than unionism. In the unionized 

sample, 40 salary administration changes were registered; 14 

changes occurred in the nonunion institutions. In 1977-78, the 

merit principle was used on 22 (73 percent) of 30 nonunionized 

campuses; it was used on only 13 (43 percent) of the 30 unionized 

campuses. In unionized institutions, flat dollar increases are 

roughly as common as flat percentage increases, the latter being 

more than twice as common as the former in nonunion IHE's. Sal

ary schedules are used in one of six of the 50 institutions sam

pled and are but slightly more common in the nonunion than in the 

union institutions. 

Addenda 

Using the institutional quality and faculty/Ph. D. vari

ables, two additional relationships are explored. In the first 

addendum (see Table 19), associations among the merit principle, 

unionism, and institutional quality (Gourman index) variables were 

assessed. For the 60 IHE's, the average Gourman rating is 398 



125 

Table 19. Gouman (Quality) Ratings of Union and Nonunion IHE's 
by Merit/No Merit Incentive Plans" 

Incentive Plan Union Average Nonunion 

Merit (N = 35) 361 400 422 

No Merit (N = 25) 377 397 441 

"Overall average (60 IHE's) = 398. 

points. The average is 400 points in merit-awarding institutions 

and 397 for institutions without merit benefits. Merit does not 

appear to be associated with quality, overall. 

However, within the 2 5 institutions where merit is not a 

salary determinant, the quality rating is 377 points in the 

unionized IHE's, some 20 points below the overall mean of 397. 

By comparison, quality ratings in the nonunion IHE's not utiliz

ing the merit principle averaged 441 points. Again, within the 

35 IHE's utilizing merit in the salary determination process, the 

average nonunion rating is higher—422 points—than the average 

union quality rating—361 points. 

The Table 2 0 analysis is a second research addendum that 

explores the relationships among the percentage of faculty hold

ing the Ph. D., the merit principle, and unionism. Within the 

50 institutions, faculty with the Ph. D. comprise 42 percent of 

total instructional personnel. In the 35 institutions utilizing 

merit, the faculty/Ph. D. average is 45 percent, with an average 
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Table 20. Percentage of Faculty with the Ph. D. in Union and 
Nonunion IHE's by Merit/No Merit Incentive Plans* 

Incentive Plan Union Average Nonunion 

Merit (N = 35) 39 45 49 

No Merit (N = 25) 33 36 43 

"Overall average (60 IHE's) = 42. 

of 49 percent of nonunion faculties holding the Ph. D., and an 

average of 39 percent of union faculties holding the Ph. D. A 

similar 10-percentage point spread exists in the 2 5 institutions 

that do not use the merit criterion. Overall, 36 percent of 

these institutional faculty hold the Ph. D. Of the nonunion fac

ulty, 43 percent hold the degree; the union average is 33 percent. 

Apparently, the percentage of faculty with the Ph. D. is higher 

among nonunion than union institutions. Further, the percentage 

is higher among IHE's that use the merit principle. Finally, the 

largest percentage of faculty with the Ph. D. are found in non

union institutions that use merit pay. 

Concluding Remarks 

From the questionnaire data and the two additional analy

ses, several relationships between unionism and the merit princi

ple have been established. In nonunion institutions, the role of 

merit has changed little in the last decade. In unionized 
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institutions J the role of merit and other salary criteria has 

changed substantially. For nonunion faculty, the merit principle 

is no longer a significant salary determination factor. Where 

merit is used, nonunionized institutions are slightly more in

clined to place formal limits on the size of merit awards than 

are unionized IHE's. However, the limits are substantially 

higher in nonunionized institutions than in unionized IHE's: an 

average six percent versus 1.5 percent. Average merit increases 

are 24 percent larger in nonunion than in union institutions. In 

institutions that utilize merit, an average of 60 percent of non

union faculty members enjoy merit benefits compared to 52 percent 

of unionized faculty. 

Additional findings indicate that since 1968, within 

unionized IHE's, there were 40 salary administration changes as 

compared to only 14 changes in nonunion IHE's. One significant 

change is in the decline of merit in unionized institutions. 

Further, within union and nonunion categories, there is a substan

tial difference in institutional quality ratings: nonunion qual

ity ratings average 63 points more than the union index. An 

additional relationship is established between unionism, the 

merit principle, and the Ph. D. variable. Nonunion faculties 

under merit claim the largest percentage of Ph. D.'s. 

In the first decade of higher education bargaining, the 

role of the merit principle changed markedly in unionized insti

tutions. Relatively little change is noted in the nonunion 
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sector. The declining influence of merit in salary administra

tion has productivity implications in the labor intensive higher 

education industry. 

Contractual Content Analysis 

In an effort to determine the contractual provisions re

garding merit pay within the 30 unionized institutions, several 

areas for analysis were established. The following data are 

summarized: 

1. The number of institutions that identify merit pay in the 

contract. 

2. The forms of merit pay (e.g., flat dollar awards, per

centage increases, "distinguished professor awards," 

etc.). 

3. Lindtations on the amount of merit awards. 

4. Limitations on the number of merit awards. 

5. Provisions for the determination of awards (peer review, 

administrative review, joint review, etc.). 

6. Provisions for changes in awarding merit pay over the 

span of the contractual period. 

Results 

The current contracts of 22 institutions were examined in 

the offices of Academic Collective Bargaining Information Service 

(ACBIS), Washington, D. C. Eight contracts were not available. 
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Merit Pay Provisions. Of the 22 contracts analyzed, only 

five (17 percent) addressed merit pay. Each of these five—four 

large universities and one small college—were represented by the 

American Association of University Professors (AAUP). 

Forms of Merit Pay. Three contracts specify the size of 

merit awards. In each case, the amount is a percentage of some 

previous year. The three provisions are as follows: (1) "3.37 

percent of the 1977 base salaries of continuing members of the 

bargaining unit (University of Delaware 1978, p. 21)," (2) "1.0 

percent of the faculty salaries as of June 30, 1977 (Temple Uni

versity 1978, p. 6), (3) "0.6 percent of the 1975-76 base salaries 

of the eligible members of the unit (Wayne State University 1978, 

p. 15)." 

In addition to the Wayne State Selective Salary Adjust

ment pool, there is a "President's-Deans'/Directors' Selective 

Salary Adjustment Fund." The contractual provision stated, "The 

President through the deans and directors shall make additional 

selective salary adjustments in the amount of $108,000 to eligi

ble members of the bargaining unit (Wayne State University 1978, 

p. 15)." 

Merit Award Limitations. In the five contracts analyzed, 

no limitations are found on merit award amounts. Further, there 

is no evidence of limitations on the number of merit awards. 

Award Determination Provisions. In only one institution. 

Bard College, are explicit, detailed merit determination 
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provisions outlined. Merit is awarded by, "A Merit Advisory Com

mittee consisting of the four Divisional Chairmen, the Chairman 

of the College Review Committee, and the Dean of Academic Affairs 

shall recommend to the President faculty members deemed worthy 

of a Merit raise (Bard College 1978, p. 7). No other contract 

includes such provisions. 

Concluding Remarks 

The current contracts of 22 of the 30 unionized institu

tions were reviewed in the Washington ACBIS office. Only five 

contracts contain merit pay provisions. Of the five, three speci

fy, in percentages, the pool of money available for merit awards. 

One contract identifies a "President's Salary Adjustment Fund" 

that is in addition to the regular merit pool. One outlines ex

tensively, the merit determination process. 

A comparison of these findings to the Bognanno et al, 

1978 study, as proposed, would not be meaningful. The proposal 

sample size—56—was reduced to 30, as explained in Chapter 3. 

Further, only 22 contracts were available for analysis. Clearly, 

the five merit pay provisos from those contracts are inadequate 

for generalization. For these reasons, it is concluded that the 

contractual content analysis findings do not add substantively to 

the findings from the institutional survey. 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The academic incentive system refers to a complex of 

tangible rewards that highlight career development: financial 

compensation, promotion, and tenure. Disenchantment with finan

cial incentives and security may stimulate union initiatives. 

This investigation sought to assess the effects of collective 

bargaining on academic incentives. 

Summary 

Overview 

Three major purposes were explicit in this study. The 

first was to assess longer-term bargaining effects on faculty 

compensation (salaries and fringe benefits) in four-year colleges 

and universities. Essentially, this was an updating and exten

sion of the Leslie and Hu 1977b and 1979 studies which viewed 

1975-75 and prior data. Second, union and nonunion tenure, pro

motion and within-rank salary variability differences were inves

tigated. The third purpose was to assess the role and scope of 

the merit salary principle in union and nonunion institutions. 

In order to accomplish these objectives, specific research 

questions and activities were designed. The requisite data were 
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obtained from the American Association of University Professors 

(AAUP) and from a survey of the sample institutions. The data 

were analyzed and organized as specified in the Activities 

section. 

Briefly, union/nonunion academic incentive differences 

were examined in 60 four-year colleges and universities (30 

pairs) from 1970-71 through 1977-78. The union/nonunion differ

ences were examined descriptively and with regression analysis. 

For the merit-principle survey data and for the negotiated con

tracts, descriptive analyses were completed. 

Based upon the most rigorously controlled analyses (re

gression), unionism appears to reward its members. In each of 

the six regression analyses, unionized faculties were paid more 

(unadjusted data) and were more likely to be tenured and hold 

higher ranks. Although few of those union/nonunion differences 

were large enough for statistical significance, it is posited 

that the quantitative results should be accepted as the best 

estimates of the real differences. 

However, the positive compensation effects of unionism 

are challenged when cost-of-living (COL) adjustments are made. 

The 1979 Leslie and Hu study indicated that compensation differ

ences may be attributable to regional, or geographic cost-of-

living differences, rather than to bargaining. The current data 

support this finding. In seven of eight years, when COL adjust

ments are made, positive union advantages diminish to become 

negative. 
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The conclusions from the three major analyses follow. 

Compensation, Tenure, Promotion, 
and Salary Variability 

Compensation. From the descriptive analyses, it is clear 

that 1974-75 was the union compensation watershed. A peak union 

advantage of $640 was followed by substantial losses in the en

suing years. Although the eight-year net change figure favors 

the nonunion institutions, the unionized institutions had higher 

average faculty compensation in six of the eight years. 

In 1974-75, faculty compensation varied directly with 

rank. Unionized upper rank.,faculty benefitted more, propor

tionately, from bargaining than did their lower rank colleagues. 

However, after 1974-75, the disaggregation for the first time of 

assistant professor and instructor data reveals that unionized 

instructors achieved the largest gains. Over the eight years, 

unionized instructors earned $938 more than their nonunionized 

colleagues. Unionized instructors were followed by full, asso

ciate, and assistant professors, respectively. 

Disaggregations by institutional characteristics reveal 

additional interesting findings. By institutional categories, 

the unionized, least complex institutions (Category IIB), which 

award only the baccalaureate or equivalent, featured the largest 

compensation gains vis-a-vis their nonunion matched pairs. 

Steadier but less substantial union faculty-compensation advan

tages are apparent in the large, complex research institutions 
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(Category I). The middle-size. Category IIA IHE's in fact show 

a compensation advantage to the nonunion sector. When IHE's are 

disaggregated into public and private categories, it is clear 

that unionism pays off more in the private sector. Indeed, non

union faculties earn more in the public institutions than do 

union faculties. Over the last eight years within the public in

stitutions, faculty unions have lost $884 of compensation in com

parison to nonunionized faculties; meanwhile, unionized private 

IHE faculty have increased their margin over nonunionized private 

faculties by $412. Clearly, the public/private variable is po

tentially very influential. 

In the 1977b study, Leslie and Hu suggested that a com

pensation comparison based upon the particular bargaining affili

ate might produce quite different results if it involved the 

matched institutional pairs technique. For two of the three 

union affiliates, comparison to the overall nonunion average 

proves advantageous to the union. However, when the compensation 

data are compared to matched pair data, the AFT and NEA advantages 

are lost and nonunion faculties show greater earnings. Only the 

AAUP affiliated faculties earned more compensation than their 

nonunion matched faculties. 

In the first of three more rigorously controlled (regres

sion) compensation data analyses (unadjusted), it was found that, 

for all eight years, the overall compensation regression coeffi

cients favored unionized over nonunionized faculties. Although 
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only one of the eight coefficients reached a level of statistical 

significance, it was argued that these results should be accepted 

as the best estimate of the true union/nonunion differences. 

However, when the COL adjustments were made, the union compensa

tion advantages disappeared and the regression coefficients be

came negative in seven of the eight years. The second, major 

regression analysis indicates that the relative compensation 

gains from higher education bargaining tend to increase for sev

eral years and then begin to decline. The third, and final com

pensation regression analysis suggests that unions have 

negotiated slightly larger fringe benefit packages than are found 

in the nonunionized institutions. The union margins are on the 

order of $200 to $300 annually. 

Tenure. Although the tenure data are somewhat flawed, 

they indicate that unions are successful in increasing and speed

ing the achievement of tenure. Both the descriptive and regres

sion results point to modest union advantages over nonunionized 

faculty. Further, the broadest tenure gains were negotiated for 

the presumably least secure: assistant professors and 

instructors. 

Promotion. Similarly, the promotion data are somewhat 

flawed and thus are subject to alternative interpretation. 

Nevertheless, it appears that the 1974-75 data show larger num

bers of upper rank union faculty and 1977-78 data show a reversal. 

Over the eight-year period, the unions were only moderately more 
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successful than their nonunionized counterparts in gaining pro

motions. The regression results indicate that the unionized full 

professor rank was the beneficiary of this modest success. 

Further, it appears that since 1974-75, the nonunionized institu

tions have been adding faculty while the unionized IHE's have 

maintained a relatively stable work force, numerically. The 

largest nonunion hiring increase was at the instructor rank. 

Salary Variability. Apparently, unions have been some

what successful in reducing salary variability within academic 

ranks. Broader union than nonunion faculty salary variability, 

the rule through the 1974-75 union compensation watershed year, 

reversed in 1977-78 to nonunion variability margins. With the 

exception of associate professors, the same pattern emerges from 

the regression analysis, which controls for other variables. 

The Merit Principle 

The Survey. As would be expected, the merit principle is 

more frequently utilized in nonunion than in union institutions. 

A mail and telephone survey established that in 1977-78, less 

than half of the 30 unionized IHE's considered merit in salary 

determination, whereas almost three-fourths of the nonunionized 

IHE's did so. Further, merit increases and the number of merit 

recipients are larger in nonunion than in union institutions. 

Further, where percentage limits exist, merit ceilings are sub

stantially higher in nonunion (six percent) than in union (1.5 

percent) IHE's. 
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Since 1968, there have been substantially more changes in 

salary procedures within unionized than in nonunionized IHE's. 

In 1978, fewer unionized IHE's formally considered merit than had 

done so in 1968; the 1978 nonunion figures were unchanged. Fur

ther, among nonunionized IHE's, eight utilized merit exclusively 

in determining 1968 and 1978 salary increases, whereas no union

ized IHE did so in either year. An unanticipated finding indi

cates that salary schedules are as common in nonunion as in union 

institutions. 

From two related analyses, it was established that union 

and nonunion quality rating differences exist between the merit 

and non-merit utilizing institutions. The highest quality ratings 

are associated with nonunion institutions that do not use merit 

incentives. Further, it was found that larger percentages of the 

faculty hold the Ph. D. in nonunionized institutions. Finally, 

in merit-awarding institutions, the Ph. D. percentage is slightly 

higher than in those without the merit incentive. 

Contractual Content Analysis• Contractual merit incentive 

awards were specified in 17 percent of the 22 documents analyzed. 

Only one of the five provisos detailed the merit determination 

process. The merit-pool amount is stipulated in three contracts. 

Due to the small sample size, the content analysis results are 

deemed inconclusive and do not contribute importantly to the 

overall study. 



Discussion 

138 

The Methods 

The methods employed in this investigation represented a 

balance between the limited, but straightforward descriptive ap

proach and the rigorous, but more complex regression technique. 

The union/nonunion descriptive results are readily interpretable; 

however, those differences may be due to factors other than 

unionism, such as institutional control or quality. The con

trolled analyses attempt to regulate the influence of such vari

ables, but the complex results may introduce interpretative 

problems. 

One such problem involves the concept of statistical sig

nificance. The position taken in this paper, that the regression 

coefficients should be accepted as the best quantitative esti

mates available, even where statistically insignificant, is a 

non-traditional view. 

It is quite likely that the relative impotence of the 

union/nonunion variable in accounting for compensation and other 

differences is a product of aggregating public and private insti

tutions for the regression analysis. That is, if the sample had 

been divided and the regression run separately for the private 

and the public sectors, the union/nonunion variable would clearly 

have been positive and significant in the former case and nega

tive and perhaps significant in the latter case. Indeed, the 

descriptive analysis documents strikingly different union effects 
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in public as compared to private institutions. Perhaps a model 

that recognizes the interaction of bargaining and institutional 

control or that splits the sample would more accurately portray 

union effects. 

The original regression model was refined in two analyses 

that proved quite fruitful. The first refinement was used by 

Leslie and Hu (1977b) who controlled for the differing contract 

"start up" dates among the unionized sample. In the present 

study, this technique provided evidence of a "cresting" of union 

compensation advantages after several years of bargaining. Here

tofore, insufficient time-series data were available to document 

this trend. In the second regression refinement, the disaggrega

tion, for the first time, of previously aggregated assistant pro

fessor and instructor data, reveals that unionized instructor 

compensation gains rival the relative gains of unionized full 

professors. It is clear that unionism benefits instructors, the 

least secure of all academic ranks. These analyses should be in

cluded in any future studies. 

Although the regression model proved adequate for the 

compensation-related data, its efficacy is questionable, for the 

tenure and promotion data. As would be expected, the state per-

capita income variable is not related to tenure or to promotion 

differences. On the other hand, one would expect a relationship 

between the percentage of faculty with the Ph. D. and the tenure/ 

promotion variables. Yet, such a relationship did not emerge for 
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tenure, and for promotion the relationship was very weak. What 

is needed is better data and a regression model that controls for 

the pertinent variables. Analyses should divide the sample into 

public and private sectors. 

Only one change was made in the descriptive analyses that 

were used in the 1977b Leslie and Hu study: the union affili

ates' compensation averages were compared to those of the matched 

pairs rather than to the nonunion average as was done earlier. 

Suggested by Leslie and Hu, this refinement reversed the earlier 

findings. The matched pair "controlled" results indicate that 

only the AAUP was effective in producing compensation gains su

perior to those of the matched nonunionized institutions. Al

though faculty compensation was higher in the AFT affiliates than 

in either the AAUP, or the third-ranking NEA, the fact that AFT 

compensation was lower than that of the matched-pair IHE's indi

cates the efficacy of this refinement. 

In general, the combined descriptive/regression approach 

proved satisfactory. Certain refinements yielded findings pre

viously unnoted. For future studies, it is suggested that public 

and private institutions be analyzed separately and that a new 

regression model should be developed exclusively for tenure and 

promotion analyses. 

The Sample 

This may be the last occasion on which this particular 

sample should be used. Substantial changes have diminished to 
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30 the original 56 matched pairs of four-year colleges and uni

versities first studied by Morgan and Kearney in 1975. In four 

brief years, 25 percent of the nonunion IHE's adopted collective 

bargaining. Further unionization would reduce the sample to a 

level at which statistical assumptions could not be met. Fur

ther, a rigorous re-examination of the matching criteria is 

called for, since this study revealed substantial disparities be

tween the matched pairs when cost-of-living adjustments were 

made. The number of matched pairs should be expanded to an ade

quate number of pairs of public and private institutions that can 

be studied independently. 

The Findings 

This paper provides additional evidence of collective 

bargaining effects on faculty welfare. There are two major rea

sons for having confidence in these findings. First, eight years 

of data, the longest time series yet examined, were analyzed. 

Heretofore, the relatively brief history of higher education bar

gaining had not permitted this. Second, the findings are con

sistent with earlier data except where later figures show a 

change in earlier trends or where a new technique was introduced, 

e.g., in the case of the matching for the affiliate analysis and 

the disaggregation of the instructor/assistant professor category. 

Apparently, early faculty union compensation successes 

diminish in subsequent years. This suggests that as faculty 

unions mature, their focus may shift from economic to equity. 
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security, or other objectives. Possibly, after several success

ful years, union compensation demands encounter aggressive man

agement demands for increased productivity. Faculty reluctance 

to increase class size, teaching loads, etc., may force a re

treat. Subsequently, a new thrust may emerge to focus on reduc

ing salary "inequities" within ranks. Some evidence suggests 

that unions have been successful in attaining this goal. Reduc

ing or eliminating merit pay incentives and pressing for across-

the-board salary increases tend to "level" or reduce the 

differentials characteristically associated with academic com

pensation. From the analysis of 1977-78 salary variability in 

"merit" and "no merit" IHE's, the evidence indicates that whereas 

almost $2,000 separates the "merit" from the "no merit" nonunion 

IHE's, less than $2 00 divides the unionized counterparts. 

Clearly, where merit is considered, unionized faculties benefit 

only modestly from such rewards. 

Alternatively, with the worsening higher education finan

cial condition, faculty unions may turn to security issues. Cer

tainly, in recent years, it appears that faculty unions have had 

some success in gaining tenure for their members. According to 

union dogma, if employment and promotion procedures are fair and 

equitable, practically all faculty should eventually attain ten

ure; further, the tenure guarantee of academic freedom should 

stimulate faculty creativity and productivity. However, where 

institutional finances and enrollments are declining, management, 
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in the pursuit of flexibility to meet changing needs and re

sources, will respond to protect the institution from "tenured 

in" faculties. Clearly, when free of union contracts, managers 

are doing just that. On the other hand, unions are resisting 

erosion of the tenure system; even at the assistant professor/ 

instructor levels, where institutions have traditionally exer

cised some flexibility, unions are successfully securing tenure. 

According to the data, management is not without its 

initiatives. In more recent years, unionized faculties have 

found promotions somewhat elusive. Further, in nonunion IHE's, 

more new, usually non-tenure-track instructors are being hired. 

Where management retains control, flexibility is being aggressive

ly pursued through increased lower-rank hiring. On the other 

hand, more of the available additional resources of the union 

sector appear to be expended on benefits for the present faculty 

constituency. 

It is possible that where unions have been unsuccessful 

in expanding tenure or promotion, they may be increasing the se

curity of existing provisions. As management hardens its posi

tion on expansion, the unions may turn to demands for seniority 

and protection from reduction-in-force. A case in point is the 

Pennsylvania State College situation in which 1975 faculty re

trenchment efforts were challenged successfully in court by the 

faculty association. No doubt the 1979 Pennsylvania initiative 

again to retrench tenured faculty will be opposed; however, the 
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colleges maintain that serious financial crises'preclude retreat 

from the retrenchment efforts (Middleton 1979, p. 5). 

Some additional effects of higher education bargaining 

established in the descriptive analyses warrant comment. As in

dicated, unionism's effects are quite different in the public as 

compared to the private sector. Unionized faculty in the private 

institutions, perhaps because they are free of legislative bud

getary constraints, are better able than the public sector fac

ulty unions to maintain the substantial early compensation 

gains. Further, larger public sector faculty compensation may 

have motivated the private sector unions to attempt to catch up. 

Voter resistance to higher taxes that would allow large salary 

increases may have contributed to the poor union performance in 

the publicly supported IHE's. 

The findings of substantial union benefits for the lowest 

rank, instructors, is somewhat surprising. Prior to unionization, 

colleges and universities often exploited instructors, many of 

them women. In an effort to standardize, unions provided bene

fits to all ranks and the exploitation apparently has been cur

tailed, Further evidence from the promotion analysis indicates 

that as instructor compensation was increasing, unionized in

structor numbers were declining. Apparently, the union compen

sation increases were financing more upper rank faculty at the 

expense of a better paid, but diminishing cadre of lower-rank 

faculty; institutional flexibility declined. 
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The merit-principle survey data document a substantial 

decline in the use of faculty merit incentives in unionized four-

year institutions. Considering the goals of unionism, the de

cline in the use of and in the importance of the merit principle 

may not be surprising. Nevertheless, this change may have im

portant implications for academic excellence and for institution

al health and diversity. Of course, currently, unionism is most 

frequently found in lower-level, less prestigious institutions. 

But, as faculty compensation falls farther and farther behind the 

rate of inflation and the wages of other workers, and as academic 

mobility is further restricted, unionism may expand into the 

highest quality institutions. 

In the demise of faculty merit incentives, the worst 

fears of some traditional academicians may be realized. On the 

other hand, egalitarians and union advocates may welcome what 

they perceive as the burial of a system of inequities that has 

never worked as it was intended. 

Future Research Agenda 

During the conduct of this study, some additional re

search questions evolved that may be worthy of future scrutiny. 

Some of them are: 

1. What is the impact of cost-of-living adjustments to the 

descriptive analyses? 
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2. In comparison to the early bargaining years, are higher-

quality institutions (as measured by the Gourman index) 

unionizing in 1979? 

3. In addition to the variables included in this study, what 

other exogenous variables influence faculty compensation? 

Concluding Remarks 

Faculty unionization is a legitimate economic reaction to 

various conditions specific to certain institutions or institu

tional types. In some cases, unionism has been stimulated by 

authoritarian boards or presidents and by weak faculty participa

tory structures. Further, pernrdssive state enabling legislation 

and other public sector union activity may have encouraged dis

satisfied academicians. Finally, the current economic recession, 

recent faculty purchasing power losses, and employment security 

threats may have motivated other faculty groups. 

Whatever the cause or causes of unionization, the poten

tial outcomes of these new contractual relationships are numer

ous. First, there is a formalization or delineation of function 

that heretofore had been unclear. Contractual provisos establish 

"faculty-employee" or "administration-management" roles. A sec

ond outcome may be greater institutional stability. Multi-year 

contracts do not permit attendance to new issues until a subse

quent round of bargaining. Thirdly, where weak faculty partici

patory structures have been replaced by contracts, the potential 

for consultation between faculty and administration is increased. 
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A fourth outcome may be that an ever-broadening range of issues 

is subject to successive agreements. Collegial rights, those 

typically attended by faculty senates, may be neglected while the 

administration- seeks to protect "management rights" and the 

unions demand extended bargaining rights. The disenfranchisement 

of the large numbers of faculty who do not join the campus 

unions is a fifth, disturbing outcome. Contractual protection 

without participation may produce apathetic academicians who 

threaten institutional health. A sixth consequence may be the 

homogenization of tenure, promotion and salary practices among 

departments, schools and colleges. The reduction of existing 

discrepancies, a union goal, may remove the incentives to cre

ativity and productivity. Seventh, and finally, institutional 

flexibility may be significantly curtailed through increased 

tenure, more higher-rank faculty, and fewer lower-level 

instructors. 

These potential institutional changes are the product of 

environmental factors in addition to unionism. Are these changes 

positive or negative? That view, of course, resides in the value 

judgment of individuals within the institutions. Unionism's de

mocratization and egalitarian goals have both positive and nega

tive aspects. Clearly, one major drawback of unionism is the 

increased bureaucratic structure necessary to maintain it. Cer

tainly, the personnel and paperwork costs are potentially 

substantial. 
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In the view of the author, unionized faculty and those 

contemplating unionization must carefully weigh potential bar

gaining effects not only on themselves but on the institutions 

and the students as well. An effective, productive faculty/ 

administration relationship, whether contractual, shared-

authority, or other, must consider both individual and organiza

tional needs. A continued, shared concern for institutional 

well-being is essential to an educationally and fiscally healthy 

enterprise. Indeed, 

Members of the academic profession must try to balance 
their claims for appropriate compensation and working 
conditions against the limitations that society and the 
economy may place on the costs of higher education, whether 
measured by the worth of the individual institution or the 
worth of the system as a whole (Carr and Van Eyck 1973, 
p. 292). 



APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE OF INSTITUTIONS 

Leslie and Hu (1977b, p. 7) described the sample as 

follows: 

The procedure resulted in 14 pairs of Category I insti
tutions, which awarded in the most recent three years an 
annual average of 15 or more doctorates across at least 
three disciplines; 34 pairs of Category IIA institutions, 
which award degrees above the baccalaureate but which are 
not Category I institutions; eight pairs of Category IIB 
institutions, v^ich award only the baccalaureate or equiv
alent; and 93 pairs of those Category III and IV institu
tions that are two-year colleges. Thirty-eight pairs of 
four-year institutions were public and 18 were private. 
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APPENDIX B 

THE SAMPLE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

University of Bridgeport 
University of Delaware 
Pittsburg State University 
Towson State University 
North Adams Stare College 
Westfield State College 
Worcester State College 
Central Mchigan University 
Wayne State University 
New England College 
Rider College 
Monmouth College 
Wagner College 
Cooper Union 
Long Island University— 
C. W. Post Center 

Union 

Pratt Institute 
Mercy College 
Adelphi University 
Bard College 
Hofstra University 
N. Y. Institute of Technology 
St. John's University-
Jamestown College 
Ashland College 
University of Cincinnati 
Lincoln University 
Temple University 
SUNY at Albany 
SUNY at Brockport 
University of Hawaii—Manoa 

Nonunion 

University of Hartford 
University of Maryland— 
College Park 

Fort Hays Kansas State College 
Morgan State University 
Western Washington University 
Eastern Washington University 
Central Washington University 
Illinois State University 
Ohio State University— 
Main Campus 

William Penn College 
Drew University 
Fairfield University 
Manhattanville College 
Manhattan College 
University of California—Irvine 

lona College 
Union College 
Marist College 
University of Rochester 
Hartwick College 
Pace University—N, Y. Campus 
Canisius College 
Loyola University 
Dakota Wesleyan University 
Hiram College 
University of Akron 
Marietta College 
University of Pittsburg— 
Main Campus 

University of California— 
Davis 
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APPENDIX C 

THE MERIT PRINCIPLE QUESTIONNAIRE 

ANONYMITY OF RESPONSES IS GUARANTEED 
In your institution, 
1)is merit & factor in determining faculty 

salary increases? yes no 
2)is there generally an annual limit to 

the merit increase? yes no 
3-8)how much is the "typical" annual 

limit? $ or % 
9-12)how much is the average annual 

merit increase? $ 
13-14)what percentage of faculty typi

cally receive merit increases? % 

TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, WHICH OF 
THE FOLLOWING WERE BASES FOR GRANTING 
FACULTY SALARY INCREASES? 

(check all appropriate) 
1968-9 1978-9 
15) merit 
17) flat $ amount 
19) flat % amount 
21) amts. automatically deter-

mined by a salary schedule 
23) other;specify 

24-27)0f total faculty salary increases, 
what is your best estimate of the %age 
determined by merit? 1968 % 1978 % 

28)Is your institution guided by written 
statements(e.g.,poli c i es,contracts)con
cerning faculty merit salary increases? 

yes no 
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