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The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

selected environmental variables could be used to 

differentiate public two-year colleges on the basis of 

collective-bargaining status and bargaining-agent 

affiliation. The following null hypotheses were 

tested: 

1. There are no differences between states with 
collective bargaining in community colleges 
and those without collective bargaining, as 
measured by the set of environmental 
variables selected for this study. 

2. There are no differences between states with 
enabling legislation for collective 
bargaining in community colleges and those 
without legislation, as measured by the set 
of environmental variables selected for this 
study. 

3. There are no differences between community 
colleges which are unionized and those which 
are not unionized, as measured by the set of 
environmental variables selected for this 
study. 

4. There are no differences among community 
colleges affiliated with, respectively, the 
American Federation of Teachers, the National 



Education Association, and with no union, as 
measured by the set of environmental 
variables selected for this study. 

Hypotheses Three and Four represented the principal 

analyses. 

A population of 556 colleges, 239 of which were 

unionized, was used. Data were collected on 29 

environmental variables and analyzed by stepwise 

discriminant analysis procedures from the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences. Each principal 

analysis was performed twice: once with nonunion 

colleges selected from all states, and once with 

nonunion colleges restricted to unionized states. Each 

null hypothesis was rejected at a level of significance 

of 0.05 of less. Although each analysis produced its 

own linear combination of discriminating variables, 

seven variables were common to all principal analyses. 

The environmental influences represented by these 

variables were: (a) the level of control over the 

college, (b) whether the college is part of a system, 

(c) whether the state has enabling legislation, (d) the 

proportion of the reference area population living in 

urban areas, (e) value added by manufacture in the 

reference area, (f) real per capita income in the 

state, and (g) union membership as a percent of the 

state's nonagricultural labor force. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Few professions today are immune to unionization. 

Physicians, dentists, lawyers, and priests are among 

those who have taken their places on what Estey (1976) 

called the "frontier of organized labor activity." 

Higher education first stood on the frontier in 1917 

when the faculty at the University of Illinois became 

unionized (Change, 1978). Almost half a century later, 

in 1963, the faculty at what is now the Milwaukee Area 

Technical College chose the American Federation of 

Teachers as its collective bargaining agent. The 

Directory of Faculty Contracts and Bargaining Agents in 

Higher Education (Douglas, 1985) shows Milwaukee to 

have been the first public two-year college to elect a 

bargaining agent. Since that time, faculty bargaining 

has been one of the more critical issues in higher 

education. In its earlier days it was a source of 

concern--even alarm--among educators, trustees, and 

legislators. The Education Commission of the State 

[ECS (1974)] stated that no single item seemed to 

portend more controversy than that likely to be 

generated by collective bargaining. Shuster (1974) 

remarked: "few developments in American higher 

education have caused as much consternation, anxiety, 
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and frantic activity as the advent of faculty 

collective bargaining" (p. vii). Sumner (1975) 

referred to it as ''the most incendiary issue in 

postsecondary education today" (p. 1). Cleveland and 

Fox (1976) noted that, in June of 1974, the 54 college 

presidents in attendance at the University of 

Michigan's Higher Education Summer Seminar identified 

faculty unionism as their number one problem. Semas 

(1975) stated that a poll conducted by ECS and the 

National Conference of State Legislators indicated that 

state lawmakers considered public employee bargaining 

to be the major issue before them. 

Collective bargaining has not destroyed higher 

education, but its impact has been widespread and has 

received considerable attention in the literature. 

Richardson and Mortimer (1978) found that it had 

contributed to a redefinition of roles and to shifting 

patterns of communication and authority. They also 

noted a trend toward unionization among middle-level 

administrators, who were beginning to feel increasingly 

threatened by the extent of faculty unionization. 

Shifts in power and authority were noted also by Miner 

(1979). Brown and Stone (1979) reported on the effect 

of collective bargaining on student-faculty ratios. 

Guthrie-Morse, Leslie, and Tu (1981) investigated the 
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financial implications of faculty bargaining. Other 

areas in which impacts have been observed are 

governance and policy (Poole and Wattenbarger, 1976; 

Kemerer and Baldridge, 1981); management (Gilmore, 

1981) ; and the functions and roles of presidents (Jaap 

and Baker, 1982). 

Despite its controversial nature, the collective 

bargaining movement grew rapidly. The findings of 

Kemerer and Baldridge (1975) showed an average annual 

increase of 44.3 percent in the number of unionized 

campuses from 1966 to mid 1975. Although this rate of 

growth could not be--and was not--sustained, the 

movement expanded through the decade of the 1970s and 

into the 1980s. Data compiled by Douglas (1986) showed 

a total of 446 recognized bargaining agents and 411 

collective bargaining agreements for all institutions 

of higher education. For public institutions there 

were 369 recognized agents and 346 agreements. The 

community colleges' share of agents and agreements was, 

respectively 290 and 274. Thus community colleges 

represented 65.0 percent of the total number of agents 

and 66.7 percent of the total agreements. In the 

public sector, the community colleges' had 78.6 percent 

of the agents and 79.2 percent of the agreements. By 

comparison, the four-year colleges had 79 agents in the 
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public sector, and a total of 143. They had 72 

agreements in the public sector, and a total of 125. 

Faculty unionism appears now to be in a period of 

maturity and stability. However, the movement is far 

from dead. Half of the states are without organized 

community colleges. Among these are Indiana, Kentucky, 

and West Virginia, states in which union membership in 

the private sector is at least 24 percent of 

nonagricultural employment (Statistical Abstract of 

the United States, 1982-83). Because the highest 

percent of union membership in private nonagricultural 

employment is 38.7 percent (New York State), and since 

none is a ''right to work" state, these data provide 

some evidence that the aforementioned states are not 

entirely hostile to organized labor. 

Some observers are of the opinion that the largely 

unorganized South (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 

Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 

Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and 

Virginia), with 356 community college campuses and some 

57,000 faculty members represents a considerable 

potential for organization. An increase in public-

sector unionism in the ten Southeastern states has been 

predicted by Nolan (1978). Bain and Spritzer (1981) 

predicted an increase in private sector unionism in the 
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South, and expressed the belief that the Southern 

states could comprise a major center of growth in union 

membership. The possibility that the widespread 

incidence of collective bargaining at the federal and 

state levels could produce a "spillover" effect in 

those states in which public-sector bargaining is not 

protected was expressed by Crawford (1981). Birmingham 

and Borland (1981) cited Florida and Texas as targets 

for increased union activity. They considered Texas, 

because of its large number of community/junior 

colleges, as a critical state with respect to faculty 

bargaining in the South. This opinion was stated also 

by Douglas (1983). 

In 1983 Illinois and Ohio enacted comprehensive 

collective bargaining legislation. The Illinois 

Educational Labor Relations Act (Public Act 83-1014) 

became effective July 1, 1984; the Ohio Collective 

Bargaining Law (Senate Bill 133) became effective 

April 1, 1984. Douglas (1984) reported that bills in 

support of enabling legislation for public employees 

were introduced in at least eight other states: 

Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, Missouri, Indiana, 

North Dakota, Washington State, and Wisconsin; all 

failed of passage. Legislation was introduced also in 

Colorado, New Mexico, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and 
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Wyoming. 

Two decisions by the United States Supreme Court 

could have some effect on the pace of organizing 

activity in community colleges. In NLRB v. Yeshiva 

University, 444 U.S. 672 (1980), the Supreme Court 

upheld the U.S. Second Circuit Court of Appeals, which 

had ruled that faculty members were managerial 

employees, and as such, had no rights of collective 

bargaining (NLRB v. Yeshiva University, 528 F. 2nd 686, 

1978). Since Yeshiva, the number of agents at private 

institutions has decreased by 43.8 percent (from 137 to 

77), and the number of contracts has decreased by 40.9 

percent (from 110 to 65). Douglas (1986) listed 24 

decertifications or withdrawals of bargaining agents 

which could be attributed to Yeshiva. The National 

Center (1985) stated that reversal of the decision was 

unlikely. The implication of Yeshiva is that any 

growth in unionism in higher education--at least in the 

foreseeable future--must come from the public sector. 

In February of 1985, the Supreme Court ruled that 

the San Antonio, Texas transit authority was not exempt 

from the overtime and minimum-pay provisions of the 

Fair Labor Standards Act (Garcia v. San Antonio 

Metropolitan Transit Authority, 105 S. Ct. 1005, 1985), 

thus overruling its earlier decision in National League 
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of Cities v. Usery (426 U.S. 833 (1976); 96 S. Ct. 

2465, 1976). It is possible that this decision could 

encourage unions, associations, and employee 

organizations to institute legal proceedings to apply 

the provisions of the National Labor Relations Act to 

public employers. 

Statement of the Problem 

Charles Hughes (1976) stated: "There is no 

compulsion in human behavior requiring people to join 

unions" (p. 2). If Hughes is correct, it follows that 

the forces which initially motivate a person to join a 

union are external to the person, and that the act of 

joining a union constitutes a reaction to these forces, 

which, then, must exist either in the internal 

environment of the organization of which the person is 

a member of in the external environment which envelops 

the organization; they may exist simultaneously in both 

environments. The existing literature has provided 

ample evidence of the influence of elements of the 

internal environment of the organization (Argyris, 

1967; Herzberg et al, 1959; Ivancevich and Donnelly, 

1975), and that the organization is influenced by 

forces in the external environment (Barton, 1961; 

Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967; Koontz and 

O'Donnell, 1976; Osborn et al, 1980). Barton stated: 
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Just as people act differently in different 
environments, so the impact of an organization may 
differ according to the still larger context in 
which it is placed. (p. viii) 

Faculty bargaining agents differ; they respond to 

the various environmental variables in different ways. 

Ladd and Lipsett (1978) found that the three principal 

faculty organizations differed with respect to 

organizational history, and that their members differed 

in interests, geographic distribution, disciplinary 

backgrounds, and political orientation--among other 

factors. Earlier, Butcher and Schenker (1976) reported 

that the three major faculty unions differed with 

respect to ideology, membership bases, and attitudes 

toward collective bargaining; the differences in 

ideology were reflected in the contracts negotiated by 

the respective unions. Saltzman (1985) likened the NEA 

affiliates in certain sections of the South to social 

clubs, and opined that the reasons for joining a social 

club are different than the reasons for joining a 

union. 

The foregoing premises lead to two inferences. 

The first is that those faculties which choose 

unionization are influenced by different environmental 

factors than are those which do not. The second 

inference is that among those faculties which do 
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choose unionization, the choice of the specific 

bargaining agent is influenced also, either directly 

or indirectly by environmental factors. 

The central problem of this study may now be 

stated: Can a set of selected environmental variables 

be used to discriminate among, and to classify, public 

two-year colleges on the basis of their bargaining-

agent affiliation? 

Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

selected environmental variables can be used to 

differentiate public two-year colleges with respect to 

collective bargaining status and specific bargaining-

agent affiliation. The related questions are: 

1. Are there statistically significant 

differences between states with collective 

bargaining in public two-year colleges and 

states without collective bargaining? 

2. Are there statistically significant 

differences between states with enabling 

legislation for collective bargaining in 

public two-year colleges and states without 

enabling legislation? 

3. Are there statistically significant 

environmental differences between public two-
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year colleges which are unionized and those 

which are not? 

4. Are there statistically significant 

differences among those public two-year 

colleges affiliated with the American 

Federation of Teachers, those affiliated with 

the National Education Association, and those 

with no affiliation? 

The related null hypotheses are: 

1. There are no statistically significant 

differences between states with collective 

bargaining in public two-year colleges and 

those without collective bargaining, as 

measured by the set of environmental 

variables selected for this study. 

2. There are no statistically significant 

differences between states with enabling 

legislation and those without, as measured by 

the set of environmental variables selected 

for this study. 

3. There are no statistically significant 

differences between public two-year colleges 

with faculty unions and those without, as 

measured by the set of environmental 

variables selected for this study. 
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4. There are no statistically significant 

differences among public two-year colleges 

with respect to specific bargaining-agent 

affiliation, as measured by the set of 

environmental variables selected for this 

study. 

Need for the Study 

Collective bargaining in higher education, now in 

its third decade, has become an established fact of 

academic life. To paraphrase Boyd (1971), the 

unthinkable became thinkable, then bearable, and is now 

taken for granted; it is now a mature movement. The 

effects of faculty bargaining, whether beneficial or 

detrimental, have been felt in almost all areas of 

higher education. Yet, despite its importance, Smart 

and Rodgers (1973) could complain of an absence of 

data-based research on the movement. They felt that, 

in the search for causal factors, researchers had 

placed undue emphasis on faculty characteristics and 

insufficient emphasis on environmental variables. 

Kochan (1973) stated that there had been few attempts 

at a systematic examination of the relationship between 

public sector policies and environment. Much of the 

educational literature which did address causal factors 

tended often to emphasize personal attributes of 
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faculty members rather than objective and quantifiable 

environmental variables. Saltzman (1985) complained of 

a dearth of econometric studies of the growth of 

teacher unionism or the enactment of public-sector 

bargaining laws. Those who used environmental 

variables tended to emphasize the effects of the 

internal environment and ignore the effects of the 

external environment (Richards, Rand, and Rand, 1965a, 

1965b; Rodgers, 1972; Smart and Rodgers, 1973; 

Hartigan, 1975; McGirt, 1976; and Henry, 1983). Henry 

and McGirt, however, both recognized the need for the 

inclusion of external variables in future studies. 

Another element which has been overlooked is 

change. The effects of change in certain key variables 

may be as signif icant--or even more signif icant--than 

the state of the variable at any given time. This 

would be particularly true where the change was rapid. 

Garbarino (1975) and Begin, Settle, and Alexander 

(1977) recognized the importance of change as a causal 

factor in the decision of a faculty to accept or reject 

unionization. 

Significance of the Study 

The preponderance of published research on 

collective bargaining in higher education has focused 

on the impact of unionization in such areas as salary, 
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tenure, collegiality, and locus of power. Empirical 

research with respect to the influence of factors in 

the external environment is rare by comparison; 

empirical research related to the influence of the 

external environment on unionization in community 

colleges is almost nonexistent. This study will 

address the relationships between unionization and 

external environmental variables and between 

unionization and changes in selected internal 

environmental variables, with the intent of delineating 

the influence of social, economic, and political 

factors on the unionization decision. It is intended 

that the results of the study will provide a means by 

which community colleges may be classified on the basis 

of their collective bargaining status, and a means by 

which the future collective-bargaining status of 

community colleges may be predicted. 

Definitions 

The following operational definitions are provided 

for use in this study. 

Bargaining agent. The employee organization 

selected by a majority of employees in an appropriate 

bargaining unit to represent them in collective 

negotiations with the management of an organization. 

Bargaining unit. The group of employees held by a 
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national, state or territorial labor board to 

constitute the unit appropriate for bargaining 

purposes. The national labor board has no jurisdiction 

at the state and local levels. 

Collective agreement. A contract or mutual 

understanding between an employee organization and 

management, setting forth the terms and conditions of 

employment, usually for a specified period. The 

collective agreement is sometimes called the "union 

contract." 

Collective bargaining. The process whereby the 

respective representative of the employee and 

management work out wages, hours, and other conditions 

of employment to be embodied in an agreement. Also, 

the day-to-day activities involved in effectuation and 

carrying out the terms of the agreement. In public 

education the terms "collective negotiations" or 

"professional negotiations" are sometimes preferred. 

Decertification. The withdrawal of authorization 

as an exclusive representative from an employee 

organization. 

Enabling legislation. A state statute which gives 

a specified class of public employees the right to 

engage in collective bargaining and which specifies the 

conditions under which bargaining may be conducted. 
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Environmental variables. Characteristics of the 

larger social units in which an organization is 

located--community, region, industry, etc.; or 

information on the relationships between an 

organization and its environment. 

Omnibus legislation. State legislation with 

coverage for employees at more than one governmental 

level. 

Institutional characteristics. The objective 

attributes of an organization's internal environment. 

Organization. A social unit or human grouping 

deliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek 

specific goals. 

Public two-year institution. Any publicly 

supported institution with a program offering at least 

two years, but less than four years beyond the twelfth 

grade, of college-level studies that either lead to an 

associate degree or are wholly or mostly creditable 

toward a baccalaureate degree; junior colleges, 

community colleges, technical institutions. These 

institutions will hereinafter be referred to as 

"community colleges." 

Unionization. The selection by the faculty of an 

employee organization to represent it in negotiations 

with the institution. Unionization, per se, is not 
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synonymous with collective bargaining or with the 

existence of a contract. 

Limitations of the study 

The following are limitations of the study: 

1. The Bureau of Labor Statistics did not 

classify data on private-sector union 

membership by state prior to 1964. Therefore 

any cases which require earlier data will be 

excluded from the study. 

2. Data on public-sector union membership 

classified by state was not available for the 

years prior to 1968. Cases which required 

earlier data were excluded from the study. 

Delimitations 

The study was delimited as follows: 

1. Community colleges that were branches of 

four-year institutions or members of a 

university system, and which did not appear 

to be autonomous, were excluded from the 

study. 

2. Community colleges organized by unions or 

professional associations other than the 

American Federation of Teachers (AFT) or the 

National Education Association (NEA) were 

excluded from the study. Agents other than 
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the AFT and NEA represented only 11 percent 

of the recognized bargaining agents for 

community colleges. 

3. Statute laws on public-sector labor relations 

differed considerably from state to state. 

Some mandated collective bargaining, some 

permitted bargaining, and some prohibited the 

practice. In some states the statute law was 

silent. In the interest of parsimony, only 

the dichotomous classification of 

legislation/no legislation was used in this 

study. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter II presented a review of related 

literature. 

Chapter III described the research design and the 

methodology used. 

Chapter IV presented the results of the study. 

Chapter V presented the summary, conclusions, 

implications, and recommendations. 



CHAPTER II 

Review of Related Literature 

Introduction 

The Noble and Holy Order of the Knights of Labor, 

organized in 1869, was the first labor union to welcome 

"any and all who worked for a living", excluding only 

"tavern keepers, professional gamblers, persons of ill 

repute, and lawyers" (Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast, 

1976, p. 31). Notwithstanding their liberal admission 

policy, it is doubtful that the Knights or any of the 

other pioneers of the American labor movement could 

have foreseen the day when college professors would 

join unions and engage in collective bargaining. But 

the professors did join, and they did bargain. The 

faculty bargaining movement, now well into its second 

decade, is thriving in the public sector of higher 

education--particularly at the community college level, 

after having suffered a setback in the private sector 

as a result of the decision of the United States 

Supreme Court in NLRB v. Yeshiva University (1980). 

Collective bargaining in community colleges is a 

white-collar phenomenon, but its roots are in the 

broader labor movement, which is primarily a blue-

collar movement. The American collective bargaining 

system was conceived and designed for the benefit of 

18 
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skilled craftsmen and for workers in the manufacturing, 

extractive, and transportation industries. Thus, for 

the most part, the study of employee relations has been 

the study of "labor relations" or "industrial 

relations" in the private sector; most of our knowledge 

of the employee relations process comes from the work 

of scholars working in the private sector. It is 

therefore appropriate that some attention be given to 

employee relations in the private sector. 

The Industrial-Relations System 

Dunlop (1958) presented the concept of an 

industrial-relations system which was comprised of 

"certain actors, certain contexts, an ideology which 

binds the industrial-relations system together, and a 

body of rules created to govern the actors at the work 

place and work community" (p. 7). 

The Actors 

Dunlap's three actors were (a) a hierarchy of non-

managerial workers and their spokesmen, (b) a hierarchy 

of managers and their representatives in supervision, 

and (c) specialized governmental agencies and 

specialized private agencies concerned with workers, 

enterprises and the relationships developed. 

The Three Contexts 

In explaining his system Dunlop stated: 
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The significant aspects of the environment in 
which the actors interact are: (1) the 
technological characteristics of the work place 
and work community, (2) the market or budgetary 
constraints which impinge on the actors, and (3) 
the locus and distribution of power in the larger 
society. (p. 9) 

The technology of the workplace determines the 

types of people brought into the enterprise, and 

influences the form of management and employee 

organization. 

The market context imposes budgetary constraints 

upon the enterprise, limits the possibilities open to 

the enterprise, and influences the choice of technology 

in the workplace. Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast 

(1976) pointed out that "In the long run, no enterprise 

can put more into its operation than it gets out of the 

market" (p. 5) . 

The power context is particularly important. In 

speaking of this context, Beal, Wickersham, and 

Kienast wrote: 

an employer is as completely dependent on 
employees as they are on the employer. The 
difference is that while the employer depends on 
them collectively, as a work force, their 
dependence--that is, on the jobs they hold--is 
individual. The employer may be quite independent 
of any one of them and therefore, practically 
speaking, of all of them, unless they act together 
as a work force. Thus when employees organize in 
an "outside" union, they alter the power context 
inside the enterprise. The act of organizing is 
itself a reflection of the power relations of the 
enveloping social system, which must be such as to 
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tolerate or encourage union organization. (p. 7) 

The Rules 

According to Dunlop, the actors establish rules 

for the workplace and the work community. The rules 

consist of "the procedures for establishing rules, the 

substantive rules, and the procedures for deciding 

their application to particular situations" (p. 13). 

The rules may be expressed as statute law, 

administrative regulations and decisions of 

governmental agencies, judicial decrees, arbitrators' 

decisions, collective-bargaining agreements, and the 

customs and traditions of the workplace and work 

community. 

Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast, mentioning--but 

not criticizing--Dunlop's lack of specificity 

concerning the rules, stated that the rules in the 

United States involve union security and management 

rights, individual security, the wage and effort 

bargain, and administration of the collective-

bargaining agreement. The rules may appear at the 

enterprise level, at the national level, or at any 

level intermediate to these. 

The Ideology 

Dunlop defined ideology as "a set of ideas and 

beliefs to bind or integrate the system together as an 
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entity" (p. 16) . Although each component of the system 

may have its own ideology, the system demands that the 

different ideologies be sufficiently compatible and 

consistent to permit the development of a consensus as 

to the acceptable roles for the respective actors. In 

the developed industrial society the ideologies of the 

larger society and the industrial system can be 

expected to be similar or at least compatible, although 

the ideologies may be distinct. 

Some Theoretical Aspects of Unionism 

Yoder (1962) delineated certain theoretical 

aspects of unionism. 

Theories of Unionism 

Revolutionary theory. This is Marxist theory, as 

espoused by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels in the 

Communist Manifesto. Its adherents regard all history 

as a record of class struggles. They believe that the 

working classes created by industrialization will 

reorganize society, overthrow the capitalist rulers, 

and bring about common ownership of all capital and 

property, thus creating economic equality for all. 

Industrial democracy. This non-revolutionary 

theory holds that unions provide the means by which 

workers can cope with the superior political and 

economic power of the employers and bring democracy 
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into the relationships of the workplace. 

Socio-psychological theories. Socio-psychological 

theorists believe that unions enable their members to 

satisfy a broad range of social and psychological 

needs. Unions provide certain opportunities normally 

denied to workers by the conditions of the workplace. 

Business theory. The distinguishing feature of 

this theory is its strong emphasis on the economic 

aspects of the workers' lives. The union is a means of 

increasing wages and economic security, reducing hours 

of work, protecting health, and preventing tyranny on 

the part of the employer. 

Types of Unions 

From the preceding theories, Yoder delineated a 

typology of unions. 

Revolutionary unions. Revolutionary unions would 

use violence and force to achieve their purposes. They 

advocate the overthrow or destruction of the existing 

political and social order, and the substitution of a 

radically different political and social order. 

Reformist unions. Reformist unions are interested 

in change of the order, but believe that change can be 

effected within the existing framework and without 

revolution. When reformist unions become advocates of 

reforms which extend well beyond a concern for working 
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conditions, they are practicing uplift unionism. 

Business unions. The most prevalent form of 

American union is the business union. Business unions 

stress economic advantages to be gained by dealing with 

the employer and also by effective political 

representation of union members. Its emphasis is on 

the improvement of working and living conditions of the 

workers. In its pursuit of its goals, business 

unionism depends largely upon collective bargaining. 

Models of Employee Organizations 

Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast (1976) set forth 

two basic types or "models" of employee organizations, 

the craft union model and the industrial union model. 

The Craft Union Model 

In the craft union model the technological context 

is handicraft technology, as exemplified in America by 

the construction industry. Enterprises in handicraft 

industries sell the products or services turned out 

directly by the hands of craftsmen who have learned, by 

apprenticeship or long years of experience, an entire 

recognized trade. Skilled labor is a direct factor of 

production. craft unionists believe strongly in a 

"lump-sum" theory of work, i.e., there is only so much 

work to be done during any particular period of time--

thus, only so much labor is needed. Therefore, craft 
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unions tend to resist innovation and to restrict entry 

to the trade. They claim jurisdiction over all members 

of the craft. 

The Industrial Union Model 

The industrial union operates within the context 

of mass-production technology, a technology in which 

skilled operations are broken down into a series of 

simple tasks; no individual is the craftsman of the 

product. The jobs are easy to learn, eliminating the 

need for long periods of apprenticeships or mastery of 

a recognized trade. Most learning comes through on-

the-job training. As compared to the craft worker, the 

industrial worker is easy to replace. Beal, 

Wickersham, and Kienast stated, "At the workplace the 

factory employee must accept direction, supervision, 

discipline, that inevitably looks upon each worker as a 

'replacable part'" (p. 13). The great fear of the 

industrial union is the fear of "mass displacement as a 

result of technological change" (p. 14). Industrial 

unions enlist as members all persons in a particular 

industry, regardless of skill or trade. 

Elements of Union Organizational Structure 

Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast identified three 

basic elements of union organizational structure and 

several auxiliary elements; not all are of concern 
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here. The basic elements (or levels) are: (a) the 

local union, (b) the international (sometimes called 

"national") union, and (c) the federation or AFL-CIO. 

The Local Union 

The local is the basic unit of union organization; 

this is where the workers are. An individual worker 

can hold membership directly only in a local union. 

Craft unions and industrial unions differ significantly 

in their respective structures at the local levels. 

A craft-union local would attempt to enlist all 

workers in its trade in a given geographic area, 

regardless of employer. According to Beal, 

Wickersham, and Kienast, their slogan is "'one craft, 

one union'" (p. 68). Thus, in a city with five firms 

which hire carpenters, there would be but one local of 

the Carpenters and Joiners Union. on the other hand, 

an industrial-union local would attempt to enroll as 

members all employees working for a given enterprise at 

a given workplace. In an area which has several 

automobile plants, there would be one local of the 

United Automobile Workers for each plant, even though 

two or more of the plants may be operated by the same 

manufacturer. As Beal, Wickersham, and Kienast 

stated, "The 'tie that binds' an industrial local union 

is the workplace and the workers' common employer" 
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(p. 71). "'One shop, one union' is the slogan of the 

industrial union" (p. 71). 

The day-to-day matters related to collective 

bargaining and administration of the labor-management 

agreement are handled by the local union. The local 

union may be affiliated with an international union--

the most common arrangement, it may be affiliated 

directly with the AFL-CIO, or it may be unaffiliated 

and independent. 

The International Union 

The international union (a term which may be used 

synonymously with "national union") is a federation of 

local unions in the same trade or industry. 

Individuals cannot hold membership directly in the 

international. The international performs various 

services for the local. It provides assistance in 

organizing unorganized workers, in collective 

bargaining and contract negotiation, and in financing 

strikes. It also performs important political and 

representational services in behalf of the local and 

its members. An international may be affiliated with 

the federation or may be independent. 

The Federation (AFL-CIO) 

The federation is an association of national 

unions, although some local unions may be affiliated 
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directly with the federation. The first lasting 

federation was the American Federation of Labor. 

Indeed, it was the only federation until 1938. In that 

year the Committee for Industrial Organization, a group 

of dissident industrial unionists headed by John L. 

Lewis of the Mine Workers, became the Congress of 

Industrial Organizations (CIO). The two federations 

existed as separate entities until 1955, when the 

deaths of their respective presidents in 1952 removed 

the element of personal bitterness which had played a 

major role in keeping the organizations apart. Three 

years later the federations merged and became the AFL-

CIO. 

The federation does not usually engage in 

bargaining. It serves and advises its internationals 

and its directly affiliated local unions. It assists 

the internationals in organizational efforts, provides 

training and educational services. However, the major 

emphasis of the federation is on political activities. 

It engages in extensive lobbying activities to foster 

legislation favorable to organized labor and block 

detrimental legislation. Because of the principle of 

autonomy of international unions, the AFL-CIO does not 

exercise tight control over its internationals. 
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Historical Aspects of Unionism 

in the Private Sector 

The historical aspects of the labor movement in 

the United States have been set down in various types 

of documents: full histories, short histories and 

pamphlets, and textbooks being among them. Most 

accounts of the development of the labor movement have 

been descriptive and chronological in nature. Examples 

of complete histories are Commons and Associates 

(1966), Dulles (1966), Rayback (1966), and Brooks 

(1971). These sources provide comprehensive and 

detailed coverage of the movement over some specified 

period of time. 

Three brief histories are those, respectively of 

Slichter (1947), Blum (1972), and Bureau of Labor 

Statistics [BLS] (1976). Of the three, the BLS account 

is the most detailed; its appendix includes a 

chronology of what it considers the important events in 

American labor history from 1778 through 1975. 

Slichter's study, although limited in time span, is 

perhaps the most analytical. The textbooks vary in the 

extent, detail, and nature of their coverage. 

Development and Philosophy 

Fossum (1982) stated, "The genesis of the American 

labor movement parallels the birth of the nation. In 



30 

1778 the first concerted collective action to win a 

wage increase was successfully implemented by the New 

York journeyman printers" (p. 16). Commons et al 

(1966) stated "We place the beginning of American 

labour movements in the year 1827 at Philadelphia. In 

that year and place American wage earners for the first 

time joined together as a class, regardless of trade 

lines, in a contest with employers" (p. 25). Commons' 

reference was to a strike of building trades workers 

for a 10 day hour. Although aware of the early 

organizations of workers--known first as "societies" or 

"associations"--he did not consider their actions as 

the beginnings of a labor movement, believing that the 

earlier groups lacked an essential awareness of their 

interests as a class. In this belief he was correct. 

BLS (1976) stated that the early associations had few 

of the characteristics of the present-day labor unions. 

Dilts and Deitsch (1983) warned readers of the 

differences between modern dispute-resolution processes 

and those of the eighteenth century. According to 

them, there is a natural tendency to attribute 

properties characteristic of the modern process to the 

early process. They continued, "To do so would be the 

equivalent to crediting the properties and faculties of 

modern man to the Neanderthal man" (p. 23). 
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The modern dichotomy between management and labor 

did not exist until the early part of the nineteenth 

century. Speaking of conditions prior to the last 20 

years of the eighteenth century, Rayback (1966) stated 

that in the earlier era there was no distinct employer-

employee relationship. Dulles (1966) shared this view, 

stating, "There was no real differentiation between the 

interests of the journeymen and those of the masters 

who labored side by side with them" (p. 20). However, 

the economic and market environments changed. During 

the colonial period population grew, towns became 

cities, and the markets for the products of the master 

craftsmen grew. Where the masters had heretofore 

performed primarily custom work of high quality and had 

brought together journeymen and apprentices to assist, 

they now began to turn out work of inferior quality, 

known as "shop work", for the mass trade. Rayback 

wrote, "The new stage, known as 'retail-order' 

industry, appeared as early as 1715 and reached a 

climax in the last twenty years of the century" (p. 4). 

According to Rayback, this change produced the first 

industrial classes. The master "ceased, except on 

occasion, to perform manual labor and secured 

remuneration mainly from his managerial ability and his 

investments" (p. 4). Yet, because the master was still 
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a skilled workman who was intimately acquainted with 

the psychology of his journeymen, relations remained 

harmonious. 

The situation was soon to change. Improvements in 

the American transportation system extended the markets 

to the point that competition for customers was no 

longer confined to the local area. The widened market 

enabled the masters--turned merchant-capitalists--to 

become wholesalers. The result, according to Rayback 

(1966), was that the shopowner ceased to be a workman 

with close knowledge of his employees' problems. The 

master had become "an executive and a merchant 

interested fundamentally in costs and markets" (p. 48) . 

Dulles (1966) pointed out that it was not until the 

retail shop and custom-order work gave way to wholesale 

business that the old relationships broke down and 

workers felt compelled to combine against their 

employers. Rayback (1966) cited this transformation of 

economic enterprise as the major cause for the 

development of what he termed "labor's most significant 

institution: 'permanent' trade unions" (p. 54). 

The development of unionism in the United States 

proceeded slowly. Slichter (1947) found that, as late 

as 1900, fewer than 10 percent of the industrial wage 

earners were organized: he defined "industrial" wage 
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earners as those in manufacturing and mechanical 

pursuits, mining, transportation, public utilities, and 

construction. In his exposition on trade union growth, 

Slichter identified three periods which stood out in 

the development of the American labor movement. His 

three periods were: 

1. The "grass-roots" stage, which lasted until 
the decade of the eighties. 

2. The stage of the dominance of national 
unions, with reliance upon nonpolitical 
methods, which lasted from the eighties until 
the decade of the thirties. 

3. The period of government encouragement of 
trade unions and active government 
intervention in industrial relations. This 
began in 1932 and 1933 with the passage of 
the Norris-LaGuardia Act and the National 
Industrial Recovery Act, followed closely by 
the passage of the Wagner Act, the Social 
Security Act, and the Fair Labor Standards 
Act. (p. 6) 

The trade union movement started out as a grass 

roots affair because men had to organize themselves if 

they were to be organized at all. No enduring national 

unions were formed until 1852. The few national unions 

(about 33) which did arise were feeble and without much 

authority over their local affiliates; half of them 

expired during the depression of the l870's. During 

the grass roots period the objectives of the movement 

were ill-defined. The movement was going through a 

trial-and-error process to determine whether the 
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interests of workers could best be advanced by social 

and political reform or by collective bargaining. 

There also were questions concerning the most effective 

and acceptable organizational structure. Gradually it 

became evident that workers were most interested in 

pursuing their objectives by collective bargaining, and 

that bargaining was conducted most effectively by local 

unions with support at the national level, or by the 

national unions themselves. 

In Slichter's opinion, national unions came into 

their own during the decade of the 1880 1 s. Problems 

encountered during the depression of the 1870's brought 

out the need for national control over many policies, 

particularly those affecting wages and strikes. The 

need for a national treasury to back the local unions 

became apparent. During the eighties, the number of 

national unions grew rapidly, showing a net increase of 

36--50 formations and 14 failures. During the nineties 

the number increased to 102. But as the national 

unions grew stronger, so did the opposition of the 

employers. The rise of national unions raised 

questions concerning the labor movement's need for a 

central and superior policy-making and coordinating 

agency and questions as to the proper relationship 

between the various national unions. The answers came 
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as the result of a series of events which culminated in 

the emergence in 1886 of the American Federation of 

Labor (AFL). At the center of these events was the 

Noble and Holy Order of the Knights of Labor, "the 

first truly national union movement in America" (Beal, 

Wickersham, and Kienast, 1976, p. 30). 

The Knights of Labor, founded in 1869, represented 

the idea of a highly centralized labor movement. The 

basic organizational unit of the Knights was the local 

assembly, of which there were three types. The craft 

assembly, the industrial assembly, and the mixed 

assembly. The craft and industrial assemblies were 

analogous to, respectively, the present-day craft and 

industrial locals. The mixed assembly included both 

skilled and unskilled workers, and was organized in 

communities where there was only one local assembly. 

The membership of the Knights was heterogeneous 

and far-flung. The order accepted as members both 

skilled and unskilled, both male and female, both black 

and white; it welcomed professional men, small 

businessmen, and farmers. Its leader--the Grand Master 

Workman--for most of its existence was Terence V. 

Powderly, a man who believed in neither strikes nor 

unions. In reality, the Knights of Labor was a 

reformist union that began its decline at the height of 
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its popularity. 

In 1886, the Knights suffered a series of defeats 

in crucial strikes. They were also suspected of 

complicity in the Chicago Haymarket riot in which a 

bomb killed several policemen. The membership of the 

order, which began to decline after the unsuccessful 

strikes of 1886, declined further. 

Waiting to take advantage of the fall of the 

Knights was the Federation of Organized Trade and Labor 

Unions (FOTLU), a moribund organization whose president 

was Samuel Gompers of the Cigar Makers Union. Beal, 

Wickersham, and Kienast (1976) reported that the FOTLU 

proposed that "the craft assemblies of the Knights 

affiliate with the appropriate national craft unions, 

and that the Federation then affiliate with the Knights 

in a body" (p. 33). Powderly, the leader of the 

Knights, rejected the proposal, whereupon the FOTLU 

held its own convention in Columbus, Ohio, on December 

8, 1866. At this meeting, the FOTLU became the 

American Federation of Labor, based firmly on two of 

the three principles which would guide the labor 

movement for the next half century. As explained by 

Slichter (1947), these were: (a) the principle of 

autonomy of national unions, that national unions 

should not be subordinate to any strong and centrally 
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guided coordinating agency, and should be left free to 

manage their own affairs; and (b) the principle of 

exclusive jurisdiction, that there can be only one 

legitimate union in one recognized field of 

jurisdiction. The emphasis of the AFL, led by Gompers 

as its first president, was on immediate wage-centered 

goals, i.e., business unionism. Under the leadership 

of Gompers, the labor movement confined itself to 

collective bargaining and desired little help from the 

government. Slichter stated that the leaders of unions 

were hostile to proposals for most forms of social 

legislation, fearing that social legislation would make 

government a competitor of unions. Thus, there emerged 

a third principle--the reliance upon collective 

bargaining rather than legislation to improve the 

condition of workers; this was the doctrine of 

voluntarism. As explained by Rogin (1971), the 

unifying theme of voluntarism was that workers could 

best achieve their goals by relying on their own 

voluntary associations. 

In 1929 the Great Depression hit America. 

According to Slichter (1947), the Depression "broke the 

influence of business upon the thinking of the 

community and led the government to embark upon the 

policy of actively encouraging workers to organize ... " 
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(p. 10). It was during the Depression that the 

Congress passed five major labor laws: (a) The Anti-

Injunction Act (Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932); (b) the 

National Industrial Recovery act (NIRA) of 1933; (c) 

the National Labor Relations Act (Wagner-Connery Act) 

of 1935; (d) the Social Security Act of 1935; and (e) 

the Fair Labor Standards Act (Wages and Hours Act) of 

1938. About this same time, the United States Supreme 

Court suddenly abandoned its long-held views concerning 

the scope of the federal government's authority over 

interstate commerce. The Court also changed its 

position concerning the extent to which private rights 

could be restricted in order to permit Congress to 

carry out its ideas of promoting community interests. 

As a result of this "constitutional revolution", as 

Slichter (p. 11) called it, the Court: (a) upheld the 

constitutionality of the Railway Labor Act of 1926 

(Texas and New Orleans Railroad Co. v. Brotherhood of 

Railroad and steamship Clerks, 1930), (b) found Title 

I of the NIRA to be unconstitutional (Schechter Poultry 

Corporation v. United States, 1935), and (c) upheld 

the constitutionality of the Wagner Act (NLRB v. Jones 

& Laughlin Steel Corporation, 1937). 

Slichter's history did not extend beyond 1945. In 

presenting his view of the current status of the union 
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movement at that point, he listed the following six 

characteristics of the movement: 

1. Unions have tremendous power. No longer do 
they cover a small fraction of the work 
force. 

2. The leadership of the trade union movement is 
pretty largely in the hands of full-time 
professional officers of national unions. 
Many of these men are almost as remote from 
the rank and file members of the union as are 
the heads of large corporations from their 
employees ... 

3. The rise of professional labor ideals has led 
a number of unions to be dominated by 
individuals or small groups of individuals. 

4. There is strong rivalry between unions. 

5. The trade union movement is characterized by 
strong particularism and by lack of an 
organization which represents labor as a 
whole. 

6. The trade union movement has not yet adjusted 
itself to the increasingly important role 
which the government is playing in 
determining conditions of employment. (p. 14) 

Slichter ended his analysis with a statement of 

six problems which had been created by the rise of 

unions. In addressing these problems, Slichter 

demonstrated of the rocky road which lay ahead for the 

labor movement. It had become obvious that unions had 

abused their power, had fallen from esteem in the eye 

of the general public, and had by their conduct invited 

governmental intervention into the collective 

bargaining process and into the internal affairs of the 
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unions themselves. 

Sloane and Witney (1981) had also noted labor's 

fall from favor in the years immediately following the 

end of World War II. In 1947, public and congressional 

displeasure were reflected by the passage of the Labor 

Management Relations Act (Taft-Hartley Act) over the 

veto of President Harry Truman. As Sloane and Witney 

commented, "Taft-Hartley drastically amended the Wagner 

Act to give greater protection to both employers and 

individual employees. To the list of •unfair' labor 

practices already denied employers were added six 

•unfair' union practices" (p. 81). Taft-Hartley also 

outlawed the closed shop--the requirement that a worker 

be a union member prior to being hired. Sloane and 

Witney stated that the new law, in contrast to the 

Wagner Act "recognized the need to protect the rights 

of individual employees against labor organizations." 

(p. 114) One of the more controversial provisions of 

Taft-Hartley was Section 14(b), which permitted states 

to legislate against the union shop, i.e., the 

requirement that a worker join a union within a 

specified period of time subsequent to being hired. 

Laws passed pursuant to 14(b) were known as "right-to-

work" laws. 

Twelve years after passage of Taft-Hartley, 
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further restrictions were placed on the power exercised 

by local unions over their members and by international 

unions over their locals. Congress, disturbed by 

corruption within certain unions, passed the Labor-

Management Reporting and Disclosure Act (Landrum-

Griffin Act) of 1959. Landrum-Griffin contained a 

"Bill of Rights" for union members and specified the 

maximum permissable periods between elections for each 

level of the union structure. 

The last attempt to regulate private-sector labor 

relations came in 1976 with the introduction of the 

proposed Labor Law Reform Act, a bill favored by 

President Jimmy Carter but opposed by business. The 

bill, according to Sloane and Witney (1981), passed the 

House of Representatives by a vote of 257-163, but died 

in the Senate consequent to a filibuster. 

Legal Suppression of Unionism 

in the Private Sector 

Of the many environments in which employee 

relations must operate, the legal environment is 

probably the most important. Taylor and Witney (1983) 

stated: 

The legal climate is one of the principal factors 
conditioning the effectiveness and scope of 
collective bargaining. Unionism flourishes under 
a favorable legal climate and is retarded in a 
hostile legal environment ... public policy toward 
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collective bargaining has not been uniform. When 
this policy has been favorable, a rapid rate of 
growth of the labor movement has ensued. The 
reverse has been the case when the legal 
environment has been unfavorable. (p. 9) 

During the early days of the labor movement, the legal 

climate was favorable. Those who opposed the labor 

movement or who wished to suppress collective 

bargaining had available to them four legal weapons: 

(1) the conspiracy doctrine, (2) the labor injunction, 

(3) the "yellow-dog" contract, and (4) the antitrust 

laws of the United States. 

The Conspiracy Doctrine 

The conspiracy doctrine had its roots in the 

English common law. This doctrine as applied to 

collective bargaining made the very act by workers of 

combining to place demands on employers or fellow 

workers a criminal offense punishable at law, 

regardless of whether the demands themselves were in 

violation of any statute. According to Commons (1966), 

those who controlled the judiciary in the newly-founded 

United States believed that the English common law 

should be the law of the land, and applied it at every 

opportunity. Thus, the Federal Society of Journeyman 

Cordwainers, formed in Philadelphia in 1794, was 

brought to bar in 1806, found guilty of conspiracy, and 

fined eight dollars per defendant (Twomey, 1980); their 
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crime was the formation of a combination to raise 

wages. Taylor and Witney (1983) reported that between 

1806 and 1842 there were seventeen trials in which 

labor unions were charged with criminal conspiracy. 

The use of this weapon declined in frequency after 1842 

as the result of the decision of the Supreme Judicial 

Court of Massachusetts in Commonwealth v. Hunt, a case 

which also involved cordwainers. In this case, 

Massachusetts Chief Justice Shaw ruled that a union was 

not per se an illegal combination; determination of 

guilt must be conditioned on illegality of means. 

Although legally binding only in Massachusetts, this 

ruling set a precedent in other states. Taylor and 

Witney considered the case a landmark labor case 

because it "dissolved the identity between the 

conspiracy doctrine and labor unions" (p. 27). 

However, union activities were still subject to the 

conspiracy doctrine, although unions themselves were 

regarded as lawful institutions. 

The Labor Injunction 

Taylor and Witney (1983) defined an injunction as 

''a court order directing a person, and if necessary his 

associates, to refrain from pursuing a course of 

action" (p. 30) ; this form of legal suppression was 

employed frequently after 1895, a year in which the 
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United States Supreme Court upheld the legality of an 

injunction against the American Railway Union in a 

strike against the Pullman Company. There were 1,845 labor 

injunctions issued prior to 1931. 

The Yellow Dog Contract 

A "yellow-dog" contract was a contract between a 

worker and management which stated that the worker did 

not belong to a union and would not join one during the 

term of employment. As explained by Holley and 

Jennings (1980), violation of this contract was breach 

of contract under the common law. Furthermore, any 

union organizers who attempted to solicit members among 

those who had signed yellow-dog contracts would be 

"interfering with a legal contractual relationship 

between the employer and its employees" (p. 79). 

The effectiveness of the yellow-dog contract 

became obvious in 1917. In Hitchman v. Mitchell (1917) 

the Supreme Court of the united states smote the labor 

movement with a two-edged sword; the Court upheld the 

legality of the yellow-dog contract and ruled further 

that the labor injunction could be used to enforce it. 

The Antitrust Laws 

The Sherman Antitrust Act was passed by the 

Congress in 1890. This law, believed to be aimed at 

the powerful and monopolistic business combinations of 
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the era, was soon turned against unions. Whether 

Congress intended this law to cover labor unions has 

long been a subject of controversy (Goldman, 1976; 

Twomey, 1980; Taylor and Witney, 1983). Nevertheless, 

in Loewe v. Lawlor (1908)--commonly known as 

Danbury Hatters--the Supreme Court held that the 

Sherman Law did apply to unions. In 1911, the Court 

again held that the law applied to unions. In 

Gompers v. Bucks Stove (1911) it ruled that a boycott 

promoted by words and printed matter violated the 

Sherman Act. 

In 1914, partly in payment for labor's support in 

the 1912 presidential election, the Democratic party--

in control of the White House and the Congress--enacted 

the Clayton Antitrust Act, which amended the Sherman 

Act. Section 6 of the Clayton Act, considered the 

"Industrial Magna Charta" of labor (Taylor and Witney, 

1983, p. 57), stated that human labor was 

not a commodity or article of commerce. However, the 

Clayton Act worked against labor by allowing private 

parties to obtain labor injunctions, whereas the 

Sherman Act had permitted only officers of the federal 

government to obtain injunctions. Of the 64 

proceedings brought against labor under the Sherman Act 

after passage of the Clayton Act, 34 were privates 
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suits. 

Wilcox (1971) stated, "Vigorous enforcement [of 

the antitrust laws] has not always been administration 

policy" (p. 90). Taylor and Witney (1983) dealt 

extensively with what they considered to be a double 

standard between the application of the law to business 

and the application to labor. According to Wilcox, 

during the period between the signing of the Sherman 

Act into law and the end of the Hoover administration 

[1923-1929] only 323 antitrust actions were initiated. 

From the beginning of the Wilson administration [1913-

1921] to the end of the Hoover administration only 262 

cases were initiated. Thus, the 64 cases against labor 

leaders mentioned by Taylor and Witney [citing Berman 

(1930)] represented 19.8 percent of the total number of 

prosecutions and 24.4 percent of those between 1914 

and 1933. 

Legislative Relief 

From 1806 until the early 1930s the instruments of 

the law were used primarily to suppress the labor 

movement. Until the passage in 1926 of the Railway 

Labor Act there was no lasting and effective 

legislation which gave any significant rights to 

organized labor. The Railway Labor Act was the first 

of the five major laws which regulate the conduct of 



47 

private-sector employee relations today: the Railway 

Labor Act of 1926, the Norris-LaGuardia Anti-injunction 

Act of 1932, the National Labor Relations Act of 1935, 

the Labor Management Relations Act of 1947, and the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 

The first three will be discussed briefly. 

The Railway Labor Act, as Amended 

This act gave employees the right to organize and 

bargain collectively through representatives of their 

own choosing. It also outlawed yellow-dog contracts in 

the industries within its jurisdiction. Originally 

intended to include employees of rail carriers covered 

by the Interstate Commerce Act, the law was amended in 

1936 to include employees of air carriers. 

The Norris-LaGuardia Anti-injunction Act 

The basic purpose of this legislation, according 

to Taylor and Witney (1983), was to "insulate 

industrial relations from the influence of the courts" 

(p. 92). Norris-LaGuardia declared that the yellow-dog 

contract was not enforceable in any court in the United 

states, and placed restrictions on the power of the 

courts to issue injunctions in labor disputes. 

The National Labor Relations Act 

In 1933 Congress passed the National Industrial 

Recovery Act (NIRA), which provided for the 
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establishment of codes of fair competition for various 

industries. The NIRA mandated that each code include a 

minimum wage for employees and also include Section 

7(a) of the Act, which gave employees the right 

to bargain collectively through representatives of 

their own choosing (Taylor and Witney, 1983). When the 

NIRA was declared unconstitutional in May of 1935, 

workers were left without federal protection of their 

rights to self-organization and their rights of 

collective bargaining. 

The National Labor Relations Act (Wagner Act), 

passed in June of 1935, incorporated the provisions of 

Section 7(a) of the NIRA. The Wagner Act thus gave 

back to workers their rights to organize and bargain 

collectively. In Section 1, the Wagner Act proclaimed 

encouragement of the practice of collective bargaining 

to be the policy of the United States. The Act stated 

the rights of employees in Section 7, and specified in 

Section 8 the types of conduct by employers which would 

be considered unfair labor practices, but was silent 

concerning the commission of unfair labor practices by 

labor organizations. 

Labor Relations in the 

Public Sector 

The public sector has been the fastest growing 
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sector of the economy over the past quarter of a 

century. Dilts and Deitsch (1983) stated that, while 

union penetration of the civilian labor force was 

declining, union organization in the public sector 

"proceeded at a rate rivaling union private-sector 

gains made during the 1930's" (p. 312). They 

claimed that one of every five employed members 

of the labor force works for government at some level. 

Estey (1976) commented: 

The decade of 1964-1974 witnessed a structural 
change in the American labor movement comparable 
in significance if not in scope to the mass 
production industries in the 1930 1 s. We refer, of 
course, to the rapid growth of labor organization 
among public employees and the rise in their total 
membership from 1,453,000 in 1964 to 5,333,000 in 
1974, a gain of close to 4 million members. (p. 
1) 

By Estey's reckoning this rapid growth was significant 

for two reasons: (a) it was a major breakthrough in 

the organization of white collar workers, and (b) it 

represented collective bargaining as a major force in 

the public sector of the economy. 

Public sector unionization is not new. Spero and 

Capozzola (1973), Fossum (1982), and Kearney (1984) 

pointed out that federal employees have engaged in 

union activities since the 1830s. What is new, 

however, is the legislative environment which makes 

public-sector bargaining possible in its present-day 



50 

form. Fossum stated that, in general, the collective 

relationship seldom goes back farther than the 1960s. 

Consequently, most of the theory and research on the 

subject is relatively recent. 

Because collective bargaining in public two-year 

colleges (community colleges) is a facet of public-

sector bargaining at the state and local levels, some 

attention should be given to the latter. 

The Nature of Public-Sector Unionism 

Brookshire (1977) warned against two extremes of 

thought concerning public-sector unionism: (a) that 

there is little difference in union-management 

relations between the public and private sectors, and 

(b) that all aspects of union-management relations 

differ between the sectors. Brookshire, and Allen and 

Keaveny (1983) are among those who have discussed the 

similarities. However, the significant differences are 

more germane at this point. Spero and Capozzola 

(1973), Atwood (1976), Bent and Reeves (1978), Imundo 

(1975), Imundo (1979), Lieberman (1980), Mills (1982), 

Dilts and Deitsch (1983), Allen and Keaveny (1983), and 

Kearney (1984) have delineated some or all of these 

differences. 

The degree of organization in the public sector. 

As of 1980, according to Gifford (1982), about 32.3 



51 

percent of workers in manufacturing were organized, and 

33.8 percent of workers in public employment were 

organized. An earlier breakdown of unionization by 

Lieberman for 1978 included membership in "employee 

associations." Lieberman's data showed that the 

percent of all government workers organized was 39.8; 

organization at the federal and state levels, 

respectively, was 59.3 and 35.5 percent. Although the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) defines and 

distinguishes between unions and associations, the 

distinction will not be discussed at this point. As 

Lieberman commented, "The distinction is not very 

useful or helpful" (p. 1). 

The political nature of the relationship. In a 

pluralistic society, various groups compete to bring 

their causes to the attention of the government. Any 

decisions involving the allocation of government 

resources are political decisions. Public officials 

are either elected by the public or appointed by those 

who are elected; public employees, as their 

constituents, can exert political pressure on them. 

Diffusion of authority. "'Who is the employer?' 

can be a perplexing problem in a public agency whereas 

this issue is virtually nonexistent in the private 

sector" (Atwood, 1976, p. 26). A prominent feature of 
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American government is the doctrine of separation of 

powers. One branch of government cannot make decisions 

regarding public employees when another branch holds 

the power of determination; often the executive branch 

of government has little or no control over matters 

which are of considerable importance to the work force. 

Absence of economic and market constraints. The 

demand for a public service is not affected by the 

price of the service. Economically feasible 

alternatives are not available for many government 

services. In some cases, there are no alternatives. 

Government cannot go out of business, nor can it 

discontinue with impunity any service which it deems to 

be too costly. Government cannot move its operations 

to Taiwan in search of lower labor costs. 

Limited scope of bargaining. Issues which would 

be resolved in the private sector by collective 

bargaining are resolved by other means in the public 

sector. In the private sector "wages, hours, and other 

terms and conditions of employment" are mandatory 

subjects of bargaining (NLRB v. Wooster Division, 

1958). In the public sector, according to Allen and 

Keaveny (1983), "a threefold division is made in the 

subjects that can be negotiated: (1) topics determined 

by legislation; (2) issues determined by civil service 
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commissions and public managers; and (3) those 

determined by the collective bargaining process" (p. 

565) • 

Multiplicity of laws covering labor relations. 

The Wagner Act, as amended by the Taft-Hartley Act, 

governs labor relations in the private sector. In the 

federal government, with few exceptions, labor 

relations are governed by either the Postal 

Reorganization Act of 1970 or the Civil Service Reform 

Act of 1978 (Kearney, 1984). For employees of state and local 

governments there is no single national law; labor 

relations are governed by numerous state and local 

laws. Where state laws exist, each state has its own 

law; some states have no law. The rights granted to 

employees vary from state to state, and vary among 

different categories of employees within a given state. 

An excellent compilation of state statutes and policies 

is Summary of Public Sector Labor Relations Policies, a 

series published by the Labor-Management Services 

Administration of the Labor Department. 

The sovereignty doctrine. Nigro (1969) stated: 

"The American colonists came to reject the King, but 

they carried over their legal system those features of 

the common law they found useful" (p. 26). One such 

feature was the doctrine of sovereignty, often invoked 
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to justify denial by the public employer to its 

employees those rights granted to private-sector 

employees under Section 7 of the Wagner Act, as 

amended. According to Herman and Kuhn (1981) "The 

sovereignty doctrine asserts that a governmental source 

of law/power exists that is final and definitive" (p. 

90). Thus, the terms and conditions of employment can 

be determined only by the unilateral action of the 

governmental employer; collective bargaining is 

incompatible with the doctrine. As Nigro explained the 

doctrine, the government, as sovereign employer, cannot 

be compelled to accept any obligation it shuns, or to 

continue to respect a commitment if it later decides 

that it either cannot or should not. Said Nigro, "In 

this sense, government is very different from private 

industry, for businessmen must obey the law and cannot 

claim to represent a higher force which permits them to 

define their own responsibilities" (p. 26). 

Imundo (1975, 1979), Hagburg and Levine (1978), 

Spero and Capozzola (1973), Herman and Kuhn, and Nigro 

are among many who consider the sovereignty doctrine to 

be either outmoded or a subterfuge. 

The Development of Public-Sector Unionism 

The first unions in the public sector were 

organized along craft lines, as were the first in the 
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private sector. Spero and Capozzola (1973) reported 

the existence of craft-type units of "laborers, 

workmen, and mechanics" in federal shipyards and 

municipal public works as early as the 1830s. The 

American Institute of Instruction, which would evolve 

later into the National Education Association, was 

established in 1830. The late 1800s and the early 

1900s saw the formation of strong unions of postal 

workers. Kearney (1984, p. 6) called these the "first 

federal employee organizations of significant national 

consequence." The National Federal of Post Office 

Clerks were among the leaders in the fight for passage 

of the Lloyd-LaFollette Act of 1912, which "guaranteed 

the First Amendment right of federal employees to 

organize and petition Congress for a redress of 

grievances" (Kearney, p. 7). 

Prior to the 1960s growth at the state and local 

levels was slow and sporadic. Spero and Capozzola 

(1973) stated that the first serious wave of 

organization at the municipal level took place in the 

1880s and 1890s; these early organizations were mostly 

benefit societies and fraternal groups of police and 

fire fighters. In 1916 the American Federation of 

Teachers was chartered by the American Federation of 

Labor. In 1932, the largest union of state and local 
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employees--the American Federation of State, County, 

and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)--was founded as the 

Wisconsin State Employees Association. 

When the 1960s arrived, the government employee 

was "no longer a docile, passive worker, content with a 

secure job and rather modest salary and pension" 

(Kearney, 1984, p. 9). 

The Structure of Employee Organizations 

Stieber (1973) found considerably more complexity 

in the pattern of organization in the public sector 

than in "the single form of organization" in the 

private sector (p. 1). Stating that public-employee 

organizations could be differentiated in several ways, 

he set forth the following taxonomy: (a) all-public 

unions, which are composed almost entirely of public 

employees; (b) mixed unions, with both public and 

private employees as members; (c) state and local 

employee associations; (d) professional associations; 

and (e) unions and associations for the uniformed 

protective services. 

Unions and Associations Distinguished 

Stieber (1973) stated that unions and associations 

differ from each other organizationally and 

structurally, and, also, in their purposes and 

policies. However, with respect to bargaining 
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behavior, the evidence indicates more similarities than 

differences. 

Lieberman (1980) stated that the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (BLS) defines a union as a public-employee 

organization that is affiliated with the AFL-CIO and 

has not functioned as a professional association, and 

defines an association as an employee organization that 

is not affiliated with the AFL-CIO and has functioned 

as a professional association. Lieberman considered 

many associations to be de facto unions which pref erred 

to avoid the label for legal, tactical, or historical 

reasons. Mills (1982), seeing the situation in a 

similar light, stated that most employee associations 

do not wish to identify with working people from other 

sectors. He saw the difference as a reflection of the 

tendency of public employees in the urbanized and 

industrialized states to belong to unions, and the 

tendency of those from suburban, rural, or less 

industrialized areas to belong to associations. Both 

Lieberman and Mills realized that associations do 

bargain. Mills detected increasing concern among 

unions for the professional aspects of employment, and 

among associations for the economic aspects of 

employment. 

Most community college faculties are represented 
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by two national unions, the American Federation of 

Teachers (AFT) and the American Federation of State, 

County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME); and two 

associations, the National Education Association (NEA) 

and the American Association of University Professors--

the majority of the faculty members belonging to either 

the AFT or the NEA. Together, AFSCME and AAUP 

represent less than 200 community college faculty 

members. 

The Environmental Context 

The rapid spread of unionization and collective 

bargaining in the public sector occurred during the 

1960s and 1970s. Kearney (1984) attributed this 

growth, in large part, to four environmental factors: 

(a) the growth of government; (b) the success of unions 

in the private sector; (c) changes in the legal 

environment in the public sector; and (d) upheaval and 

change in the social environment during the 1960s and 

the early 1970s. 

The growth of government. Over the past 20 years, 

the number of civilian jobs has doubled; almost 20 

percent of all workers are employed by government 

(Kearney, 1984). Most of the growth in public 

employment has been at the state and local levels of 

government; Kearney reported a 30-year increase [from 
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1951-1980] of 227 percent at the state and local 

levels, as opposed to 24 percent at the federal level--

a tripling of employment at the state and local levels. 

Furthermore, during this period of rapid expansion in 

government employment there was a decline in the number 

of blue collar jobs in industry. Thus, government 

workers presented attractive organizing targets for 

private sector unions; the various professional 

organizations operating in the public sector provided 

the nucleus for unionization. 

The private sector experience. During the 1960s 

public employees were becoming increasingly disgruntled 

with their lot. According to Bok and Dunlop (1970), 

wages and benefits in government were beginning to lag 

far behind those in private industry, and the personnel 

practices of public managers were backward compared to 

those in large-scale private industry. Kearney (1984) 

stated that the job security long associated with 

government employment had become threatened in some 

parts of the nation. With civil service systems 

becoming--or remaining--unresponsive to the demands of 

public employees, and with legislative action often 

being required for adjustments in wages and benefits, 

public workers became more receptive to unionization 

and began demanding labor rights equal to those in the 
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private sector. 

According to Kearney, the aggressive movement of 

private sector unions into "the relatively unplowed and 

fertile fields of public employment" (p. 13) posed a 

threat to the existing professional associations. He 

reported that "Strong organizing efforts by emerging 

public unions like the American Federation of Teachers, 

for example, spurred the National Education Association 

into a reconsideration of its own future role in public 

education and eventually into its own posture as a 

union" (p. 14). For some public sector organizations, 

survival meant the adoption of an overt union strategy. 

In Kearney's opinion, the rivalries between the various 

types of organizations resulted in increased militance 

and intensified organizing drives. 

Changes in the legal environment. On January 17, 

1962 President John F. Kennedy issued Executive Order 

10988, which recognized for the first time the right of 

federal employees to join unions and bargain 

collectively with the executive agencies. Although 

Executive Order 10988 did not apply to other than 

federal workers, it was considered to have signaled a 

new and more favorable policy toward labor relations in 

the public sector. Bok and Dunlop (1970) stated that 

"the federal example was widely cited by unions and 
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other organizations of public employees in their effort 

to achieve recognition in local and state governments" 

(p. 314). Shaw (1972) spoke of the difficulty of 

exaggerating the "major significance" of the order for 

public sector labor relations (p. 24). Grodin, 

Wollett, and Alleyne (1979, p. 9) termed the order a 

"watershed between this bleak and sterile era [before 

1962] and the burgeoning activity of today." Schneider 

(1979) stated that Executive Order 10988 had the effect 

of "legitimizing" certain procedures in the public 

sector (p. 197). Kearney (1984) agreed that the order 

had a "considerable spillover effect in legitimizing 

public employee unionization and some collective 

bargaining practices" (p. 14). 

In the early sixties the Supreme Court of the 

United States decided two cases which, in Kearney's 

opinion, contributed indirectly to the creation of a 

more favorable legal environment for the passage of 

public sector laws; both cases involved the "one 

person, one vote" doctrine. In Baker v. Carr (1962) 

the Court ordered reapportionment of the Congress, and 

in Reynolds v. Simms (1964) it ordered reapportionment 

of the fifty state legislatures. The decision in 

Reynolds, according to Kearney, "ended or at least 

limited the domination of many state legislatures by 
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rural, predominantly antiunion interests'' (p. 14). 

Unions have always received their strongest support 

from representatives of metropolitan areas; they 

therefore found the reapportioned legislatures to be 

more sympathetic to their causes. 

Social change and upheaval. The decade of the 

1960s was a decade of strife, turmoil, and social 

disruption. It was during this period that 

demonstrations, protests, and confrontation came to be 

regarded by many as legitimate means of expression. 

During the sixties large numbers of young people and 

racial minorities joined the public work force. 

According to Kearney (1984) these groups tended to be 

distrustful of authority and amenable to unionization. 

Bok and Dunlop (1970) noted a decrease in the median 

age of public school teachers and a substantial 

increase in the proportion of male teachers in the 

secondary schools; they considered men to be more 

likely to organize than were women. 

The Legal Basis of Labor Relations 

at the State and Local Levels 

There is no single legal basis for labor relations 

in state and local government; fragmentation of the 

legal framework has been discussed previously. The 

prospects for the establishment of a single basis by 
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federal legislation are dim. such de jure foundations 

as exist come from state legislation, opinions of 

states' attorneys-general, and the decisions of various 

federal courts. 

Attempts to Pass Federal Legislation 

During the 1970s several bills which would have 

placed state-local labor relations under federal law 

were introduced in Congress. None was passed into law. 

Three approaches to federal legislation in this area 

were delineated by Kearney (1984). 

The Thompson Bill, supported by the AFT, would 

have amended the National Labor Relations Act to cover 

state and local employees. Public employees would have 

enjoyed the same rights of collective action as do 

private workers. 

The Clay-Perkins Bill proposed a National Public 

Employment Relations Act, to be administered by a 

National Public Employment Relations Commission 

(NPERC) . Clay-Perkins was endorsed by AFSCME and the 

NEA. 

The third approach to legislation was, according 

to Kearney (1984), closer to a compromise position. 

Under this approach, the federal government would set 

minimum standards for labor relations and collective 

bargaining, using financial incentives and sanctions to 
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ensure conformity. Federal provisions would have been 

administered by an NPERC in jurisdictions not 

substantially in conformance with federal standards; 

those which were in conformance would have been left 

alone to administer their own federal program. This 

approach was favored by the American Federation of 

Government Employees (AFGE). 

Kearney (1984) attributed the failure of passage 

of these bills partly to interunion disagreement over 

form and specific content, and--in major part--to the 

decision of the United States Supreme Court in National 

League of Cities v. Usery (1976), in which case the 

Court ruled against an attempt by Congress to impose 

the minimum-wage standards of the Fair Labor standards 

Act on state and local governments. 

Protection and Rights 

As was the case in the private sector, the 

original attitude of the courts was unfavorable to 

unionization and collective bargaining. According to 

Shaw (1972), prior to 1960 the courts were nearly 

unanimous in the opinion that public employees did not 

have any constitutional right to join or form unions; 

the corollary to this principle was that legislative 

bodies could therefore "affirmatively forbid their 

employees from joining and forming some or all unions" 
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(p. 21). In the mid-sixties, however, the federal 

courts began to issue decisions which upheld the rights 

of public employees with respect to organization and 

collective bargaining. Several such decisions were 

cited by Grodin, Wollett, and Alleyne (1979). 

In Keyishian v. Board of Regents (1967) the 

Supreme Court of the United States "specifically 

rejected the theory that public employment 'may be 

conditioned upon surrender of constitutional rights 

which could not be abridged by direct government 

action'" (p. 36). 

In McLaughlin v. Tilendis (1968), considered to be 

a landmark case, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals 

held that the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution 

confers the right to form and join a labor union. 

In State, County, and Municipal Employees v. 

Woodward (1969) the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals 

ruled that the discharge by the City Commissioner of 

North Platte, Nebraska of two municipal workers for 

joining a union constituted a violation of their rights 

under the Civil Rights Act of 1871. 

In Teamsters Local Union No. 822 v. City of 

Portsmouth (1975) the U.S. District Court of the 

Eastern District of Virginia upheld the right of public 

employees to organize, to join unions, and to 



66 

participate in lawful activities of unions, but stated 

that there was no right to strike or to bargain with a 

municipal government. 

Current Status of Legislation 

Kearney (1984) stated that there are now more than 

100 separate state statutes governing public sector 

labor relations; most of the laws were passed during a 

10-year period from the mid-1960s to the mid-1970s. He 

found that forty-three states had labor relations 

policies, 40 of them permitting at least one group of 

employees to bargain. Twenty-six states provide 

bargaining coverage for all major employee groups. 

Most of the states with comprehensive labor policies 

are industrialized, affluent states outside the South. 

Since the publication of Kearney's work, Illinois and 

Ohio have enacted, respectively, the Illinois 

Educational Labor Relations Act and the Ohio Collective 

Bargaining Law (Watkins, 1984). Prior to enactment of 

these statutes, Illinois had been operating under an 

executive order, and Ohio had been without legislation. 

Collective Bargaining in the 

Community College 

Since the inception of faculty bargaining, most of 

the action has been at the community-college level, 

although, as pointed out by Aussieker (1975), most of 
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the discussion has focused on the four-year 

institutions. One possible explanation is that most of 

the academic researchers in the field are from four-

year colleges, which are in most cases larger than two-

year colleges, include larger members of faculty in 

their bargaining units, and, therefore attract more 

attention. Figures presented by Garbarino (1975) for 

1970 show that two-year colleges represented 77.4 

percent (137 of 177) of the total number of unionized 

institutions but only 50.5 percent (23,900 of 47,300) 

of the total unionized faculty. Garbarino did not make 

any distinction between public and private schools in 

these data. However, participation of private two-year 

schools has never been a significant factor in faculty 

bargaining. 

Today, most of the bargaining is still at the two-

year level. Data presented by Douglas (1986) show that 

community colleges represent 78.6 percent of the 

recognized bargaining agents and 79.2 percent fo the 

collective bargaining agreements in public 

institutions. 

Genesis and Development 

The era of collective bargaining in higher 

education began in the 1960s, with the community 

college serving as standard bearer for the movement. 
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Cleveland and Fox (1976) stated that collective 

bargaining in higher education found its earliest 

acceptance in the public two-year colleges. Exactly 

where and when the first community college was 

organized is not certain, and perhaps not really 

important to this discussion. Nevertheless, Nelson 

(1975), Garbarino (1975), Foreman and Finn (1976), and 

Douglas (1986) placed the date as 1963 at the Milwaukee 

Technical Institute of Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 

Gianopulos (1972), Cleveland and Fox (1976), and 

Blanton and Burnett (1979) stated that the first 

collective bargaining took place at Henry Ford 

Community College of Dearborn, Michigan in 1966. 

Levine (1967) stated that the first recorded strike of 

college professors for higher wages occurred in 1966 at 

Henry Ford. 

Carr and VanEyck (1973) believed that the 

collective-bargaining movement caught higher education 

by surprise. Said they, "It reached the campus long 

after it had arrived in industry, entering through a 

side gate when the focus of attention was on the 

explosive confrontations taking place at education's 

front door'' (p. 1). Theirs is most certainly a 

plausible position. As industrial states, neither 

Michigan nor Wisconsin was unaccustomed to collective 
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bargaining and strikes; the Wisconsin Municipal 

Employee Relations Act of 1959, as amended in 1961, was 

the first state statute to establish collective 

bargaining for municipal employees (Spero and 

Cappozola, 1973; Kearney, 1984). It should be 

remembered, also, that the decade of the 1960s was a 

decade of civil strife. The attention of the nation 

during that decade was focused on sit-ins, riots, 

burning cities, political assassinations, student 

rebellions, war protests, and various forms of 

confrontation and civil disobedience. A few professors 

carrying picket signs probably attracted little 

attention outside the local area surrounding the 

college. 

Once begun, however, the movement grew at a rapid, 

if not phenomenal, rate. Two-year institutions in 

Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, New Yor]{, and Wisconsin 

soon began to organize. At times it moved in jumps; 

several large systems were organized in toto. Some 

examples are: the City Colleges of Chicago in 1966; 

the city University of New York (CUNY), with seven two-

year colleges, in 1969; the State University of New 

York (SUNY), with six two-year colleges, in 1971; and, 

in 1972, the University of Hawaii, with six two-year 

colleges, and the Minnesota Community College System. 
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The Connecticut State Technical College System followed 

in 1973. Data presented by Garbarino (1975) showed 

that the numbers of organized two-year institutions 

grew from 22 in 1966 to 331 in 1974. Over the same 

period, organized faculty in these institutions grew 

from 5,000 to 31,700. The absolute increase for this 

nine-year period in, respectively, institutions and 

faculty was 804.6 percent and 534.0 percent. The 

average annual growth rate was 35.2 percent for 

institutions and 22.8 percent for faculty. 

Unique Characteristics of Community Colleges 

Cleveland and Fox (1976) suggested that community 

colleges were impelled toward collective bargaining by 

five characteristics which community colleges shared 

among themselves but did not share in common with other 

institutions of higher education. According to them: 

The first of these characteristics is a general 
lack of academic tradition. Many community 
colleges were formed virtually overnight, and the 
faculties were gathered rather suddenly from many 
quarters. 

Second is the predominance of former 
secondary school teachers in such colleges. They 
bring the distinctive public school experience 
with them, particularly the recent tendency toward 
collectivization. Many community colleges were 
formerly part of a public school system. 

Third, the personnel policies of the colleges 
are often patterned after the secondary school 
system, ..... The ineptitude and unfairness of 
some boards and administrations have prompted many 
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faculties to seek collectivization because they 
saw no other way to attain the more effective 
communication and influence enjoyed by faculty in 
four-year institutions. 

Fourth, there is no clear working definition 
of a community college faculty. As a result, they 
are not sure where they fit in the overall scheme. 
Traditionally, community college faculty have not 
been accepted as full partners by their four-year 
colleagues. The public attitude has been that 
community college faculty members have an inferior 
role because they belong to institutions created 
for the less competent students. 

The fifth difference is the relative lack of 
professional mobility among community college 
faculty. A prevalent but somewhat unrealistic 
view of four-year professors is that they are 
academic entrepreneurs, able to move when new 
opportunities present themselves .... typically, 
community faculty do not shift to the four-year 
college, they move either laterally or into 
administration. They see their identities and 
their careers in connection with a single 
institution. (p. 69) 

Bargaining Agents for Community College Faculty 

Community college faculty are represented by five 

national employee organizations, various independent 

organizations, and three coalitions of employee 

organizations. Data compiled by Douglas (1986) show 

the national organizations to be the American 

Association of University Professors (AAUP) ; the 

American Federation of state, County, and Municipal 

Employees (AFSCME); the American Federation of Teachers 

(AFT) ; the National Education Association (NEA) ; and 

the Service Employees International Union (SEIU). 
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Three of these organizations--AFSCME, AF'T, and SEIU--

are true, no-nonsense, labor unions; AAUP and NEA 

prefer to be regarded as professional associations. 

The majority of the public two-year institutions with 

recognized agents (290) are organized by AFT (85) and 

NEA (173). AAUP has organized only three institutions; 

AFSCME has organized but one system, the Connecticut 

state Community Colleges, which it no longer 

represents. SEIU, a newcomer, has organized but one 

institution, Fort Steilacoom Community College of 

Tacoma, Washington. Twenty-three institutions have 

independent organizations. There are two coalitions: 

one AAUP/NEA and one NEA/independent. Thus, about 93.1 

percent of all organized community college faculties 

are represented by either AFT (29.7 percent) or NEA 

(60.0 percent). Independents represent 7.9 percent. 

AFSCME and SEIU, both heterogeneous unions which 

include sizable numbers of blue-collar workers--and in 

the case of SEIU, domestics and janitors--would seem to 

be strange bedfellows for academics. 

Characteristics of the Bargaining Agents 

All faculty organizations, regardless of how they 

may label themselves, engage in collective bargaining 

or its euphimism--professional negotiations. 

Nevertheless, there are significant differences among 
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them with respect to history, philosophy, goals, and 

means of goal achievement. Because AFT and NEA are the 

only national organizations which have made any impact 

on bargaining at the community college level, only 

these will be discussed. 

The American Federation of Teachers. The AFT, 

according to Garbarino (1975), deserves recognition as 

the pioneer of faculty unionism. The AFT was organized 

in Chicago in April of 1916, and was received into the 

American Federation of Labor (AFL) one month later. By 

1919, AFT had organized the University of Illinois as 

Local 41. The union later organized locals at Yale 

University, in New York City, and in various teachers 

colleges. However, by the 1930s, only three locals 

remained in existence. 

As Chanin (1975) reported, the AFT was founded as 

a craft union organized around the "training and skills 

that are elements of the 'craft' of teaching" (p. 116). 

As a trade union, AFT has but one objective--collective 

bargaining (Chanin) . Although collective bargaining 

was not the immediate objective of AFT affiliates, it 

eventually became the most distinguishing feature 

separating AFT from NEA (Brown, 1970). 

AFT originally admitted as members public school 

principals and their assistants, department heads, and 
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other supervisors, with the exception of 

superintendents; it discovered later that the 

participation of superintendents and other 

administrators was resented by rank and file teachers. 

Consequently, it amended its constitution to exclude 

those with the rank of principal or higher (Chanin, 

1975). According to Butcher and Schenker (1976), AFT 

has adopted an adversary perspective in which faculty 

are employees and administration is management. The 

union considers faculty senates and committees to be 

either impotent or tools of the administration; only 

union locals can manage the settlement of economic and 

academic issues in a manner satisfactory to faculty. 

Brown (1970) stated that AFT holds that teachers 

perform their professional functions almost solely as 

employees, working for an employer, being paid 

salaries, and being subject to the direction and 

control of management as to hours and working 

conditions in much the same manner as any other 

employees. 

For the most part, AFT strength has been in the 

big cities and the surrounding suburbs. Kolodny (1975) 

gave the United Federation of Teachers of New York, AFT 

Local No. 2, credit for sparking the movement toward 

collective bargaining. According to Kolodny, as of 
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1976, about half the AFT membership was located in New 

York State. 

The National Education Association. The National 

Education Association, a corporate entity charted by 

the Congress of the United States, traces its roots to 

the formation of the National Teachers Union in 1857. 

The organization became the National Education 

Association in 1870, when it was joined with the 

National Association of School Superintendents and the 

American Normal School Association (West, 1980; 

Wildman, 1971). Garbarino (1975) considered NEA to be 

the major educational association in the United states. 

With a membership of close to 1.7 million, it is the 

second largest employee organization in the nation, 

exceeded in size only by the Teamsters. The stated 

purpose of NEA is to "elevate the character and advance 

the interests of the profession of teaching, and ... 

promote the cause of popular education in the United 

States" (p. 173). According to Chanin (1975), NEA 

accepts as members "any person who is actively engaged 

in the profession of teaching or other educational 

work, or any other person interested in advancing the 

cause of education" (p. 12). Thus, NEA includes 

classroom teachers, department heads, principals, 

superintendents, college professors and deans, 
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education psychologists, and counselors, among others. 

For most of its history, NEA has been dominated by 

administrators (Brown, 1970). In recent years, 

however, it has been controlled by classroom teachers. 

According to West (1980), every president since 1968 

has been a practicing teacher. 

Unlike AFT, which has but one objective--

collective bargaining--NEA is a multipurpose 

organization. According to Chanin (1975), it consists 

of "various departments, divisions, commissions, 

committees and special projects" (p. 120). Among its 

many concerns are research, teaching methodology, 

standards for teacher education, and academic freedom 

and tenure; they approached the bargaining table 

reluctantly. According to Brown (1970), NEA generally 

met once a year to hear papers by superintendents or 

professors, leaving the teachers' economic problems to 

others. According to Wildman (1971), the early 

philosophy of the Association was that teaching was an 

expression of unselfish social service, and 

consideration of money matters was not in keeping with 

the dignity of the Association. "It was generally 

expected that salary increases and welfare benefits 

would be extended by a grateful public in appreciation 

of increased professional effort" (p. 128). Carr and 
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VanEyck (1973) reported that, as late as the 1960s, NEA 

and its affiliates had resisted the idea of collective 

bargaining on the basis that this activity was 

"inconsistent with the professional status and goals of 

teachers" (p. 119). When the Association did begin to 

act like a labor union, it was to a considerable extent 

the result of competition from AFT. Chanin stated that 

AFT, which had purged its membership of supervisors, 

was able to convince many NEA members that NEA was a 

company union. Carr and VanEyck stated that the 

younger and more militant of NEA's leaders had argued 

that continued opposition to collective bargaining 

would result in the loss of the public school teacher 

movement to AFT. 

NEA's organizational structure is not that of a 

labor union, although it is undergoing change. 

Garbarino (1975) stated that is had a "bewildering 

variety of subsidiary and affiliated organizations" (p. 

97). West (1980), stated that, in 1957, it had 30 

autonomous departments. In its basic structure, it is 

a network of strong statewide organizations. Although 

the NEA sits on top of the structure, it historically 

has had much less authority vis-a-vis its state and 

local affiliates than the typical national trade union 

(Chanin, 1975). Under its original system of 
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membership, individuals held separate, independent 

memberships in the local, state, and national 

associations. This arrangement tended to work against 

a unified organizational approach to bargaining. After 

a long period of internal stress, and to a considerable 

degree because of collective bargaining, NEA has 

streamlined its organizational structure, and has 

achieved unification of membership, i.e., an 

individual, with a single enrollment, becomes a member 

of the Association at all three levels. 

The Influence of Legislation 

Some authorities have attributed the growth of 

faculty bargaining almost entirely to the passage of 

enabling legislation. Garbarino (1975), Kemerer and 

Baldridge (1975), and Garbarino (1980a) are among those 

who support this view. Bain (1969) considered 

legislation to be a major cause of bargaining by 

professionals, a point which was disputed by Adams 

(1974). 

Although the argument that legislation causes 

bargaining may be intuitively satisfying and prima 

facie correct, those who would accept it should beware 

the fallacy of post hoc, ergo propter hoc, i.e., the 

assumption that because one event is therefore caused 

by the first; correlation is not necessarily causation. 
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Except in Alaska, Kentucky, Vermont, and Washington, 

states which authorize the union shop for some 

categories of public employees (Bureau of Labor 

statistics [BLS], 1981), there is no law which compels 

public employees to join unions. In those states which 

had laws prohibiting collective bargaining, or in those 

which had no permissive statutes, the passage of 

enabling legislation arguably removed these legal 

barriers; the only state with enabling legislation but 

without faculty bargaining is New Hampshire (Education 

Commission of the States [ECS], 1980). Thompson (1974) 

and Aussieker (1975) listed states in which there is 

bargaining activity in the absence of legislation. 

Aussieker realized that the effect of legislation on 

faculty unionism was different in the community 

colleges than in the four-year colleges. He pointed 

out that liberalization of public school sector 

bargaining laws generally followed militant unionism in 

several large cities, noting also that the public 

school background of many community college faculty had 

given them prior experience in unionism. Others have 

recognized the existence of a reciprocal relationship 

between the increased strength of labor organizations 

and the passage of legislation: that strong labor 

organizations work to achieve passage of enabling 
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legislation, and take advantage of the legislation once 

it has been enacted (Hellriegel, French, and Peterson, 

1970; Begin, 1977; Burton, 1979; Kochan, 1980; and 

Lieberman, 1980). One of the more thoughtful analyses 

of the relationship was that of Begin, who wrote: 

It is no coincidence that most of the public 
institutions in which faculty bargaining has 
occurred are located in states with labor 
legislation covering public employees. As 
Garbarino points out, about 90 percent of the 
organized institutions are located in states with 
the strongest legislation. Moreover, the recent 
slowdown of the growth of faculty bargaining is a 
reflection of the fact that most of the public 
institutions in states with legislation are 
organized. In states without legislation, there 
have been few administrations willing to permit 
elections for a faculty bargaining agent without a 
statutory requirement ... 

Thus, the statistical data support the 
importance of legislation, and for this reason 
George s. Bain pinpointed legislation as a major 
causative factor in producing professional 
unionism. However, Adams disagreed with Bain's 
formulation of legislation as an autonomous 
variable. Adams (and other authors) saw labor 
legislation as the product of constant employee 
pressure and union lobbying. Therefore, to treat 
legislation as an autonomous variable would appear 
to ignore these political activities of employees 
and unions and the dissatisfaction which produced 
the efforts to pass legislation. 

Moreover, in the case of higher education, 
the legislative variable does not explain the low 
penetration of collective bargaining into higher 
quality institutions or into private institutions. 
While private institutions are all covered by 
strong federal labor legislation, by the end of 
1976 four percent were organized compared with 
over one-fourth of the public institutions. 
Furthermore, while nearly 40 percent of the 
elections in private institutions have ended in 
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"no union" votes, only a small percentage of the 
public institutions have voted "no union." 
Clearly other forces must therefore be at work in 
private institutions. (p. 4) 

Factors Influencing Union Growth 

Observers of the American labor movement have long 

sought to know the reasons for union growth. Fiorito 

and Greer (1982) stated, "Explanations of union growth 

generally fall into one of two contrasting schools--

saturationist or historical" (p. 2). The saturationist 

approach was explicated by Bell (1953), who perceived a 

"condition of saturation" (p. 204) in the American 

labor movement. In his opinion most of the production 

workers in manufacturing and most of the workers in 

mining, rails, construction, and transportation had 

been organized; white-collar workers were reluctant to 

organize because they received pay increases whenever 

the production workers got pay increases. Under this 

condition of diminishing returns, the higher the 

percentage of organized workers in an industry, the 

harder it is to organize the remaining workers. Kochan 

(1980) recognized the role of saturationist theory in 

explaining the slowdown of union growth, but failed to 

discern "the specific nature of its impact" (p. 139). 

The historical school is associated with Bernstein 

(1954, 1961), who refuted Bell's "dismal analysis" 
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(Bernstein, 1954, p. 301). Bernstein attributed union 

growth to historical factors such as business cycles, 

wars, and various forms of crisis and social upheaval. 

Bernstein (1961) presented a point-by-point attack on 

the saturationist position. 

Blum (1968) took Bernstein and other theorists to 

task, not on the basis of their specific explanations 

for events, but on the basis of a methodology which 

used the past to predict the future. Blum held that 

there "are certain factors in the political, economic, 

sociological, and industrial relations system at a 

given time of history, which, when joined together, 

help explain why during that era union membership rose 

or fell" (p. 47). His belief was that the same 

conditions might have different effects, or no effect, 

at different periods in history. 

Behavioral Theories of Union Growth 

A tautological explanation of union growth would 

be that unions grow because people join unions. 

several behavioral theories have been used to explain 

union growth. 

Alienation. Huse and Bowditch (1977) considered 

the concept of alienation to have three major 

components: (a) powerlessness, (b) normlessness, and 

(c) meaninglessness. Powerlessness is the feeling that 
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one has no influence or control over one's environment. 

Normlessness is defined as ''a state of ambiguity about 

the behavior necessary for attaining organizational 

rewards" (p. 291); it occurs when there is little 

agreement between management and worker on the issues 

confronting them. Meaninglessness occurs when the 

worker does not comprehend the purpose of the work or 

the associated activities. Alienation can result in 

isolation from the group and the group's standards and 

goals, or in self-estrangement, i.e., a view of work as 

a means to an end rather than an end in and of itself. 

Whyte (1944) stated that "Joining a union is one 

way of regaining social equilibrium when the worker's 

accustomed pattern of human relations has been upset" 

(p. 216). Argyris (1957) saw an inherent incongruity 

between the self-actualization of the mature worker and 

that of the organization. Unionization was one means 

by which the worker could resolve the conflict. Hughes 

(1976) considered alienation to be caused by a 

difference between the respective value systems of 

managers and workers; unionization was a reaction to 

alienation. Kamens and Sarup (1978) concluded that 

alienation had a significant independent influence on 

faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining. 

Motivator-maintenance theory. Herzberg et al 
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(1959) concluded that there were two sets of job 

conditions operating in the workplace. One set, called 

"maintenance factors" (formerly "hygiene factors"), 

operated primarily to create dissatisfaction when they 

were absent or not right, but did not serve to 

motivate people when they are present or were right. 

The second set, called "motivators," operate primarily 

to cause job satisfaction and motivation when they are 

present, but did not cause dissatisfaction when they were 

absent. Thus, the factors which caused dissatisfaction 

were not the same ones as those which caused 

satisfaction. Maintenance factors were extrinsic to the 

content of the job but related to the environment or 

the context in which the job was performed. Motivators 

were intrinsic factors related to the content of the job 

but not to the context. 

Adherents of Herzberg's theory saw unionization as 

a reaction to dissatisfaction with various factors in 

the workplace. Hellriegel, French, and Peterson 

(1970), Feuille and Blandin (1974), Bigoness (1978), 

Hamner and Smith (1978), Schriesheim (1978), Brett 

(1980), and Hammer and Berman (1981) saw a relationship 

between dissatisfaction and a favorable attitude toward 

unions. Brett claimed that "Knowing an employee's 

initial satisfaction allowed us to predict his or her 
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vote with 75 percent accuracy" (p. 5). 

Expectancy theory. Vroom (1964) presented a 

"valence-expectancy" model in which people were 

motivated to perform a certain act by: (a) the 

anticipated satisfaction (valence) derived from the 

outcomes of the act and (b) the expectation that the 

act would be followed by the attainment of the desired 

outcomes. Vroom's theory can be related to the concept 

of union instrumentality, i.e., the union represents an 

instrument to be used by workers to achieve their 

goals. Brett (1980) stated, "The likelihood that a 

coalition of dissatisfied employees will try to 

organize a union depends on whether they accept the 

concept of collective action and whether they believe 

unionization will yield positive rather than negative 

outcomes for them" (p. 49). The concept of union 

instrumentality was accepted also by Imundo (1973, 

1975) and Farber and Saks (1980). DeCotiis and 

LeLouarn (1981) presented a model in which union 

instrumentality generated a positive attitude toward 

unions, a positive attitude toward unions led to an 

intent to vote, the intent to vote led to an actual 

vote, and the resulting pro-union vote led to union 

membership--which reinforced the original pro-union 

attitude. They considered the unionization process to be 



86 

determined solely by union instrumentality perceptions. 

Needs-satisfaction. Maslow (1970) considered all 

human behavior to be caused behavior--caused by a set 

of needs arranged in a hierarchical order. In the 

unsatisfied state a need creates tensions which human 

beings must take action to eliminate or reduce; it is 

the unsatisfied need which motivates behavior. Once a 

need has been satisfied it is replaced by another need 

of a higher order. Needs-satisfaction approaches hold 

that unions are the means by which the worker satisfies 

certain needs. Bakke (1967), Beal et al (1976), Myers 

(1976), Kleingartner (1977), Holley and Jennings 

(1980), and Sloane and Witney (1981) have presented 

needs-satisfaction approaches to unionization. Lawler 

and Walker (1980), however, took exception to the use 

of needs-satisfaction as an explanation for 

unionization. They pointed out that: (a) needs may 

not exist as stable, enduring, or identifiable 

attributes of individuals; (b) needs-satisfaction 

theories tend not to account for a variety of 

individual cognitive processes; and (c) the meaning and 

measurement of needs are ambiguous. 

Empirical Research 

The empirical research falls into two categories: 

time-series studies and cross-sectional studies. As 
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explained by Fiorito and Greer (1982), time-series 

approaches seek to explain differences in unionism over 

time, whereas cross-sectional studies seek to explain 

differences across units at a particular point in time; 

the variables used in one approach are often quite 

different than those used in the other. Cross-

sectional analyses can be differentiated from each 

other by the level of aggregation, i.e., whether the 

study uses individual units of analysis or aggregate 

units such as states or SMSAs. 

The Ashenfelter-Pencavel model. The seminal work 

on trade union growth was "American Trade Union Growth: 

1900-1960," by Ashenfelter and Pencavel (1969). Kochan 

(1980) termed it the most systematic empirical study of 

trade union growth in the United States. Dilts and 

Deitsch (1983) stated that it "provides an excellent 

paradigm and point of departure for identifying and 

analyzing the various factors responsible for changes 

in trade union membership, structure, and philosophy" 

(p. 19). Ashenfelter and Pencavel argued that the 

progress of the American labor movement in the 

twentieth century could be explained by a single 

behavioral relationship. Although they recognized the 

importance of economic factors in the decision of an 

employee to join a union, they contended that there was 
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a great deal more involved. They stated, "Economic 

forces may serve as a base from which to begin an 

analysis of union growth, but the impact of social and 

political forces must be incorporated to complete it" 

(p. 435). In the Ashenfelter-Pencavel model (A-P 

model), the employee's decision to join a union is 

based on a subjective assessment and balancing of the 

expected benefits of joining as opposed to the costs of 

joining. The benefits of joining are seen to be higher 

under conditions of rising prices, the costs are seen 

to be lower under conditions of rising employment, 

which result in tight labor markets and a decreased 

probability of employer retaliation. Thus, these 

conditions.have a positive effect on union growth. 

Other positive influences on union growth are the 

amount of unemployment in the preceding trough of the 

business cycle, which creates worker discontent, and 

the existence of a favorable political climate. The 

percent of members of the House of Representatives who 

are Democrats is considered to be the index of pro-

labor sentiment. A negative effect on union growth is 

the proportion of employment in the union sector that 

is already organized. The A-P model explains 

approximately 75 percent of the variation in the 

dependent variable. 
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Mancke (1971) criticized the A-P model and 

proposed an alternate model. In his model the 

proportion of labor which is unionized is a function of 

the percentage unionized during the previous period, 

the current national rate of unemployment, and the 

effects of major political events thought to have 

either benefited or harmed union membership. He took 

issue with A-P on several points. According to him, 

the rate of union membership is relatively high during 

periods of both extremely high and extremely low 

unemployment; the existence of the union shop causes 

membership to rise as employment rises. He stated that 

the saturation effect occurs only after total union 

membership has exceeded some critical level. Mancke 

doubted that the relationship between the Democratic 

share of seats in the House and the degree of pro-labor 

sentiment had been constant and linear over 61 years. 

In his alternative model only three sets of 

independent variables accounteed for the percent of 

unionization among unionizable employment: (a) the 

percent of unionization during the immediately previous 

period; (b) dummy variables representing the 

enforcement of major labor legislation; and (c) the 

national unemployment rate. Mancke's model explained 

approximately 99 percent of the variation in union 
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membership. 

Adams and Krislov (1974) modified the A-P model to 

test its ability to explain new organizing, i.e., "the 

annual number of voters in bargaining units, formerly 

unorganized, that select union representation in NLRB 

supervised elections" (p. 307). The Adams-Krislov (A-K) 

model included as independent variables: (a) 

employment in the private, nonagricultural sector; (b) 

the percent of unionization in the private sector; (c) 

a measure of worker discontent; (d) the percent change 

in employment over time; and (e) the Democrat's share 

of seats in the House. Adams and Krislov found no 

significance in the coefficient for the percent of 

previous organization, and only marginal significance 

in the coefficient for the effect of the percent of 

House seats held by Democrats. Otherwise, their 

modification of the A-P model yielded the expected 

signs for the variables. The A-K model explained 

approximately 75 percent of the variation in new union 

membership. 

The ability of the A-P model to predict future 

union growth was questioned by Moore and Newman 

(1975b), and Moore and Pearce (1976). Moore and Newman 

challenged the model for its underlying assumption that 

"differential periods of time are homogeneous, except 
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for differences in the explicit variables of the system 

that are measured, and for differences in random 

effects" (p. 435) . Moore and Pearce found that the A-P 

model yielded different results when tested for two 

subperiods, 1900-1945 and 1946-1969. For the latter 

period, the percent of variation explained decreased 

from 75 percent to 53 percent. Moore and Pearce 

stated, "Students of the movement interested in 

predicting future changes in union membership would be 

advised to find an alternative model" (p. 247). 

Elsheikh and Bain (1978) responded to Moore and 

Pearce by proposing an alternative model which they 

claimed was superior to the A-P model. They estimated 

the model for the period 1897-1970 and pronounced it 

satisfactory in terms of the usual statistical 

criteria, and stable over the entire period. 

The opinion of Elsheikh and Bain as to the 

superiority of their model was not shared by Fiorito 

(1982), who attacked the Elsheikh-Bain (E-B) model on 

several points. Fiorito claimed that the E-B model was 

marred by certain conceptual problems, and was poor in 

predictive power. He further objected to E-B's failure 

to include association membership in their model. 

Fiorito expressed doubt as to whether the "phenomena of 

union growth can be captured in a single behavioral 
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equation without resort to ad hoc explanations" (p. 

12 6) • 

Other empirical research. Scoville (1971) 

investigated the relationship between attributes of 

individuals and the probability of union membership. 

He investigated 10 variables for their influence on 

unionization: (a) age, (b) race, (c) sex, (d) 

occupation, (e) census region, (f) education level, (g) 

marital status, (h) industry, (i) earned income of head 

of family, and (j) total family income. Scoville found 

positive relationships with age, nonwhite racial 

identification, maleness, and earned income. 

Rose (1972) stated that the two broad categories 

of factors that may influence the outcome of 

representation elections are unit-related variables, 

which include such characteristics as the size and type 

of the bargaining unit being organized, the industrial 

classification of the firm, the location of the firm, 

and prior organizing activity within the firm. On the 

basis of 1,000 election petitions filed with the 

National Labor Relations Board between March and 

September of 1966, he concluded that unions won a 

higher percentage of elections in smaller units than in 

larger units, although union leaders have often 

considered larger units to be easier to organize 
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because they are easier to find, provide a higher 

return on investment, and have a more distant worker-

management relationship. Rose found only slight 

variations in election results among geographic regions 

or between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas; 

unions experienced slightly higher percentages of 

victories in the South and in nonmetropolitan areas. 

Where there had been previous organizing activity, 

unions won 61.2 percent of the elections, as opposed to 

less than 50 percent in situations in which there had 

been no previous attempts at organizing. 

On the basis of a study of NLRB data for the 

fiscal years 1966-1970, Chaison (1973) differed with 

Rose on grounds of methodology and interpretation of 

results. Although he agreed that the union's success 

rate was greater in the smaller units and that unit 

size was related to election outcome, Chaison argued 

that the existence of small bargaining units does not 

always indicate that the parent organization is also 

small. 

Hardigan (1975) contended that the presence or 

absence of a collective bargaining agent at an 

institution of higher education could be explained best 

by the various characteristics which describe the 

institution. Working with a sample of 144 private 
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four-year colleges, Hardigan reduced 51 variables to 

five factors: (a) prestige, (b) complexity, (c) 

occupational orientation, (d) traditionalism, and (e) 

salary increase. These factors were used in a 

prediction model which, by his claim, successfully 

predicted 98 percent of the institutions which would 

not hold an election, 88 percent of those which would 

hold an election, 93 percent of those which would 

defeat a bargaining agent in an election, and 82 

percent of those which would elect an agent. 

Moore and Newman (1975b) analyzed cross-section 

data to determine the influence of certain state-level 

variables on the differences in union membership among 

states for the years 1950, 1960, and 1970. They 

examined: (a) the composition of the labor force with 

respect to sex, race, and age; (b) the percentage of 

employment in blue-collar occupations; (c) the 

percentage of state employment in the government 

sector; (d) the degree of urbanization in the state; 

(e) the influence of the social climate of the South; 

and (f) the influence of public policy as expressed by 

legislation. With the exception of those variables 

representing the percentage of youth (ages 16-24) in 

the work force and the percentage of state employment, 

respectively, all variables were significant at the 
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0.10 level, with most being significant at the 0.05 or 

some lower level. 

Moore and Newman (1976) conducted an investigation 

to determine whether nonlegal environmental variables 

could be used to classify the 50 states of the United 

states on the basis of three categories of enabling 

legislation for public school teachers: (a) mandatory 

bargaining legislation, (b) permissive bargaining 

legislation, and (c) no bargaining legislation. On the 

basis of this study, they concluded that the likelihood 

of a state passing mandatory legislation increased 

with: (a) the degree of urbanization, (b) the 

population density, and (c) the existing level of 

unionism among government employees. 

Saltzman (1985) examined the relationship between 

the growth of unionism among public-school teachers and 

the enactment of enabling legislation for the years 

between 1958 and 1978, inclusively. Saltzman's 

objective was to determine whether legislation was a 

cause of unionism or an effect of unionism. The 

results of his study led Saltzman to conclude that the 

enactment of legislation was the most important single 

cause of teacher unionism, and that the reverse 

causality, although, present, was weak. He concluded 

further that important influences on a state's decision 
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to pass bargaining laws were: (a) the extent of 

political patronage in the state and (b) the passage of 

legislation in neighboring states. 

McGirt (1976) investigated the relationship 

between bargaining-agent affiliation and certain 

internal institutional characteristics, and the 

personal orientation of the faculty, respectively, in 

community colleges. Using a sample of 326 

institutions, grouped according to bargaining-agent 

affiliation, McGirt reduced 35 institutional and six 

personal variables to six factors: (a) faculty 

affluence, (b) size, (c) technological emphasis, (d) 

masculinity, (e) institutional affluence, and (f) 

exclusivity. McGirt concluded that four factors: 

exclusivity, size, technological emphasis, and faculty 

affluence accounted for all of the significant 

variance. 

Moore (1978) analyzed the determinants of teacher 

unionism and collective bargaining through examinations 

of the fluctuations in membership of the American 

Federation of Teachers (AFT) and the National Education 

Association (NEA), and the bargaining activities of the 

two groups. With the main interest directed toward the 

AFT, Moore looked at interstate variations in 

bargaining activity from both time-series and cross-
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sectional perspectives. He classified the variables 

used in his regression models as: (a) economic, (b) 

internal sociological, (c) organizational, and (d) 

external social and political. With respect to the 

AFT, Moore reached the following conclusions: (a) the 

rate of change of prices has a positive effect on 

growth; (b) there is difficulty in recruiting nonwhite 

teachers; (c) the strength of organized labor, as 

measured by the percentage of the nonagricultural work 

force organized, has a positive effect on growth; (d) 

the degree of urbanization has a positive effect on 

growth; (e) the sex composition of the teaching force 

has no significant influence on growth; and (f) 

mandatory bargaining laws promote growth, whereas 

permissive bargaining laws and the existence of 

Executive Order 10988 have had no significant influence 

on growth. 

Hirsch (1980) recognized that large differences in 

the level of unionization exist across regions, states, 

and metropolitan areas. Using an economic framework, 

he considered the equilibrium levels of unionization to 

be determined by forces of supply and demand. With the 

standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) as the 

unit of analysis, Hirsch found that both union 

membership and contract coverage were significantly 
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related to earnings level, the sex and racial 

composition of the labor force, region, and population 

growth. Membership was also related to the existence 

of right-to-work laws, which have little effect on 

coverage, but negative effects on membership. 

An excellent review of the existent relevant 

literature was presented by Fiorito and Greer (1982). 

On the basis of an analysis of 34 studies, they 

identified the following categories of explanatory 

variables: (a) employee variables, (b) union 

variables, (c) employer variables, (d) government 

variables, (e) variables related to the technological 

context, (f) variables related to the market context, 

and (g) socio-political variables. 

As previously stated, both time-series and cross-

sectional studies were included in their analysis. 

With respect to the results from the different types of 

studies, Fiorito and Greer reported: 

Among the time-series analyses, it appears that 
increases in prices, wages, and employment, prior 
downturns, and a favorable political climate 
enhance union growth, while increases in 
unemployment rates and saturation effects tend to 
inhibit growth. In the cross-sectional analyses, 
nonwhite and male worker characteristics, income, 
urbanization, concentration ratios, and various 
dissatisfaction measures are positively associated 
with unionism, while education, southern region, 
and "right-to-work" laws are negatively related. 
(p. 4) 
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Citing inconsistency in the literature, among 

other problems, Fiorito and Greer concluded that there 

is, at present, no satisfactory model of union growth. 

Voos (1983) criticized Fiorito and Greer for their 

failure to pay sufficient attention to the significance 

or insignificance of coefficients, and failure to 

distinguish between major types of dependent variables 

related to unionism. In their reply to Voos, Fiorito 

and Greer (1983) stated that they had dispensed with 

statistical significance levels because of the 

considerable variation in statistical procedures among 

the authors they reviewed. In their opinion, these 

variations in methodology made comparisons unreliable. 

They concluded their reply by stating that their aim 

was to aid future research, not to provide a definitive 

analysis. 

Two Organizational Environments 

Every organization must operate within one or more 

environments external to the organization. Osborn, 

Hunt, and Jauch (1980) presented the concept of a 

general environment which had four nonspecific sectors 

or 11 dim ens ions 11 : (a) cultural, ( b) economic, ( c) 

educational, and (d) legal-political. At any given 

time, the general environment as a whole, or any of its 

dimensions, can be favorable or unfavorable to the 
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organization. 

Conditions in the general environment constitute 

constraints to the organization. When the conditions 

in the four sectors are not similar, or when different 

sectors experience different levels of development, 

disparity is said to exist. According to Osborn, Hunt, 

and Jauch (1980), disparity imposes limitations on the 

organization, and can lead to serious internal 

problems. Dissatisfaction and employee turnover are 

two such problems. 

Griffin (1984) presented the concept of the task 

environment. This external environment is comprised of 

six elements: (a) competitors, (b) customers, (c) 

suppliers, (d) regulators, (e) unions, and (f) 

associates. In the academic context, competitors would 

include other colleges, suppliers would include those 

governmental agencies which provide funds, regulators 

would include both governmental agencies and 

nongovernmental interest groups, and associates would 

include two or more relatively autonomous campuses or 

colleges under the control of the same higher level 

organization. 

The task environment is more specific than the 

rather abstract general environment, and is immediately 

external to the organization. In Griffin's scheme the 
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influence of the general environment is manifested by 

the actions of the elements of the task environment. A 

schematic depiction of these relationships would have 

the organization surrounded by two concentric rings, 

with the general environment being the outer ring, and 

the task environment being the inner ring. Inside the 

organization itself would be the internal environment 

or "organizational climate" of the organization. 

Three Political Cultures 

Elazar {1984) stated that the national political 

culture is a synthesis of three major political 

subcultures, each of which is tied strongly to specific 

sections of the country. He termed these subcultures 

individualistic, moralistic, and traditionalistic. 

Although, in any given state of the United States, 

there can be mixtures of two of Elazar's political 

cultures, one tends to be dominant. 

The individualistic political culture views 

government as a marketplace. Government is established 

for strictly utilitarian purposes, to handle those 

things demanded by those whom it is created to serve. 

In this political culture, intervention into private 

activities, whether by governmental or nongovernmental 

agencies, is held to the minimum necessary to ensure 

the proper working of the marketplace. Politics in the 
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individualistic culture is just another means by which 

individuals can improve themselves socially and 

economically. However, it is also a dirty business, 

best left to professionals. In the individualistic 

political culture, public officials give the public 

what the public wants. 

The moralistic political culture views government 

as a commonwealth. Politics is considered to be a 

public activity devoted to the advancement of the 

public interest. Individualism is tempered by a 

general commitment to using communal, preferably 

nongovernmental, power to intervene into private 

activities when necessary for the public good. 

Politics is a matter of concern for all citizens. The 

moralistic political culture believes in active 

governmental internvention into the economic and social 

life of the community. 

The traditionalistic political culture takes a 

paternalistic and elitist view of the commonwealth. 

This culture reflects an attitude that a hierarchical 

society is part of the natural order of things. The 

traditionalistic political culture authorizes and 

expects those at the top of the social structure to 

take a special and dominant role in government. The 

role of government is to maintain the existing order. 
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This culture seeks to confine real power to a 

relatively small and self-perpetuating group drawn from 

an established elite. Those who do not have definite 

roles to play in politics are not expected to be even 

minimally active as citizens; in some cases, they are 

not even expected to vote. Good government in the 

traditionalistic political culture involves the 

maintenance and encouragement of traditional patterns. 

Political leaders play conservative and custodial 

roles, taking initiatory roles only when they are 

subjected to strong outside pressures. 



CHAPTER III 

Methodology 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

selected environmental variables could be used to 

differentiate community colleges with respect to their 

collective-bargaining status and specific bargaining-

agent affiliation. 

Research Questions 

The research was designed to provide answers to 

the following questions: 

1. Are there environmental differences between 

states with collective bargaining in 

community colleges and states without 

collective bargaining? 

2. Are there environmental differences between 

states with enabling legislation for 

collective bargaining in community colleges 

and states without legislation? 

3. Are there environmental differences between 

community colleges which are unionized and 

those which are not? 

4. Are there environmental differences among 

those community colleges affiliated with the 

American Federation of Teachers, those 

104 
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affiliated with the National Education 

Association, and those with no affiliation? 

Research Design 

In response to the research questions, data were 

collected on the following environmental variables: 

1. Geographic location of the institution. 

2. The level of control of the institution. 

3. The relationship of the institution to a 

system of community colleges. 

4. The size of the institution. 

5. Rates of change in the size of the 

institution for one- and two-year periods 

prior to the year-group date. 

6. Population data for the 50 states, and for 

the reference area of the institution. 

7. Rate of unemployment in the reference area. 

8. The percent of the employed civilian labor 

force in manufacturing industries in the 

state. 

9. The percent of the employed civilian labor 

force in blue-collar occupations in the 

state. 

10. The percent of the employed civilian labor 

force in farming in the state. 

11. Value added by manufacture in the 50 states, 
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and in the reference area of the institution. 

12. Value of agricultural products sold in the 50 

states, and in the reference area of the 

institution. 

13. Personal income in the state. 

14. Personal income in the reference area. 

15. Revenues and expenditures related to 

education in general. 

16. Revenues and expenditures related to higher 

education. 

17. Revenues related to community-college 

education. 

18. State-level membership in labor unions and 

employee associations, as a percent of the 

nonagricultural labor force. 

19. The percent of the electorate which voted for 

candidates of the Democratic party in 

presidential elections. 

20. Educational attainment of the population in 

the reference area. 

21. The percent of the civilian labor force 

employed by state and local governments 

within the state. 

22. The percent of state and local employees 

organized within the state. 
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23. The percent of governments, within the state, 

which engage in collective negotiations and 

meet-and-confer discussions. 

24. The percent of organized teachers in the 

state. 

25. The percent of the state's payroll 

distributed as salaries to higher education 

faculty. 

26. The existence of enabling legislation for 

community colleges. 

27. The existence of right-to-work legislation. 

28. The existence of bargaining without 

legislation. 

29. The consumer price index. 

Sources of Data 

Most of the data came from public sources, 

primarily from the publications of the federal 

government which are available in libraries designated 

as depositories for government documents. The data 

sources are listed below. 

1. America Votes {Congressional Quarterly). For 

the percent of the vote for Democratic 

candidates in presidential elections. 

2. Census of Agriculture (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census). For value of agricultural products 
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sold. 

3. Census of Governments (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census). For data on personal income at the 

state level, employment, payroll, and 

finances of state and local governments. 

4. Census of Population (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census) . For population data, unemployment 

rates, occupation of the employed labor 

force, and educational attainment. 

5. County and City Data Book (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census). For population data, unemployment 

rates, percent employment in manufacturing, 

value added by manufacture, value of 

agricultural products sold, personal income, 

money income, and educational attainment at 

the state level and in counties and 

independent cities. 

6. Census of Manufactures (U.S. Bureau of the 

Census). For value added by manufacture. 

7. cuebook II (Education Commission of the 

States) . For data on enabling legislation 

for community colleges. 

8. Digest of Education Statistics (National 

Center for Education Statistics) . For state-

level personal income, and current fund 
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revenues and expenditures of institutions of 

higher education. 

9. Directory of Community, Junior, and Technical 

Colleges (American Association of Community 

and Junior Colleges) . For geographic 

location of the institution, organizational 

relationships of the institution, and the 

size of the institution. 

10. Directory of Faculty Contracts and Bargaining 

Agents (National Center for the Study of 

Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and 

the Professions) . For state collective-

bargaining legislation and bargaining-agent 

affiliation of institutions. 

11. Directory of National Unions and Employee 

Associations (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics) . For membership in labor unions 

and employee associations. 

12. Directory of U.S. Labor Organizations (Bureau 

of National Affairs). For membership in 

labor unions and employee associations. 

13. Education Directory: Colleges and 

Universities (National Center for Education 

Statistics) . For geographic location, 

control, and organizational relationships of 
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the institution. 

14. Financial Statistics of Institutions of 

Higher Education (National Center for 

Education Statistics). For current-fund 

revenues and expenditures in public 

institutions of higher education, and state 

and local appropriations to community 

colleges. 

15. Labor-Management Relations in State and Local 

Governments (U.S. Bureau of the Census). The 

percent of state and local government 

employees organized, the percent of state and 

local teachers organized, the percent of 

governments (within a state) which engage in 

collective negotiations or meet-and-confer 

discussions. 

16. Local Area Personal Income (U.S. Department 

of Commerce). For per capita personal income 

in the BEA economic areas. 

17. Monthly Labor Review (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics) . For data on unionization in 

government prior to 1972. 

18. State and Metropolitan Area Data Book (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census) . For population data, 

unemployment rates, percent employment in 
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manufacturing, value added by manufacture, 

value, personal income, money income, and 

educational attainment at the state level and 

in metropolitan statistical areas. 

19. Statistical Abstract of the United states 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census). Membership in 

labor unions and employee associations, and 

consumer price indexes. 

20. Survey of current Business (U.S. Department 

of Commerce) . For state-level personal 

income. 

The Frames of the Study 

Ben-Horim and Levy (1984) defined the frame of 

study as the "totality of all elementary units" (p. 

46) . Because the hypotheses developed for this study 

required two different types of analyses, there were 

two frames. 

The first type of analysis was for the purpose of 

classifying the 50 states of the United States on the 

basis of: (a) the presence or absence of collective 

bargaining in the community colleges, and (b) the 

existence or nonexistence of enabling legislation for 

community colleges. The frame for this type of 

analysis consisted of the 50 states of the United 

States. 
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The second type of analysis was for the purpose of 

classifying community colleges by: (a) their status as 

unionized or nonunionized institutions, and (b) their 

specific bargaining-agent affiliation. This frame 

included the total list of community colleges in the 50 

states. 

The Populations 

As defined by Ben-Horim and Levy (1984, p. 46), 

the population of a study is the "totality of all 

individual items of interest." 

Because there were no planned exclusions, the 

population for the state-level analyses was the same as 

the frame, i.e., the 50 states. 

The second set of analyses had as its population 

all community colleges in the 50 states, with certain 

exceptions. The exceptions were: (a) colleges 

organized after 1980; (b) colleges which were branches 

of four-year institutions, and which did not appear to 

be autonomous institutions; and (c) colleges which were 

organized by unions other than the American Federation 

of Teachers or the National Education Association. The 

excepting of institutions organized prior to 1970 was 

considered, but not done. Excepting these institutions 

would have excluded from the study sizable percents of 

the community colleges in Illinois, Michigan, New 
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Jersey, Washington, and Wisconsin--states which were 

the pioneers of collective bargaining in higher 

education. Institutions organized before 1970 were 

considered on a case-by-case basis, and were included 

if sufficient relevant data could be found. 

From a frame of 926 community colleges came a 

usable population of 556, of which 239 were organized. 

Sample Selection 

From the onset of this study, it was determined 

that all cases for which data were available for the 

predictor variables would be included. Therefore, 

there was no sample selection as such. From the 

theoretical point of view, the use of a large number of 

cases increased the probability of satisfying the 

assumption of multivariate normality stated by Klecka 

(1980). From the practicable point of view, it was not 

possible to determine in advance of selection those 

cases for which a complete set of variables existed. 

The first set of analyses, performed on data 

collected at the state level, did not involve the 

prediction of group membership of unclassified cases. 

Therefore the population was not split into smaller 

groups. 

The second set of analyses, performed on data 

collected on the individual institutions and on their 
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surrounding environments, required the prediction of 

group membership of unclassified cases. 

population was split into two samples. 

Here, the 

The first, 

termed the analysis sample, was used to develop the 

prediction functions; the second, termed the holdout 

sample, was used to verify the accuracy of the 

functions derived from the analyses. The splitting 

process was done in a manner intended to insure, to the 

extent possible, that the cases in the analysis and 

holdout samples were similar with respect to size, 

geographic environment, and bargaining-agent 

affiliation. The intersample matching was accomplished 

with the aid of the SAS sort procedure (PROC SORT) (SAS 

Institute, 1982). 

Procedure 

State-level analyses. Three analyses were 

performed on the state-level data: the first was to 

classify the states on the basis of the presence or 

absence of collective bargaining in the community 

colleges, the second was to classify the states on the 

basis of the existence or nonexistence of enabling 

legislation for community colleges, the third was to 

determine whether there was a relationship between the 

collective-bargaining status of the states and 

political culture of the states. Political culture was 
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defined by Elazar (1984). 

The procedure for the classification analyses 

included the following steps. 

1. Identification of the states which had 

enacted enabling legislation and 

determination of the year of enactment for 

each state. 

2. Pairing each state in which there was 

legislation with a state in which there was 

no legislation. 

3. Collection of data for the time interval 

prior to enactment of legislation, preferably 

two years prior. 

4. Identification of the states in which there 

was collective bargaining and determination 

of the year in which bargaining first 

occurred. 

5. Pairing of each state in which there was 

bargaining with a state in which there was no 

bargaining. 

6. Collection of data for the time interval 

prior to the advent of bargaining, preferably 

two years prior. 

7. Analyses of the data. 

To the extent possible, the states were paired 
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with states of similar characteristics. Because there 

has been bargaining without legislation and legislation 

without bargaining, the states could possess one 

attribute without necessarily possessing the other. 

Institutional-level analyses. The procedures for 

the analyses of institutional-level data were more 

complex. Each type of analysis was performed twice: 

once for colleges in those states in which there was 

bargaining, and once for colleges in the nation as a 

whole. In both cases the procedure began with the 

identification of the institutions which were currently 

engaged, or had been engaged, in collective bargaining. 

The procedure included the following steps. 

1. Identification of the institutions in which 

there was collective bargaining, or in which 

there had been collective bargaining. 

2. On a state-by-state basis, the matching by 

size of each nonunionized institution within 

each state with a unionized institution 

within the state until all unionized 

institutions had been matched, or until the 

list of nonunionized institutions within the 

state had been exhausted. 

3. The matching by size of the excess of 

nonunionized institutions with unmatched 
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unionized institutions in the same census 

division until all unionized institutions in 

the census division have been matched or 

until the list of nonunionized institutions 

within the census division has been 

exhausted. 

4. The matching by size of the excess of 

nonunionized institutions with unionized 

institutions anywhere in the nation, until 

each unionized institution had been matched 

with one or more nonunionized institutions. 

5. The splitting of the population into analysis 

and holdout samples. 

6. The analysis of data for those institutions 

in states in which there is collective 

bargaining. 

7. The analysis of data for the total 

population. 

The splitting of the population into the analysis 

and holdout samples began with the sorting of cases by 

state, year group, and bargaining agent. The list of 

sorted institutions was then printed, with the size of 

each institution and its identification number 

included. The objective of this type of sort was to 

ensure that, as nearly as possible, each state, each 
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year group, and each bargaining-agent category would be 

represented equally in the analysis and holdout 

samples. 

The first case was assigned to the analysis sample 

by random selection. Then, by random selection, a case 

from the same state, the same year group, and the same 

bargaining-agent category was selected for the holdout 

sample. However, before this case was assigned it was 

compared to the first case on the basis of size. If 

the two cases could not be matched by size, another 

case was picked by random selection. Where there were 

only a few institutions in each state, e.g., Idaho, 

Louisiana, or Rhode Island, the assignments were made 

by judgment. It was intended that each state be 

represented in the analysis sample. The selection 

process was repeated until all cases had been assigned. 

The table of random digits published by RAND (1955) was 

used to select cases by identification number. 

Analysis of Data 

Classification of cases was done with the SPSS-X 

procedure DISCRIMINANT (SPSS Inc., 1986). 

Crosstabulation tables and associated chi-square tests 

were done with the SAS procedure PROC FREQ (SAS 

Institute, 1982). Other supporting analyses, such as 

t-tests and correlations, were done with SAS 
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procedures. 

Classification of Variables 

The variables used in this study were classified 

into seven groups. The basis of classification for 

each variable was the purpose of the variable in this 

study. 

Identification and description. The purpose of 

these variables was the identification of each 

institution and the description of certain of its basic 

attributes. Included in this group were: (a) the 

sequential number assigned for the study: (b) the 

entity number assigned to each institution by the 

Department of Education: and (c) variables to indicate 

the status of the institution with respect to control, 

membership in a system, age, and the number of 

campuses: a variable to indicate the collective 

bargaining status of the institution, or of the state 

for state-level analyses. 

Location. These variables placed each institution 

in its proper reference area. Each institution was 

located by: (a) state, (b) county, (c) metropolitan 

statistical area, (d) BEA economic area, (e) a 

geographic area defined by the American College Testing 

Program, (f) a geographic area defined by the American 

Council on Education, (g) census division, and (h) 
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federal administrative region. 

Demographic and social. These variables were 

intended to indicate the demographic nature of the 

area, and to specify certain social characteristics. 

They describe the size, density, and changes in the 

population of the reference area; and the educational 

level in the area. 

Internal. The internal variables specified the 

size of each institution, the size of the faculty, and 

the breakdown of each with respect to full-time and 

part-time status. The size of the administrative staff 

was also specified. 

Economic. These variables were intended to 

describe the economic characteristics of the reference 

area. They included measures of income, value added by 

manufacture, value of agricultural products sold, and 

indicators of the occupational makeup of the labor 

force. 

Political. These variables were intended to 

convey information on the political characteristics of 

the reference area. They indicated the presence or 

absence of enabling legislation and right-to-work 

legislation. Also included was the percent of the vote 

for the Democratic party in presidential elections. 

Influence. These variables were intended to 
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provide some indication of the strength and influence--

whether actual or potential--of organized labor in the 

reference area. The variables measured the percent of 

unionized employees in the public and private sectors, 

employment in state and local governments, and the 

extent of bargaining in state and local governments. 

Educational support. These variables were 

intended to measure the extent of support for higher 

education in general, and community colleges in 

particular, at the state and local levels of 

government. They included measures of revenues, 

expenditures, and appropriations. 

Organization for Data Collection 

There are two-year colleges under state or local 

control in every state except South Dakota, where the 

only community college listed in the Education 

Directory, Oglala Sioux, is under federal control. 

These colleges are located in large metropolitan areas, 

in places outside metropolitan areas, and in rural 

areas. Yet, regardless of its location, an 

organization can be influenced by conditions other than 

those which exist in its immediate geographic area. 

This situation created a problem with respect to 

determination of the proper reference area for each 

institution; data were available at the state level, 
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the metropolitan-area level, the city level, and the 

county level. However, not all data were available at 

all levels. Data collected at the state level would 

have resulted in the loss of discriminating 

information; collection of all data at the county level 

would have been equivalent to an assumption that an 

institution cannot be influenced by anything outside of 

the political boundaries of its physical location. 

The first organized community college elected its 

bargaining agent in the early 1960s. Thus, the 

collective-bargaining movement is now in its third 

decade. Those institutions which do not have 

bargaining agents, with few exceptions, never made an 

explicit decision to forgo collective bargaining. The 

problem created by this situation was one of placing 

the nonunion institution into a time frame; it is 

possible to assert that each year without an election 

represents a year in which an institution chose to 

remain nonunion. The nature of the study, however, 

demanded that data be collected for specific time 

periods. 

The first problem was addressed by deciding to use 

the standard metropolitan statistical area for data to 

be used of institutional-level analyses. Where an 

institution was located outside of a standard 
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metropolitan statistical area, the county and an area 

known as a BEA economic area would be used. 

The second problem was addressed by use of the 

year-group concept. Under this concept, unionized 

colleges were grouped by the year of election of their 

respective bargaining agents. The nonunion colleges 

were then matched with the unionized institutions and 

placed in a year group. Thus, each year group 

consisted of all institutions which had elected or 

rejected bargaining by formal election, and those 

nonunion institutions which had been matched with the 

nonunionized colleges for purposes of data collection. 

Geographic Concepts 

This section defines the geographic reference 

areas which were relevant to the study. The 

definitions are those provided by the United States 

Bureau of the Census, under the Department of Commerce; 

and the United states Bureau of Economic Analysis 

(BEA}, under the Department of Commerce. 

Census region. The census region is the first-

level geographic breakdown of the United States. The 

four regions are Northeast, North Central, South and 

West. 

Census division. The census division is the 

second-level geographic breakdown. Under Northeast, 



124 

the divisions are New England and Middle Atlantic. 

Under North Central, there are, respectively, East and 

West North Central. Under South, there are South 

Atlantic, East and West South Central. The divisions 

of West are Mountain and Pacific. 

Standard metropolitan statistical area. The 

standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) is the 

standard area for the collection, analysis, and 

publication of government statistics. An SMSA, except 

in New England, consists of a central city of a 

specified size, the county in which it is located, and 

the surrounding contiguous counties (contiguous to 

either the central city or to a county contiguous to 

the central city) when the economic and social 

relationships between the central and contiguous 

counties meet certain criteria. An SMSA may include 

more than one central city. 

New England county Metropolitan Area. The New 

England SMSA is made up of city and town units, rather 

than county units. In New England a county may be 

distributed among several SMSAs, with different parts 

belonging to different SMSAs. The New England County 

Metropolitan Area is a metropolitan area composed of 

counties, rather than towns and cities. Thus, the 

NECMA is the equivalent of the SMSA in other parts of 
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the country; the NECMA does not replace the SMSA. 

Urbanized area. The urbanized area consists of 

one or more central cities surrounded by closely 

settled territory. The purpose of this definition is 

to provide a distinction between the urban and rural 

populations in the vicinities of large cities. 

BEA economic area. The BEA economic area consists 

of an SMSA or similar area which serves as a center for 

economic activity, and the surrounding counties which 

are related economically to the center. To the extent 

possible, the area includes both the place of work and 

the place of residence of its labor force. Although 

many counties do not belong to an SMSA, each county in 

the United States is part of an economic area. 

Labor area. A labor area consists of a central 

city and the surrounding territory within commuting 

distance. The Department of Labor considers it to be 

an economically integrated geographical unit within 

which workers can readily change jobs without changing 

their place of residence. Major labor areas usually 

have at least one central city of at least 50,000. In 

most cases, the boundaries of a major labor area are 

the same as those of an SMSA. 



CHAPTER IV 

Results of the Study 

This chapter presents the results of the study to 

determine whether selected environmental variables 

could be used to differentiate community colleges on 

the basis of their collective-bargaining status and 

specific bargaining-agent affiliation. The emphasis of 

the study was on the possible effects of variables in 

the external environment, and on those variables in the 

internal environment that were related to change. 

Restatement of Hypotheses 

The null hypotheses related to the study are 

restated below. 

1. There are no differences between states with 

collective bargaining in community colleges 

and those without collective bargaining, as 

measured by the set of environmental 

variables selected for this study. 

2. There are no differences between states with 

enabling legislation for collective 

bargaining in community colleges and those 

without legislation, as measured by the set 

of environmental variables selected for this 

study. 

3. There are no differences between community 
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colleges which are unionized and those which 

are not unionized, as measured by the set of 

environmental variables selected for this 

study. 

4. There are no differences among the community 

colleges affiliated with, respectively, the 

American Federation of Teachers, the National 

Education Association, and with no union, as 

measured by the set of environmental 

variables selected for this study. 

The testing of these hypotheses required two sets 

of analyses. The first set was performed on data 

collected at the state level, the second set was 

performed on data collected at the institutional level. 

State-Level Analyses 

All 50 of the states of the United States were 

included in the study. Twenty-nine were in the group 

in which there was collective bargaining, and 21 were 

in the group in which there was no bargaining. As of 

1986, 26 states had enacted enabling legislation, and 

24 had not. 

The principal analyses on state-level data were 

performed by stepwise discriminant analysis, using the 

SPSS-X program DISCRIMINANT, with the Mahalonbis 

distance statistic (METHOD = MAHAL) as the selection 
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criterion. Supplementary analyses used the SPSS-X 

program CROSSTABS for chi-square tests of association 

between the political culture of the states (Elazar, 

1984) and their status as to, respectively, collective 

bargaining and legislation. Political culture, 

however, was not used as a variable in the discriminant 

analyses. 

The results of the analyses provided evidence to 

support the conclusion that dimensions in the external 

environment could be used to discriminate between 

groups of states with respect to the existence of both 

collective bargaining and enabling legislation. The 

results also provided evidence to support the 

conclusion that status with respect to these variables 

is related to the dominant political culture of a 

state, as defined by Elazar (1984). 

Collective-Bargaining Status 

Variables in the analysis. The following 

predictor variables were entered into the analysis. 

1. LEGIS, a dummy variable indicating the 

presence or absence of enabling legislation 

at the time collective bargaining began. 

2. RTW, a dummy variable indicating the presence 

or absence of right-to-work legislation. 

3. DEN, the population density of the state. 
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4. METRO, the percent of the state's population 

living in metropolitan areas. 

5. NONAG, membership in labor organizations, 

expressed as a percent of the nonagricultural 

work force. 

6. VAM67, value added by manufacture, expressed 

in constant 1967 dollars. 

7. VAG67, value of farm products sold, expressed 

in constant 1967 dollars. 

8. EDPLOY, full-time equivalent (FTE) employment 

in education as a percent of total FTE 

employment in state and local government. 

9. MANPLOY, the percent of the state's work 

force employed in manufacturing. 

10. BLUE, the percent of the state's work force 

employed in blue-collar occupations. 

11. FARM, the percent of the state's work force 

employed in farming. 

12. DEMVOTE, the percent of the state's total 

popular vote that went to the candidate of 

the Democratic party in the presidential 

election immediately previous to the year in 

which collective bargaining began. 

13. HEDEX, the state's per capita expenditure for 

higher education. 
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14. FACPAY, the percent of the state's payroll 

distributed as salary to faculty in higher 

education. 

15. EDEX2, the state's expenditure on education 

per $1,000 of personal income. 

16. PCPI67, the state's per capita income, 

expressed in constant 1967 dollars 

Summary of findings. The entire set of 50 states 

was entered into the analysis. Forty-four states were 

classified correctly, for an overall accuracy of 88 

percent. In the collective-bargaining group 26 of 29 

were classified correctly for an accuracy of 89.7 

percent. In the nonbargaining group 18 of 21 were 

classified correctly, for an accuracy of 85.7 percent. 

Maine, Kansas, and Vermont, which have bargaining, were 

classified as nonbargaining states. Nevada, New 

Hampshire, and South Dakota, which do not have 

bargaining, were classified as bargaining states. The 

dimensions of the external environment on which the 

groups differed significantly were: (a) LEGIS, (b) 

METRO, (c) NONAG, (d) FACPAY, and (e) PCPI67. 

The canonical discriminant functions evaluated at 

the group centroids were -1.33453 for the nonbargaining 

group and 0.96638 for the bargaining group. The 

canonical correlation coefficient was 0.7571. A value 
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of 0.4267 for Wilks's lambda, equivalent to a chi-

square of 38.75, was significant beyond 0.0001. The 

test of association between Elazar's political culture 

and collective-bargaining status yielded a chi-square 

value of 17.56, significant beyond 0.05. 

Table 1 shows the distribution and classification 

of cases. Table 2 presents the standardized canonical 

discriminant function coefficients. Appendix C 

presents the univariate statistics for the variables 

entered into the analysis. 

Comparison of states with and without collective 

bargaining. on the basis of univariate statistics the 

groups differed significantly at a level of 0.05 or 

beyond with respect to LEGIS, RTW, DEN, METRO, NONAG, 

and PCPI67; these were included in the previously 

mentioned Appendix c. This appendix also included a 

seldom used, but important, measure known as the 

coefficient of variation, a relative measure 

of variability that expresses the standard deviation 

as a percent of the mean, and thus allows intergroup 

comparisons that cannot always be made by use of the 

standard deviation--which is an absolute measure of 

variability (Anderson, Sweeney, and Williams, 1981; 

Ben-Horim and Levy, 1984; Levin, 1981; Sanders, Eng, 

and Murph, 1985). 
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Table 1 

Distribution and Classification of 
Cases in State-Level Analysis of 

Collective-Bargaining Status 

Predicted Group 

Actual Group n NO BARG BARG 

NO BARG 21 18 3 

42.0% 85.7% 14.3% 

BARG 29 3 26 

58.0% 10.3% 89.7% 
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Table 2 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients 
for State-Level Analysis of 

Collective-Bargaining Status 

Variable Coefficient 

LEG IS 0.60876 

METRO 0.50481 

NO NAG 0.49717 

FACPAY 0.41759 

PCPI67 0.50722 
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For any given variable, the group with the largest 

value for the coefficient of variation exhibits the 

greatest degree of relative variability, and, 

therefore, the least degree of uniformity on the 

variable. 

Although useful, the coefficient of variation 

should be used with care. Ben-Horim and Levy (1984) 

recommended that differences in data sets be analyzed 

first in terms of the mean and standard deviation 

separately. Anderson, Sweeney, and Williams (1981) 

cautioned that the measure should be used only with 

data sets having all, or nearly all, positive values. 

They also stated that a value near zero for the mean 

could cause the coefficient of variation to be very 

large, even with a small standard deviation. In view 

of these cautions, the tables presented for this 

analysis, and for those to follow, did not include the 

coefficient of variation for variables with means close 

to zero. 

The discriminant analysis ran through 10 steps. 

It produced a standardized canonical discriminant 

function in which the signs of all coefficients 

(weights) were positive. Because the group centroid 

(group mean) for the nonbargaining group was negative, 

and that for the bargaining group was positive, 
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positive values for variables in the function tended to 

move a case into the bargaining group. The variable 

with the largest discriminant weight was LEGIS, 

followed in order by PCPI67, METRO, NONAG, and 

FACPAY. 

In terms of univariate measures, the nonbargaining 

states had greater percentages of their work forces in 

blue-collar occupations and in farming than did the 

bargaining states. The former group showed less 

uniformity on these variables, exhibiting higher 

coefficients of variation on both than did the 

bargaining states. The nonbargaining states 

distributed slightly higher proportions of payroll to 

faculty salary, and were more uniform on this variable, 

than the bargaining states. 

The states in the bargaining group were more 

likely to have enacted enabling legislation than were 

those in the nonbargaining group. Of the states with 

bargaining, 18 had such legislation on the books, as 

compared to one--New Hampshire--in the nonbargaining 

group. The means for the bargaining group were higher 

than those for the nonbargaining group for the percent 

of the population living in metropolitan areas, the 

percent of unionization in the nonagricultural work 

force, the percent of work force employed in 
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manufacturing, and the expenditure on education per 

$1,000 of personal income. The bargaining group showed 

greater uniformity on all variables except faculty 

salary and educational expenditure. 

The chi-square test of association between 

political culture and collective-bargaining status 

produced results significant beyond 0.05, thus 

indicating a relationship between the two variables. 

The crosstabulation showed bargaining to be 

concentrated in states that Elazar (1984) had 

classified as individualistic or moralistic. In only 

two of the traditionalistic states, Arizona and 

Florida, do community colleges engage in bargaining. 

In Arizona the practice is limited to a single 

institution--Pima Community College in Tucson. 

Legislative Status 

Variables in the analysis. The following 

predictor variables were entered into the analysis. 

1. BWOL, a dummy variable indicating the presence 

or absence of bargaining without legislation. 

2. RTW, a dummy variable indicating the presence 

or absence of right-to-work legislation. 

3. DEN, the population density of the state. 

4. METRO, the percent of the state's population 

living in metropolitan areas. 
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5. NONAG, membership in labor organizations, 

expressed as a percent of the nonagricultural 

work force. 

6. VAM67, value added by manufacture, expressed 

in constant 1967 dollars. 

7. VAG67, value of farm products sold, expressed 

in constant 1967 dollars. 

8. GOVPLOY, the number of full-time-equivalent 

(FTE) employees in state and local government 

per 10,000 citizens. 

9. EDPLOY, full-time equivalent (FTE) employment 

in education as a percent of total FTE 

employment in state and local government. 

10. MANPLOY, the percent of the state's work 

force employed in manufacturing. 

11. BLUE, the percent of the state's work force 

employed in blue-collar occupations. 

12. FARM, the percent of the state's work force 

employed in farming. 

13. DEMVOTE, the percent of the state's total 

popular vote that went to the candidate of 

the Democratic party in the presidential 

election immediately previous to the year in 

which collective bargaining began. 

summary of findings. Forty-seven states were 
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entered into the analysis. Alaska, Michigan, and 

Nebraska were excluded because of a lack of data for 

the variables to be entered into the analysis. In the 

case of Michigan and Nebraska, which both passed 

omnibus legislation in 1947, the required data was from 

the Census of Governments, and was not published for 

the 1940s. In the case of Alaska, which enacted its 

legislation in 1959, the year in which it assumed 

statehood, the available data did not pertain to it as 

a sovereign state. 

Thirty-seven states were classified correctly, for 

an overall accuracy of 78.7 percent. In the group with 

legislation, 18 of 23, or 78.3 percent, were classified 

correctly. In the group without legislation, 19 of 24, 

or 79.2 percent were classified correctly. Colorado, 

Indiana, Maryland, North Dakota, and West Virginia, 

states without legislation, were placed into the group 

which does have legislation. Florida, Hawaii, Kansas, 

Montana, and New Hampshire, which have legislation, 

were placed in the group which does not have 

legislation. The variables on which the groups 

differed significantly were: (a) BWOL, (b) RTW, (c) 

DEN, (d) VAG67, (e) GOVPLOY, (f) FARM, (g) MANPLOY, and 

(h) DEMVOTE. 

The canonical discriminant functions evaluated at 
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the group centroids were -0.91411 for the group without 

legislation, and 1.04470 for the group with 

legislation. The canonical correlation coefficient was 

0.7070. A value for Wilks's lambda of 0.5001 was 

equivalent to a chi-square of 27.02, and significant 

beyond 0.01. The test of association between Elazar's 

political culture and legislative status yielded a chi-

square value of 17.9, significant beyond 0.05. 

Table 3 shows the distribution and classification 

of cases. Table 4 presents the standardized canonical 

discriminant function coefficients. Appendix D 

presents the univariate statistics for the variables 

entered into the analysis. 

Comparison of states with and without enabling 

legislation. on the basis of univariate statistics the 

groups differed significantly at a level of 0.05 or 

beyond with respect to RTW, DEN, NONAG, VAM.67, and 

DEMVOTE. These statistics are presented in Appendix D. 

The discriminant analysis ran through eight steps. 

It produced a standardized discriminant function that 

included, in descending order of the magnitude of their 

weights, FARM, RTW, MANPLOY, BWOL, DEMVOTE, GOVPLOY, 

VAG67, and DEN. The signs of all weights, except for 

RTW, were positive. Thus, positive values on all 

variables but RTW tended to move a case into the group 
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Table 3 

Distribution and Classification of 
Cases in State-Level Analysis of 

Legislative Status 

Predicted 

Actual Group n NO LEGIS 

NO LEGIS 24 19 

51.1% 79.2% 

LEG IS 23 5 

48.9% 21. 7% 

Group 

LEG IS 

5 

20.8% 

18 

78.3% 
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Table 4 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients 
for State-Level Analysis of 

Legislative status 

Variable Coefficient 

BWOL 0.62592 

RTW -0.71409 

DEN 0.35898 

VAG67 0.43465 

GO VP LOY 0.44873 

MANPLOY 0.69444 

FARM 0.80257 

DEMVOTE 0.56180 
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with legislation. 

In terms of univariate measures, the states 

without legislation were more likely to have enacted 

right-to-work laws, with 15 of the 24 states in this 

group, or 62.5 percent, having such laws on their 

books. This was in contrast to four states, or 15.4 

percent of the group with legislation. The states 

without legislation had higher proportions of the 

population working for state and local governments, and 

higher proportions of the labor force in farming. 

States with legislation were more likely to have 

begun bargaining without benefit of legislation. Of 

the 10 states that had, at one time, bargained without 

legislation, seven migrated to the group with 

legislation on the books. States with legislation were 

more densely populated, sold more agricultural 

products, had larger percentages of the work force in 

manufacturing, and had a greater proportion of the 

total popular vote going to Democratic presidential 

candidates than did states without legislation. 

With respect to uniformity on the environmental 

variables, the group without legislation was more 

uniform on population density, value of agricultural 

products sold, and farm employment. The group with 

legislation was more uniform on employment in 
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government, employment in manufacturing, and the 

tendency to vote for Democrats in presidential 

elections. 

The test of association between political culture 

and legislation produced a chi-square value of 17.9, 

significant beyond 0.05 for two degrees of freedom, 

with 47 states in the test. The results of the test 

provided evidence of a relationship between political 

culture and the enactment of enabling legislation. 

Institutional-Level Analyses 

Collective bargaining in community colleges spans 

two decades, beginning with the early 1960s. However, 

certain information collected by the federal 

government, and believed to be important to the 

prediction of future unionization, was not published 

for the years prior to 1972. For these prior years, 

the Census of Governments did not publish data 

concerning unionization of employees of state and local 

governments, or data concerning collective negotiations 

or meet-and-confer arrangements in state governments. 

Data on unionization of public employees prior to 1972 

was from Cohany and Dewey (1970). 

Early in the study it was decided that there would 

be no blanket exclusion of institutions that were 

organized prior to 1970. The dilemma thus created was 
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that the inclusion of institutions organized prior to 

1973 would require the elimination of several important 

variables, but the exclusion of the institutions would 

result in a serious loss of information. Exclusion of 

institutions organized prior to 1973 would eliminate 

from the study 28 institutions in Illinois, Kansas, 

Michigan, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 

Washington, and Wisconsin; and the entire community 

college system of Minnesota. This loss was deemed to 

be unacceptable, particularly since many institutions 

in Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, Washington, and 

Wisconsin were organized in the 1960s, and were 

therefore already eliminated for lack of data; to have 

eliminated any more would have caused Michigan, New 

Jersey, and Wisconsin to all but vanish from the study. 

Equally unacceptable was the exclusion of variables 

that might be used to predict future collective-

bargaining status. The final decision was that the 

principal analyses would use all of the variables 

believed to be relevant, which would include the latest 

data. However, some analyses would be run on the pre-

1973 cases, with summaries of the analyses being 

included in the study. 

Selection of Variables 

Prior to the principal analysis, at least 12 
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preliminary analyses to test the program were run, with 

at least five being run on randomly selected subsets of 

the full data set. The subsets, most of which 

consisted of from 50 to 75 percent of the full set, 

were selected by the SAMPLE and COMPUTE SET = 
UNIFORM(l) commands of SPSS-X. The purpose of the 

preliminary analyses was to test the program with 

different mixes of cases. In each analysis the percent 

of correctly classified cases, or ''hit ratio," exceeded 

75 percent. The preliminary analyses were run with the 

data set as a whole, and with the set being split into 

the analysis and holdout samples. Both the direct 

method and the stepwise method of discriminant analysis 

were used. 

The variables used in the analyses were those for 

the respective reference areas in which the 

institutions were located. The reference areas were 

the metropolitan statistical area (MSA) for those 

institutions that were located in MSAs, or the county 

for those that were not located in MSAs, and the 

Bureau of Economic Analysis economic area (BEA) for one 

measure of per capita personal income. State-level 

data were used when data for these reference areas were 

not available. 

The results of the preliminary analyses indicated 
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that the following variables should be entered into the 

stepwise discriminant analysis. 

1. CONTROL, a variable having the values of o, 
1, or 2, arbitrarily assigned to indicate the 

level of control of the institution, moving 

in unit increments from o to 2 to indicate, 

respectively, local, state-local, and state. 

2. SYST, a dummy variable to indicate whether 

the institution is part of a system of 

community colleges. 

3. LEGIS, a dummy variable to indicate whether 

the state has enacted enabling legislation. 

4. RTW, a dummy variable to indicate the 

presence or absence of right-to-work 

legislation in the state. 

5. SIZE, the total enrollment in October of the 

year-group date. 

6. URBAN, the percent of the reference-area 

population living in urban areas. 

7. UNPLOY, the unemployment rate in the 

reference area, as stated in the 1970 

decennial census for year groups 1970 to 

1979, and the 1980 census for the later year 

groups. 

8. MANPLOY, the percent of the work force 
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employed in manufacturing, as stated in the 

decennial census. 

9. BLUE, the percent of the work force in blue-

collar occupations, as stated in the 

decennial census. 

10. FARM, the percent of the work force employed 

in farming, as stated in the decennial 

census. 

11. VAM67, value added by manufacture, in 

millions of constant 1967 dollars. 

12. VAG67, value of farm products sold, in 

millions of constant 1967 dollars. 

13. PINC67, state-level personal income in 

millions of constant 1967 dollars. 

14. HEDREV67, current-fund revenues of public 

institutions of higher education in the 

state, in millions of constant 1967 dollars. 

15. REVPCT, current-fund revenues of public 

institutions of higher education in the 

state, as a percent of state-level personal 

income. 

16. CCREV, current-fund revenues of public two-

year colleges, as a percent of current-fund 

revenues of all public institutions of higher 

education. 
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17. STL, appropriations to community colleges 

from state and local governments, as a 

percent of current-fund revenues of community 

colleges. 

18. PCPI67, state-level per capita personal 

income in constant 1967 dollars. 

19. PCPI267, per capita personal income in the 

BEA economic area, in constant 1967 dollars. 

20. NONAG, membership in labor unions, as a 

percent of nonagricultural work force, for 

the state. 

21. DEMVOTE, percent of the total electorate 

voting for the Democratic candidate for 

president in the election immediately 

previous to the year-group date, for the 

county. 

22. GUN, the percent of state and local 

government employees organized. 

23. CNMC, the percent of governments within the 

state that engage in collective negotiations 

or meet-and-confer discussions, with special 

districts excluded. 

24. STORG, the percent of state teachers 

organized. 

25. LTORG, the percent of local teachers 
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organized. 

26. GROW2, the average annual growth rate for the 

institution for the two-year period 

immediately prior to the year-group date. 

The results of the analyses are presented first as 

a summary of the findings, and then as a detailed 

description of the characteristics of the institutions. 

They then are presented first for collective-bargaining 

status, and next for bargaining-agent affiliation. 

Within these categories the sequences is: (a) post-

1972 analysis in unionized states, (b) all-years 

analysis in unionized states, (c) post-1972 analysis 

for all states, and (d) all-years analysis for all 

states. 

Summary of Findings for Collective-Bargaining Status 

Post-1972 analysis in unionized states. A set of 

276 cases was entered into the program, with 140 in the 

analysis sample and 136 in the holdout sample. The hit 

ratios were 84.4 percent for the total set, 86.4 for 

the analysis sample, and 82.4 for the holdout sample. 

The F-ratio for the Mahalanobis distance between groups 

was 11.6 for 11 and 127 degrees of freedom, and was 

significant beyond the 0.01 level. The canonical 

correlation coefficient for the strength of the 

relationship between the groups and the discriminant 
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function was 0.7073. The associated value of Wilks's 

lambda of 0.4998 was equivalent to a chi-square of 91.2 

for 11 degrees of freedom, significant beyond 0.01. 

The canonical discriminant functions evaluated at the 

group centroids were -1.37 for the nonbargaining group 

(Group 1) and 0.72 for the bargaining group (Group 2). 

Table 5 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 6 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients. Appendix 

E presents the univariate statistics for the 

discriminating variables, together with the F-ratio 

equivalents of Wilks's lambda. 

All-years analysis in unionized states. A set of 

342 cases was entered, with 176 in the analysis sample 

and 166 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios were 

82.6 percent for the total set, 83.0 for the analysis 

sample, and 82.5 for the holdout sample. The F-ratio 

for the Mahalanobis distance was 11.4 for 10 and 129 

degrees of freedom, and was significant beyond 0.01. 

The canonical correlation coefficient was 0.6842. A 

value of 0.5319 for Wilks's lambda was equivalent to a 

chi-square of 84.0 for 10 degrees of freedom, 

significant beyond 0.01. The canonical discriminant 

functions evaluated at the group centroids were -1.27 

for the nonunion group and 0.68 for the union group. 
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Table 5 

Distribution and Classification of Cases 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-
Bargaining Status in Unionized States 

Predicted Group 

Actual Group n NONUNION UNION 

Analysis Sample 

NONUNION 49 38 11 

35.0% 77.6% 22.4% 

UNION 91 8 83 

65.0% 8.8% 91.2% 

Holdout Sample 

NONUNION 45 31 14 

33.1% 11. 0% 89.0% 

UNION 91 10 81 

66.9% 11. 0% 89.0% 
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Table 6 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-Bargaining 

Status in Unionized States 

Variable Coefficient 

CONT 0.39733 

SYST 0.50960 

LEG IS 0.80928 

SIZE -0.19737 

URBAN 0.66689 

UNPLOY 0.33681 

FARM 0.26835 

VAM67 -0.31828 

CCREV -0.24464 

PCPI67 0.38690 

NO NAG 0.25690 
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Table 7 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 8 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients. Appendix 

F presents the univariate statistics for the 

discriminating variables. 

Post-1972 analysis in all states. A set of 415 

cases was entered, with 206 in the analysis sample and 

209 in the holdout sample. The hit ratio was 86.3 

percent for the total set, 85.4 for the analysis 

sample, and 87.1 for the holdout sample. The F-ratio 

for the Mahalanobis distance was 25.7 for 11 and 185 

degrees of freedom. The canonical correlation 

coefficient was 0.7772. The value of 0.3958 for 

Wilks's lambda was equivalent to a chi-square of 175.6 

for 11 degrees of freedom, significant beyond 0.01. 

The canonical discriminant functions evaluated at the 

group centroids were -1.13 for the nonunion and 1.33 

for the union group. 

Table 9 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 10 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients. Appendix 

G presents the univariate statistics for the 

discriminating variables. 

All-years analysis in all states. A set of 532 

cases was entered, with 262 in the analysis sample, and 
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Table 7 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

in Unionized States in All Years 

Predicted Group 

Actual Group n NONUNION UNION 

Analysis Sample 

NONUNION 59 43 16 

33.5% 72.9% 27.1% 

UNION 117 14 103 

66.5% 12.0% 88.0% 

Holdout Sample 

NONUNION 52 37 15 

31. 3% 71.2% 28.8% 

UNION 114 14 100 

68.7% 12.3% 87.7% 
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Table 8 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

in Unionized States in All Years 

Variable Coefficient 

CONT 0.39739 

SYST 0.48382 

LEG IS 0.83687 

RTW -0.23334 

SIZE -0.25013 

GROW2 -0.15113 

URBAN 0.60087 

UNPLOY 0.30509 

FARM 0.19262 

VAM67 -0.25068 
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Table 9 

Distribution and Classification of Cases 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-

Bargaining Status in All States 

Predicted Group 

Actual Group n NONUNION UNION 

Analysis Sample 

NONUNION 115 98 17 

55.8% 85.2% 14.8% 

UNION 91 13 78 

44.2% 14.3% 85.7% 

Holdout Sample 

NONUNION 119 104 15 

56.9% 87.4% 12.6% 

UNION 90 12 78 

43.1% 13.3% 86.7% 
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Table 10 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-Bargaining 

status in All States 

Variable Coefficients 

CONT 0.16300 

SYST 0.28282 

LEG IS 0.63273 

GROW2 -0.13263 

URBAN 0.28439 

FARM 0.15036 

VAM67 -0.26178 

PCPI67 0.22560 

PCPI267 -0.13819 

NO NAG 0.28621 

CNMC 0.34596 
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270 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios were 84.8 

percent for the total set, 84.4 for the analysis 

sample, and 85.2 for the holdout sample. The F-ratio 

for the Mahalanobis distance was 21.6 for 14 and 185 

degrees of freedom. The canonical correlation 

coefficient was 0.7642. Wilks's lambda was 0.4161, 

equivalent to a chi-square of 166.6 for 12 degrees of 

freedom, and significant beyond 0.01. The canonical 

discriminant functions at the group centroids were 

-1.09 for the nonunion group and 1.28 for the union 

group. Table 11 shows the distribution and 

classification of the cases. Table 12 presents the 

standardized canonical discriminant function 

coefficients. Appendix H presents the univariate 

statistics for the discriminating variables. 

Summary of Findings for Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

Post-1972 analysis in unionized states. A set of 

274 cases was entered into the program, with 139 in the 

analysis and 135 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios 

were 67.8 percent for the total set, 71.2 for the 

analysis sample, and 64.4 for the holdout sample. The 

F-ratios for the Mahalanobis distances between pairs of 

groups, for 13 and 124 degrees of freedom, were: (a) 

7.99 between "none" and AFT, (b) 5.30 between "none" 

and NEA, and (c) 3.36 between AFT and NEA. The 
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Table 11 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

in All states in All Years 

Predicted Group 

Actual Group n NONUNION UNION 

Analysis Sample 

NONUNION 262 127 19 

55.7% 87.0% 13.0% 

UNION 116 22 94 

44.3% 19.0% 81. 0% 

Holdout Sample 

NONUNION 156 138 18 

57.8% 88.5% 11.5% 

UNION 114 22 92 

42.4% 19.3% 80.7% 
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Table 12 

standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

in All States in All Years 

Variable coefficient 

CONT 0.16855 

SYST 0.31697 

LEG IS 0.71533 

RTW -0.26253 

SIZE -0.13172 

GROW2 -0.13568 

URBAN 0.36989 

UNPLOY 0.13886 

FARM 0.14942 

VAM67 -0.21980 

CCREV 0.17639 

GUN 0.20435 
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canonical correlation coefficient for the first 

function was 0.6896; Wilks's lambda was 0.4231, 

equivalent to a chi-square of 111.8 for 26 degrees of 

freedom and significant beyond 0.01. The canonical 

correlation coefficient for the second function was 

0.4395; Wilks's lambda was 0.8068, equivalent to a chi-

square of 27.9 for 12 degrees of freedom, and 

significant beyond 0.01. six canonical discriminant 

functions were evaluated at the group centroids: one 

for each of the three groups, on each of the two 

functions derived by the program. The respective 

functions for "none," AFT, and NEA were -1.09, 1.42, 

and 0.35 for the first function; and -0.25, -0.69, and 

0.53 for the second. 

Table 13 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 14 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients for the 

groups. Appendix I presents the univariate statistics 

for the discriminating variables. 

All-years analysis in unionized states. A set of 

343 cases was entered, with 176 in the analysis sample 

and 167 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios were 

66.2 percent for the total set, 68.2 for the analysis 

sample, and 64.1 for the holdout sample. The F-ratios 

for the Mahalanobis distances, for 10 and 128 degrees 
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Table 13 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in Unionized States 

Predicted Agent 

Actual Agent n NONE AFT NEA 

Analysis Sample 

NONE 53 37 1 15 

38.1% 69.8% 1.9% 28.3% 

AFT 26 2 14 10 

18.7% 7.7% 53.8% 38.5% 

NEA 60 9 3 48 

43.2% 15.0% 5.0% 80.0% 

Holdout sample 

NONE 47 34 2 11 

34.8% 72.3% 4.3% 23.4% 

AFT 27 6 9 12 

20.0% 22.2% 33.3% 44.4% 

NEA 61 10 7 44 

45.2% 16.4% 11. 5% 72.1% 
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Table 14 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in Unionized states 

Coefficient 

variable Function 1 Function 

CONT 0.25885 0.16761 

SYST 0.68300 -0.25633 

LEG IS 0.85581 0.19837 

SIZE 0.13354 -0.48422 

GROW2 -0.26193 0.04162 

URBAN 0.27705 0.22114 

VAM67 -0.28363 -0.26367 

CCREV -0.62407 0.06922 

STL 0.41910 -0.30681 

PCPI67 0.34066 0.13133 

NO NAG 0.54265 -0.45202 

DEMVOTE -0.08499 0.52758 

LTORG -0.55852 0.68533 

2 
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of freedom, were: (a) 7. 99 between "none" and AFT, (b) 

6.08 between "none" and NEA, and (c) 3.02 between AFT 

and NEA. The canonical correlation coefficient for the 

first function was 0.6540; Wilks's lambda was 0.4965, 

equivalent to a chi-square of 92.8 for 20 degrees of 

freedom, and significant beyond 0.01. The canonical 

correlation coefficient for the second function was 

0.3869; Wilks's lambda of 0.8503 was equivalent to a 

chi-square of 21.5 for 9 degrees of freedom, and 

significant beyond 0.05. The respective canonical 

discriminant functions evaluated at the group centroids 

for "none," AFT, and NEA were -0.99, 1.16, and 0.39 for 

the first function; and 0.17, 0.65, and -0.44 for the 

second. 

Table 15 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 16 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients for the 

groups. Appendix J presents the univariate statistics 

for the discriminating variables. 

Post-1972 analysis in all states. A set of 413 

cases was entered, with 204 in the analysis sample and 

209 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios were 75.3 

percent for the total set, 74.5 for the analysis 

sample, and 74.6 for the holdout sample. The F-ratios 

for the Mahalanobis distances, for 13 and 182 degrees 
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Table 15 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

in Unionized States in All Years 

Predicted Agent 

Actual Agent n NONE AFT NEA 

Analysis Sample 

NONE 63 45 2 16 

35.8% 71.4% 3.2% 25.4% 

AFT 33 4 10 19 

18.7% 12.1% 30.3% 57.6% 

NEA 80 11 4 65 

45.5% 13.8% 5.0% 81. 3% 

Holdout Sample 

NONE 54 38 0 16 

32.3% 70.4% 0.0% 29.6% 

AFT 34 9 7 18 

20.4% 26.5% 20.6% 52.9% 

NEA 79 10 7 62 

47.3% 12.7% 8.9% 78.5% 



166 

Table 16 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

in Unionized States in All Years 

Coefficient 

Variable Function 1 Function 

CONT 0.42520 -0.03728 

SYST 0.59596 0.09559 

LEG IS 0.76739 -0.22268 

SIZE 0.01975 0.71494 

GROW2 -0.23661 0.02732 

URBAN 0.39450 -0.10844 

UNPLOY 0.36097 0.20060 

MANPLOY 0.16687 0.29890 

VAM67 -0.19242 0.24397 

DEMVOTE -0.00721 -0.51551 

2 
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of freedom, were: (a) 11.4 between "none" and AFT, (b) 

11.5 between "none" and NEA, and (c) 3.2 between NEA 

and AFT. The canonical correlation coefficient for the 

first function was 0.7363; Wilks's lambda of 0.3844 was 

equivalent to a chi-square of 179.7 for 26 degrees of 

freedom, and significant beyond 0.01. The canonical 

correlation coefficient for the second function was 

0.4005; Wilks's lambda of 0.8396 was equivalent to a 

chi-square of 32.9 for 12 degrees of freedom, and 

significant beyond 0.01. The respective canonical 

discriminant functions evaluated at the group centroids 

for "none," AFT, and NEA were -0.93, 1.68, and 1.00 for 

the first function; and 0.07, 0.88, and -0.52 for the 

second. 

Table 17 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 18 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients for the 

groups. Appendix K presents the univariate statistics 

for the discriminating variables. 

All-years analysis in all states. A set of 548 

cases was entered, with 267 in the analysis sample, and 

281 in the holdout sample. The hit ratios were 74.8 

percent for the total set, 74.2 for the analysis 

sample, and 75.4 for the holdout sample. The F-ratios 

for the Mahalanobis distances, for 10 and 186 degrees 
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Table 17 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in All States 

Predicted Agent 

Actual Agent n NONE AFT NEA 

Analysis sample 

NONE 118 97 2 19 

57.8% 82.2% 1. 7% 16.1% 

AFT 26 3 14 9 

12.8% 11.5% 53.8% 34.6% 

NEA 60 14 5 41 

29.4% 23.3% 8.3% 68.3% 

Holdout Sample 

NONE 121 104 0 17 

57.9% 86.0% 0.0% 14.0% 

AFT 27 5 10 12 

12.9% 18.5% 37.0% 44.4% 

NEA 61 11 8 42 

29.2% 18.0% 13.1% 68.9% 
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Table 18 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in All States 

Coefficient 

Variable Function 1 Function 

CONT 0.18048 0.14766 

SYST 0.34942 0.20564 

LEG IS 0.60776 -0.47098 

SIZE 0.05923 0.53189 

GROW2 -0.16496 -0.00443 

URBAN 0.16295 -0.14745 

VAM67 -0.20990 0.30483 

PCPI67 0.17433 -0.22111 

NO NAG 0.26251 0.05360 

DEMVOTE -0.02728 -0.40373 

CNMC 0.27316 -0.02484 

STORG 0.00063 0.56608 

LTORG -0.07376 -0.44799 

2 
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of freedom, were: (a) 13. 6 between "none" and AFT, (b) 

12.9 between "none" and NEA, and (c) 3.6 between AFT 

and NEA. The canonical correlation coefficient for the 

first function was 0.7144; Wilks's lambda of 0.4256, 

equivalent to a chi-square of 162.7 for 20 degrees of 

freedom, was significant beyond 0.01. The canonical 

correlation coefficient for the second function was 

0.3617; Wilks's lambda of 0.8692, equivalent to a chi-

square of 26.7 for 9 degrees of freedom, was 

significant beyond 0.01. The respective canonical 

discriminant functions evaluated at the group centroids 

for "none," AFT, and NEA had values of -o. 87, 1. 63, and 

0.91 for the first function; and values of 0.07, 0.77, 

and -0.47 for the second. 

Table 19 shows the distribution and classification 

of the cases. Table 20 presents the standardized 

canonical discriminant function coefficients. Appendix 

L presents the univariate statistics for the 

discriminating variables. 

Characteristics of the Institutions 

Post-1972 analysis of collective bargaining status 

in unionized states. The discriminant program ran 

through 13 steps. The variables in the discriminant 

function were CONT, a variable to indicate the level of 

control of the institution; SYST, a variable to 
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Table 19 

Distribution and Classification of Cases for 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

in All States in All Years 

Predicted Agent 

Actual Agent n NONE AFT NEA 

Analysis Sample 

NONE 154 129 2 23 

57.7% 83.8% 1. 3% 14.9% 

AFT 34 3 10 21 

12.7% 8.8% 29.4% 61.8% 

NEA 79 14 6 59 

24.6% 17.7% 7.8% 74.7% 

Holdout Sample 

NONE 165 145 0 20 

58.7% 87.9% 0.0% 12.1% 

AFT 34 9 9 16 

12.1% 26.5% 26.5% 47.1% 

NEA 82 12 12 58 

29.2% 14.6% 14.6% 70.7% 
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Table 20 

Standardized Discriminant Coefficients for 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

in All States in All Years 

Coefficient 

Variable Function 1 Function 

CONT 0.16429 0.18729 

SYST 0.44295 0.07226 

LEG IS 0.78332 -0.38599 

SIZE 0.08493 0.67361 

GROW2 -0.17461 0.02092 

MAN PLOY -0.01498 0.37601 

PINC67 -0.45540 -0.19899 

HEDREV67 0.56585 0.50837 

NON AG 0.34324 0.03751 

DEMVOTE 0.04288 -0.37096 

2 
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indicate whether the institution is part of a system; 

LEGIS, a variable to indicate whether the state has 

enacted enabling legislation; SIZE, the total 

enrollment; URBAN, the percent of the population living 

in urban areas; UNPLOY, the unemployment rate; FARM, 

the percent of the work force employed in farming; 

VAM.67, value added by manufacture; CCREV, the community 

colleges' share of total current-fund revenues of 

public colleges and universities; PCPI67, state per 

capita personal income; and NONAG, the percent of the 

nonagricultural work force belonging to labor unions. 

The results of the analysis indicated that the 

nonunion institutions were more likely to be under 

local control than were the union institutions; the 

lower the mean on the variable CONT, the closer the 

control was to the local level. A crosstabulation with 

the SPSS-X program CROSSTABS showed 39.6 percent of the 

96 nonunion schools under local control, as opposed to 

14.4 percent of the 188 union schools. The 

environments of the nonunion schools were more likely 

to be characterized by higher percentages of the work 

force engaged in farming than the environments of the 

union schools. On the variable FARM, the nonunion 

group was more uniform than the union group. 

Union institutions were larger than the nonunion 
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institutions, although the difference was not 

significant in the univariate sense. The schools in 

the union group were more likely to belong to a system 

of community colleges, with 47.3 percent in systems, as 

compared to 18.8 percent of the nonunion group. Union 

institutions were more likely to be located in states 

that had enacted enabling legislation. In this group, 

88.3 percent of the institutions were under enabling 

legislation, as compared to 37.5 percent of the 

nonunion group. The union environment was 

characterized by higher levels of urbanization, 

manufacturing activity, unemployment, and membership in 

labor organizations. The state-level per capita 

personal income was higher in the union environment, as 

was the community colleges' share of the current-fund 

revenues of public institutions of higher education. 

The union group was more uniform on each of the 

variables than was the nonunion group. 

Post-1972 analysis of collective bargaining status 

in all states. The discriminant program ran through 11 

steps. The variables in the discriminant 

function were CONT, a variable to indicate the level of 

control of the institution; SYST, a variable to 

indicate whether the institution is part of a system; 

LEGIS, a variable to indicate whether the state has 
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enacted enabling legislation; GROW2, the average annual 

growth rate for the two-year period prior to the year-

group date; URBAN, the percent of the population living 

in urban areas; FARM, the percent of the work force 

employed in farming; VAM.67, value added by manufacture; 

CCREV, the community colleges' share of total current-

fund revenues of public colleges and universities; 

PCPI67, state per capita personal income; PCPI267 per 

capita personal income in the Bureau of Economic 

Analysis (BEA) economic area; NONAG, the percent of the 

nonagricultural work force belonging to labor 

unions; and CNMC, the percent of governments within the 

state that engage in collective negotiations or meet-

and-confer discussions. 

The results of the analysis indicated that the 

nonunion institutions were more likely to be under 

local control than were the union institutions, with 

24.3 percent of 239 under local control, as compared to 

19.9 percent of the 188 union institutions. The 

nonunion institutions exhibited higher average annual 

rates of growth for the two-year period prior to the 

year-group date and more uniformity on this dimension, 

with the coefficient of variation for the nonunion 

group at 178 percent, as compared to 273 percent for 

the union group. The nonunion group also averaged 
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higher, and was more uniform, on employment in farming. 

The group of union institutions had a higher 

percentage of membership in systems, with 47.3 percent 

of institutions belonging to systems, as compared to 

18.8 percent of the nonunion group. In the union group 

88.3 percent of the institutions were located in states 

with enabling legislation, as compared to 17.6 percent 

of the nonunion group. The union group also averaged 

higher on the percent of the population living in urban 

areas; value added by manufacture; per capita personal 

income in both the state and economic area, as defined 

by the Bureau of Economic Analysis; membership of the 

nonagricultural labor force in unions; and the percent 

of governments in governments that engage in 

collective negotiations or meet-and-confer discussions. 

They were also more uniform on these variables. 

Post-1972 analysis of bargaining-agent affiliation 

in unionized states. The program ran through 27 steps. 

The variables in the discriminant function were CONT, 

variable to indicate the level of control of the 

institution; SYST, a variable to indicate whether the 

institution is part of a system; LEGIS, a variable 

to indicate whether the state has enacted enabling 

legislation; SIZE, the total enrollmenmt; GROW2, the 

average annual growth rate for the two-year period 

a 
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prior to the year-group date; URBAN, the percent of the 

population living in urban areas; FARM, the percent of 

the work force employed in farming; VAM.67, value added 

by manufacture; CCREV, the community colleges' share of 

total current-fund revenues of public colleges and 

universities; STL, the percent of current-fund revenues 

of community colleges from state/local government 

appropriations; PCPI67, state per capita personal 

income; NONAG, the percent of the nonagricultural work 

force belonging to labor unions; DEMVOTE, the 

Democratic Party's share of the total vote in the 

presidential election prior to the year-group date; and 

LTORG, the percent of local teachers organized. The 

general pattern that emerged from the analysis was one 

in which the nonunion colleges were on the low end of a 

range of values, the AFT colleges were on the high end, 

and the NEA colleges were in between. On only three 

variables was the NEA on an extreme; the NEA 

environment was characterized by the lowest level of 

manufacturing activity, the highest percent of the 

electorate voting Democratic, and the highest percent 

of organization among local teachers. On the dummy 

variables, CONT, SYST, and LEGIS, the nonunion group 

had the highest percent of colleges under local 

control, the lowest percent of colleges in systems, and 
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the lowest percent in states with legislation. The AFT 

had the lowest percent of institutions under local 

control, the highest percent of institutions in 

systems, and the highest percent in states with 

enabling legislation. On the variable CONT, 37.5 

percent of the nonunion group was under local control, 

as compared to 10.9 in the AFT group and 16.8 in the 

NEA group. On the variable SYST, 18.3 percent of the 

nonunion group was in a system, as compared to 63.6 in 

the AFT group, and 42.4 in the NEA group. On the 

variable LEGIS, 42.3 percent of the nonunion group were 

in states with legislation, as compared to 89.l in the 

AFT group, and 87.2 in the NEA group. 

The AFT was the most uniform group on all but 

GROW2, PCPI67, and LTORG; the nonunion group was the 

most uniform on these. The nonunion group was the 

least uniform on all variables but STL, on which the 

NEA had the highest coefficient of variation. 

Post-1972 analysis of bargaining-agent affiliation 

in all states. The analysis ran through 17 steps. The 

variables in the discriminant function were CONT, a 

variable to indicate the level of control of the 

institution; SYST, a variable to indicate whether the 

institution is part of a system; LEGIS, a variable 

to indicate whether the state has enacted enabling 
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legislation; SIZE, the total enrollment; GROW2, the 

average annual growth rate for the two-year period 

prior to the year-group date; URBAN, the percent of the 

population living in urban areas; VAM.67, value added by 

manufacture; PCPI67, state per capita personal income; 

NONAG, the percent of the nonagricultural work force 

belonging to labor unions; DEMVOTE, the Democratic 

Party's share of the total popular vote in the 

presidential election prior to the year-group date; 

CNMC, the percent of governments within the state that 

engage in collective negotiations or meet-and-confer 

discussions; STORG, the percent of state teachers 

organized; and LTORG, the percent of local teachers 

organized. 

The statistics for the AFT and NEA groups were the 

same as for the previous analysis. Because of the 

extension of the analysis to all states, the findings 

for the nonunion group were different. The general 

pattern observed in the previous analysis was repeated 

in this analysis: the nonunion colleges were on the 

low ends of the ranges for the respective variables, 

the AFT colleges were on the high ends, and the NEA 

colleges were in between. On the dummy variables CONT, 

SYST, and LEGIS, the nonunion group had the highest 

percent of institutions under local control, the lowest 
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percent of institutions in systems, and the lowest 

percent in states with enabling legislation. The AFT 

group had the lowest percent of institutions under 

local control, the highest percent in systems, and the 

highest percent in states with enabling legislation. 

on the variable CONT, 23.9 percent of the nonunion 

group, 10.9 percent of the AFT group, and 16.8 percent 

of the NEA group were under local control. On the 

variable SYST, 18.6 percent of the nonunion group, 63.6 

percent of the AFT group, and 42.4 percent of the NEA 

group belonged to systems. On the variable LEGIS, 20.2 

percent of the nonunion group, 89.1 percent of the AFT 

group, and 87.2 percent of the NEA group were located 

in states with legislation. 

With respect to uniformity within the groups, the 

AFT was the most uniform, and the nonunion group was 

the least uniform. The exceptions were GROW2, PCPI67, 

and LTORG. The nonunion group was the most uniform on 

GROW2, and the NEA was the most uniform on PCPI67 and 

LTORG. The NEA group was the least uniform of the 

groups on GROW2. 



CHAPTER V 

Discussion, Summary, Implications, 

Conclusions, and Recommendations 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

selected environmental variables could be used to 

differentiate public two-year colleges with respect to 

their collective-bargaining status and specific 

bargaining-agent affiliation The results of the study 

indicated that it was possible to identify a set of 

such variables. Each analysis conducted as a part of 

the study produced results which were statistically 

significant at a level beyond 0.05. 

Discussion of State-Level Analyses 

The discussions of results, as related to each 

research question, are presented in this section. 

Research Question One 

Are there statistically significant environmental 

differences between states with collective bargaining 

in public two-year colleges and states without 

collective bargaining? 

The environmental variables on which the groups 

differed, in order of relative importance, were: (a) 

the existence of enabling legislation (LEGIS); (b) the 

state's per capita personal income, in constant 1967 

dollars (PCPI67); (c) the percent of the state's 

181 
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population in metropolitan statistical areas (METRO); 

(d) membership in labor unions as a percent of the 

nonagricultural labor force (NONAG); and (e) the 

percent of the state payroll allocated to salaries of 

faculty in higher education (FACPAY). 

The findings supported the position that enabling 

legislation has a strong positive relationship to 

collective bargaining. Whether LEGIS is autonomous, as 

suggested by Garbarino (1975) and Saltzman (1985) was 

not an issue in this study. 

The positive direction and relative weight for the 

variable METRO indicated that states with large 

proportions of their populations living in metropolitan 

areas are more likely to provide environments favorable 

to unions than those with smaller proportions in 

metropolitan areas. Because metropolitan statistical 

areas must contain at least one large central city, 

they are usually highly urbanized, although they can 

and do contain rural areas. Organized labor has always 

been strongest in cities and urban areas. These 

findings agree with those of Moore and Newman (1976), 

Delaney (1981), and Fiorito and Greer (1982), who all 

saw positive relationships between unionization and 

measures of urbanization. 

The magnitude and direction of the weight of 
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FACPAY indicated a positive relationship between this 

variable and collective bargaining. This was not 

expected, and seemed paradoxical; one would expect 

lower wages to be associated with dissatisfaction and 

unionization. The literature provided conflicting 

opinions. Lee (1978) stated that lower wages were 

associated with unionism. Hirsch (1980) considered 

higher wages to be associated with unionism. Dalton 

(1982) stated that the true nature of the relationship 

was indeterminate. A possible explanation would be 

that faculty unionism tends to be more prevalent in the 

areas of the nation in which living costs and wage 

rates are highest. The Northeast and the Pacific 

regions are such areas. This was noted by Guthrie-

Morse, Leslie, and Hu (1981), although they were more 

concerned with the effects of unionization than with 

the causes. 

PCPI67 was related positively to collective 

bargaining. It is possible that the large, 

industrialized states, which are accustomed to the 

practice of collective bargaining in the private 

sector, are also the wealthiest states. Another 

explanation, offered by Saltzman (1985), is that the 

South, which has been less developed than other regions 

of the country, tends to reject unions as barriers to 
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the attraction of industry. This attitude carries over 

to the public sector, where collective bargaining could 

lead to tax increases that drive away investment. 

Research Question Two 

Are there statistically significant environmental 

differences between states with enabling legislation 

for collective bargaining in public two-year colleges 

and states without enabling legislation? 

The variables on which the groups differed, in 

order of relative importance, were: (a) the percent of 

the labor force employed in farming (FARM); (b) the 

existence of right-to-work legislation (RTW); (c) the 

percent of the labor force employed in manufacturing 

(MANPLOY); (d) the conduct of bargaining without 

legislation (BWOL); (e) the percent of the electorate 

which voted for the Democratic candidate in the 

presidential election immediately previous to the year-

group date (DEMVOTE) ; (f) full-time-equivalent 

employment in state and local government per 10,000 of 

population (GOVPLOY) ; (g) value of farm products sold, 

in constant 1967 dollars (VAG67); and (h) population 

density (DEN). All discriminant weights in the 

standardized function were positive, except that for 

RTW. Thus, all but RTW were related positively to the 

passage of legislation. 
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The positive relationship between FARM and the 

passage of enabling legislation was unexpected. This 

finding agrees with that of Moore and Newman (1976), 

who found that the weight for FARM was the smallest for 

the no-legislation group; Moore and Newman divided the 

states into three groups, as opposed to two groups 

here. Their explanation indicated that they had 

expected the "agricultural forces" to have been engaged 

in active opposition to mandatory bargaining laws for 

teachers. There was no such expectation here. A 

possible explanation is that people in farming, many of 

whom are self-employed, are not as likely to become 

involved in the affairs of organized labor as are 

people in other occupations. In the states which are 

primarily agricultural, there are expected to be fewer 

large and powerful labor unions, and thus less 

agitation for pro-labor political actions. Another 

explanation is that it is possible for a state to be, 

at the same time, highly industrialized and highly 

unionized, and a major producer of agricultural 

products, e.g., California, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, 

and Wisconsin. 

The existence of right-to-work laws can be 

considered as a sign of antipathy toward organized 

labor, and as an indication of a certain lack of power 
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on the part of organized labor. However, RTW should 

not be viewed in isolation. The set of right-to-work 

states includes all of the South except the South 

Atlantic states of Delaware, Maryland, and West 

Virginia; the East South Central state of Kentucky; and 

the West South Central state of Oklahoma. Although 

not limited to the South, RTW was correlated highly 

with the dummy variable for South in this study, and 

could be considered as a surrogate for South. The 

significance is that the South is beginning to attract 

industry from the Northeast and North Central regions, 

both highly unionized; one reason for relocation of 

industry is the high cost of labor brought on by 

collective bargaining. Right-to-work laws are used by 

Southern states to attract labor intensive industries. 

Florida, Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska are right-to-work 

states with both legislation and public-sector bargaining. 

MANPLOY was considered to be a surrogate for 

industrialization and support for unionism. Union 

membership has always been high in manufacturing, and 

states with higher percentages of employment in 

manufacturing would tend to be more highly unionized 

than those with lower percentages. Manufacturing is 

associated with urbanization, a condition favorable to 

organized labor. The more highly unionized states 
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would be expected to have strong state and city AFL-CIO 

central bodies, and thus more influence with lawmakers. 

The positive relationship between the existence of 

bargaining without legislation and the subsequent 

passage of legislation suggested that enabling 

legislation, at least in some states, was in response to 

de facto collective bargaining and union pressures. In 

this situation, the state took action to regulate an 

existing practice. Aussieker (1975) and Begin, Settle, 

and Alexander (1977) regarded legislation as effect, 

rather than cause. Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, 

Kansas, Maine, Ohio, and Washington engaged in 

bargaining without benefit of law. 

DEMVOTE was a surrogate for pro-labor sentiment, 

chosen because of the historic ties between the 

Democratic party and organized labor. Basing DEMVOTE 

on a national election was intended to separate it from 

purely local issues. The tendency of some states to be 

one-party states influenced the decision against basing 

DEMVOTE on the gubernatorial vote, the congressional 

vote, or the composition of the state legislature. 

Ashenfelter and Pencavel (1969), Moore and Newman 

(1976), and Fairlie (1978) recognized the link between 

Democrats and labor. 

The significance of GOVPLOY was that it indicated 



188 

the potential for the creation of pressure for passage 

of enabling legislation for public employees as a 

whole. The magnitude of the discriminant weight for 

GOVPLOY was not as large as would be expected. Moore 

and Newman (1976) found that the largest positive 

relationship for their equivalent of GOVPLOY was in the 

group of states without legislation. They took the 

position that teachers may desire legislation but are 

stymied by an absence of cooperation on the part of the 

other government employees. However, the 1982 Census 

of Governments showed that, from 1957 through 1982, 

employment in education has represented the single 

largest fraction of state and local employees--in all 

states and in all periods. Seldom has this group been 

below 40 percent of state and local employment. It is 

consequently concluded that, for reasons not made 

apparent from this type of study, that mere masses of 

government employees cannot be equated to effective 

pressure groups. 

The weight for DEN was the lowest in the function. 

Its low contribution is attributed to the enactment of 

legislation in the more sparsely populated states, such 

as Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, 

North Dakota, Vermont, and Alaska. Therefore DEN has 
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but a moderate effect with other variables in the 

model. 

Discussion of Institutional-Level Analyses 

The Factors Influencing Collective-Bargaining Status 

and Bargaining-Agent Affiliation 

The independent variables included in the 

discriminant models can be classified, for the purposes 

of the institutional-level analyses, as: (a) 

institutional and internal; (b) demographic and social; 

(c) economic; (d) political-legal; (e) union influence; 

and (f) educational support. The variables included in 

these categories are discussed below. 

Institutional and internal variables. These 

variables indicate the level of control of the 

institution, i.e., local, state-local, or state; and 

whether the institution is a member of a system of 

colleges. The farther control is removed from the 

local level, the more difficult it is for faculty to 

have an effective voice in the things which matter to 

it. Wattenbarger and Sakaguchi (1971) saw a decisive 

trend toward more state-level control of community 

colleges. Charles (1978) considered encroachment by 

the state on the traditional prerogatives of local 

boards to be a discouraging force. Unionization is one 

means by which local employees have made their voices 
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heard in the state houses. 

Membership in a system results in levels of 

coordination and control above the institutional level. 

Aussieker (1975) stated that organizational complexity 

had a strong relationship to the degree of 

unionization, although other factors might be present. 

Begin, Settle, and Alexander (1977) stated that 

unionization was a response to bureaucratic discipline 

and control, and that membership in a highly 

centralized state system had produced bargaining at 

institutions that might not have unionized so quickly, 

if at all. 

There are differences of opinion in the literature 

on the relationship between unionization and the size 

of the organization or the bargaining unit. Rose 

(1972) and Chaison (1972) concluded that size was 

related inversely to union success in the private 

sector. A positive relationship between the size of 

public school systems and teachers' decisions to 

organize was seen by Moore and Marshall (1973). Dalton 

(1982), in a study of public employees, found a 

positive relation between size and unionization. 

Delaney (1981) found that unions were more successful 

in large hospitals than in small hospitals, but less 

successful in large units than in small units. 
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The growth rate of the institution was seen as 

being related positively to unionization by Garbarino 

(1975) and Aussieker (1975). Garbarino stated that 

adaptation to growth has placed strains on existing 

faculty governance mechanisms and has led to 

unionization in some cases. Aussieker stated that 

unionism was a clear-cut response to the problems of 

growth in some districts. 

Political-legal variables. The relationship 

between enactment of enabling legislation and 

unionization has been established many times; it is 

strong and positive. The only real question revolves 

around which is cause and which is effect. Garbarino 

(1975) and Saltzman (1985) considered legislation to be 

causal, but Aussieker (1975) saw it as a dependent 

variable. Begin, Settle, and Alexander (1975) and 

Kochan (1980) saw a reciprocal relationship. 

The true nature of the relationship between right-

to-work legislation and unionization is indeterminate. 

The existence of right-to-work laws seems to stop 

nothing but the union shop. In the community college 

environment there are right-to-work states in which 

there is extensive unionization, and states without 

such legislation in which there is little, if any, 

bargaining. However, passage of such legislation would 
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be a sign of anti-union sentiment among legislators and 

a lack of political influence on the part of organized 

labor. 

Since the presidential election of 1912, which was 

won by Woodrow Wilson with labor's support, the 

Democratic party has been linked with organized labor 

and its causes. Therefore, various measures of 

sentiment for the Democratic party and its candidates 

have been used as surrogates for pro-labor sentiment. 

Demographic and social variables. The union 

movement was born in the cities, and has been strongest 

in the cities. Positive relationships between 

urbanization and unionization have been noted by Moore 

and Newman (1976); Moore (1978); Delaney (1981); and 

Fiorito and Greer (1982). Moore and Marshall (1973) 

and Wildman (1971) saw a positive relationship between 

measures of urbanization and organization by the 

American Federation of Teachers. 

Economic variables. The literature on the effects 

of unemployment on unionization is contradictory. H. 

B. Davis (1940) found no adequate statistical basis for 

the idea that union growth is correlated positively 

with prosperity and low unemployment levels. 

Ashenfelter and Pencavel (1969) stated that the major 

cost of joining a union, employer retaliation, is 
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likely to be lowest during periods of tight labor 

markets. Mancke (1971) stated that union membership 

rises during both periods of high and low levels of 

unemployment. Moore (1978) posited that the rate of 

change in teaching employment would have a positive 

influence on unionization because of increased union 

activity and a lower fear of employer retaliation. 

Dalton (1982) found that the coefficient for 

unemployment in her study of seven groups of public 

employees was significant for only one group--

firefighters. 

Employment in manufacturing, blue-collar 

occupations, and farming are indicators of urban-rural 

differences. Other indicators are value added by 

manufacture, and value of farm products sold. Osborn, 

Hunt, and Jauch (1980), by stating that the percent of 

the labor force in white-collar versus blue-collar 

occupations was an indicator of urbanization, implied 

that blue-collar occupations were more closely 

associated with rural environments. The urban 

indicators: employment in manufacturing and value 

added by manufacture, should each bear a positive 

relationship to unionization, and should bear also the 

same relationship to organization by the AFT. 

The variables related to income: state-level 
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personal income, per capita personal income in the 

metropolitan statistical area or county, and per capita 

personal income in the economic area are measures of 

relative wealth. Because the wealthier states are 

those which are highly industrialized and therefore, 

more likely to be accustomed to unionization, these 

variables should be related positively to unionization. 

Influence variables. Measures of the state of 

unionization in the public and private sectors in the 

respective states in which the institutions are located 

include: (a) membership in labor unions as a percent 

of the non-agricultural labor force; (b) the percent of 

state and local government employees unionized; (c) the 

percent of governments, within a state, which engages 

in collective negotiations or meet-and-confer 

discussions; (d) the percent of state teachers 

organized; and (e) the percent of local teachers 

organized. The reasoning here is that a faculty which 

is contemplating an election could be influenced by the 

degree of unionization in the private sector, and in 

state and local governments. It is also possible that 

the attitudes of administrators, legislators, and 

government officials could be influenced by the extent 

of union activity in the environment. 

Under the assumption that most state teachers are 
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college teachers, and most local teachers are public 

school teachers, a high percentage of organized local 

teachers should provide a favorable environment for the 

National Education Association; over 85 percent of the 

total NEA membership comes from this group (Moskow, 

Loewenberg, and Koziara; 1970). 

Educational support variables. These are: (a) 

current fund revenues of public institutions of higher 

education in the state; (b) current fund revenues of 

public institutions of higher education, as a percent 

of state personal income; (c) current fund revenues of 

community colleges, as a percent of current fund 

revenues of all public institutions of higher 

education; and (d) the percent of community college 

revenues from state and local appropriations. 

Aussieker (1975) stated that financial measures had 

little relationship to most unionization; the community 

colleges were funded adequately through the early 

seventies. Normally, it would be expected that low 

funding levels would tend to encourage unionization. 

Research Question Three 

Are there statistically significant environmental 

differences between public two-year colleges which are 

unionized and those which are not? 

Unionized states. The variables in the final 
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model for unionized states, in order of importance, 

were: (a) the existence of enabling legislation 

(LEGIS); (b) the percent of the population of the 

reference area living in urban areas (URBAN) ; (c) 

membership in a system of colleges (SYST); (d) the 

level of control of the institution (CONT); (e) state 

per capita personal income, in constant 1967 dollars 

(PCPI67); (f) the rate of unemployment in the reference 

area (UNPLOY); (g) value added by manufacture, in 

constant 1967 dollars (VAM67) ; (h) the percent of the 

labor force employed in farming (FARM); (i) membership 

in labor unions as a percent of the non-agricultural 

labor force (NONAG); (j) current fund revenues of 

community colleges, as a percent of current fund 

revenues to all public institutions of higher education 

(CCREV); and (k) the total enrollment of the 

institution (SIZE). 

The positive relation between LEGIS and 

unionization was as expected, and as previously 

established in the analysis of state-level data. 

The magnitude and direction of the weight for 

URBAN were as expected. The findings are consistent 

with those of Moore and Newman (1976), Moore (1978), 

Delaney (1981), and Fiorito and Greer (1982). Those 

related to SYST and CONT agree with the positions of 
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Aussieker (1975); Begin, Settle, and Alexander (1977); 

and Charles (1978). The positive relationship between 

PCPI67 and collective bargaining reflects the views of 

Saltzman (1985). 

There was a moderate positive relationship between 

UNPLOY and collective bargaining. These findings 

contradict those of Ashenfelter and Pencavel (1969) and 

those of Moore (1978). However, Ashenfelter and 

Pencavel were concerned with union growth in general, 

rather than the propensity of a particular group to 

unionize. An explanation for the observed relationship 

is that people might turn to unions for job protection 

during periods of high unemployment. 

The relatively low weight for NONAG leads to the 

conclusion that the degree of private sector 

unionization in the state as a whole has but little 

effect in the localized environments of the individual 

institutions. Perhaps a measure of unionization taken 

at the level of the metropolitan statistical area, or 

county, would have provided more information. Such 

data, however, were not available. It is possible also 

that other variables were carrying some of the same 

discriminating information as was NONAG. Therefore, 

NONAG could have been acting as a suppressor variable, 

i.e., one which has little or no correlation with the 
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criterion variable, but has a high correlation with 

another predictor variable (Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs; 

1979) . 

The relatively low and negative weight for CCREV 

indicates that unionization is related inversely to the 

state's financial support of its community colleges. 

Low levels of support could result in inadequate 

funding for salaries, or in curtailment of programs. 

Such actions could cause faculties to look to unions 

for protection. 

The weight for SIZE was the smallest in the 

function, and was negative. This finding is in 

agreement with those of Rose (1972), Chaison (1972), 

and Aronson (1985), but in opposition to that of Dalton 

(1982). Aronson, in his study of unionism among 

professional employees in the private sector, reasoned 

that small bargaining units were characterized by a 

relative ease of communication, and cohesiveness during 

organizing campaigns. 

All states. The results of the analysis for all 

states were similar to those for the unionized states. 

Eight environmental variables were common to both 

models. The variables in the final model, in order of 

their contribution, were: (a) LEGIS; (b) the percent 

of governments, within the state, which engages in 
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collective negotiations or meet-and-confer discussions 

(CNMC); (c) NONAG; (d) URBAN; (e) SYST; (f) VAM67; (g) 

PCPI67; (h) CONT; (i) FARM; (j) per capita personal 

income in the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) 

economic area, in constant 1967 dollars (PCPI267); and 

(k) the average annual rate of growth of the 

institution during the two-year period immediately 

preceding the year-group data (GROW2). All but VAM67, 

PCPI267, and GROW2 were related positively to 

unionization. The relative magnitudes of the 

discriminant weights indicated that the variables NONAG 

through PCPI67 made approximately equal moderate 

contributions to the discriminant function, and PCPI267 

made approximately equal contributions on the low end. 

The eight variables which were common to the 

analyses for the unionized states and for the nation as 

a whole were: (a) CONT, (b) SYST, (c) LEGIS, (d) 

URBAN, (e) FARM, (f) VAM67, (g) PCPI67, and (h) NONAG. 

Thus, the same factors seemed to contribute to 

unionization in both situations. Because these 

variables have been discussed previously, and because 

there is no difference in their signs in the two 

analyses, further discussion would be redundant. The 

variables which were not in the model for the unionized 

states were CNMC, PCPI267, and GROW2. 
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CNMC indicates the existence of some formalized 

system of labor-management relations in the states at 

least one year prior to the year in which the 

institution made its decision with respect to 

collective bargaining. The relative weight of this 

variable provided strong support for the conclusion 

that environments in which there is a high level of 

interaction between governments and the representatives 

of their employees are more conducive to further 

interactions that would otherwise be the case. This 

finding is in agreement with the position of Saltzman 

(1985) concerning the influence of the extent of 

previous bargaining. 

PCPI267 is a more localized measure of wealth than 

PCPI67, a state-level measure. The negative sign for 

the weight indicates an inverse relationship between 

wealth in the BEA economic area and unionization. This 

is somewhat at variance with the conclusion reached by 

Saltzman (1985), who saw a positive relationship 

between real per capita personal income and 

unionization. Saltzman, however, used state per capita 

income. The findings here suggest that the influence 

of income changes directions when the reference area is 

narrowed from the level of the state to the level of 

the economic area, and thus becomes closer to the 
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institution, although the effect is slight in both 

types of reference areas. Why this is so is not clear. 

A conjectural explanation would be that higher income 

in the reference area leads to higher pay for faculty, 

which, in turn, leads to a reduction of dissatisfaction 

over pay. 

The inverse relationship between GROW2 and 

unionization is opposite to that stated by Garbarino 

(1975) and Aussieker (1975). However, growth can 

operate in different ways in different situations. 

Certainly, rapid growth can cause strains in a 

governance system, or can create other types of 

problems. Conversely, growth can provide a sense of 

job security for the faculty; the opposite of growth is 

retrenchment. Institutions which grow rapidly are 

faced with shortages of faculty, sometimes severe 

shortages. In this tight labor market, faculty members 

may lose their fear of unemployment, if such fear ever 

existed in the first place, and, consequently, feel 

little need for the protection of a union. 

Research Question Four 

Are there environmental differences among those 

community colleges affiliated with the American 

Federation of Teachers (AFT), those affiliated with the 

National Education Association (NEA), and those with no 
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affiliation (NONE)? 

To answer Research Question Four, two analyses 

were performed. The first analysis was to determine 

the differences which exist in those states in which 

there is collective bargaining in the community 

colleges. The second analysis was to determine the 

differences which exist throughout the nation as a 

whole. Because there were three groups, two 

discriminant functions were derived. In each analysis 

the first function (Fl) served primarily to 

discriminate between NONE and AFT, i.e., the maximum 

separation was between these groups with NEA in 

between. In each analysis the second function (F2) 

provided maximum discrimination between AFT and NEA; 

NONE was between these groups on the F2 axis. As would 

be expected, the results were less accurate than were 

those for the two-group union versus nonunion analyses. 

The results of the two analyses were similar. In 

general, the effects of the environmental variables 

were the same in the unionized states, and in the 

nation as a whole. 

Unionized states. The group centroid for NONE had 

a negative value on Fl. The centroid for NEA lay 

slightly to the positive side of zero, and the centroid 

for AFT had the most positive value. Therefore, those 
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variables in the canonical discriminant function with 

negative weights were related positively to NONE, and 

inversely to NEA and AFT. Those variables with 

positive weights were related positively to AFT and 

NEA. Because Fl served primarily to separate AFT from 

NONE, it will be discussed in that context. 

On Fl, the environmental variables, in order of 

importance in the standardized function were: (a) 

LEGIS, (b) SYST, (c) CCREV, (d) LTORG, (e) NONAG, (f) 

STL, (g) PCPI67 I (h) VAM67 I ( i) URBAN I (j) GROW2 I (k) 

CONT, (1) SIZE, and (m) DEMVOTE. The discriminant 

weights for CCREV, VAM67, GROW2, and DEMVOTE were 

negative. The weight for DEMVOTE was so low that 

DEMVOTE made no significant contribution to the 

function. LEGIS made a large positive contribution on 

Fl, indicating a positive relationship between the 

existence of enabling legislation and AFT affiliation. 

The weight for SYST indicated a positive relationship 

between membership in a system of colleges and 

affiliation with the AFT. 

CCREV was related positively to nonunion status. 

The indication was that the larger the proportion of a 

state's current fund revenues for public higher 

education that are allocated to community colleges, the 

greater the chance that the colleges would remain 
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nonunion. The implication is that adequate funding of 

community colleges can remove or minimize some of the 

sources of dissatisfaction which foster unionization. 

This is not in agreement with the position taken by 

Aussieker (1975). 

The negative weight for LTORG indicated that high 

levels of organization among local teachers was a 

condition more favorable to no affiliation or 

affiliation with the NEA. As would be expected, NONAG 

was related positively to affiliation with the AFT, as 

opposed to nonunion status. As pointed out by Eaton 

(1974), AFT locals usually prospered where unions were 

strong. 

STL was related inversely, albeit moderately, to 

nonunion status. The implication is that institutions 

in states in which state and local allocations comprise 

larger proportions of current fund revenues of 

community colleges are more likely to be affiliated 

with the AFT than to remain nonunion. However, the 

reasons for this are not clear. A modest effect for 

financial measures was expected by Aussieker (1975). 

PCPI67 had a positive relationship to affiliation 

with the AFT and, to a lesser extent, to the NEA. The 

reasons have been stated previously. VAM67 was related 

inversely to affiliation with the AFT, and positively 
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to nonunion status. Because the higher levels of 

manufacturing activity are usually associated with the 

cities and urban areas, this finding was not expected. 

A probable cause for this finding is that many 

unionized community colleges are in areas with 

relatively low levels of manufacturing activity, and 

many nonunionized colleges are in areas with higher 

levels of manufacturing activity. In this study, a 

state was considered unionized if a single institution 

engaged in collective bargaining. 

High values for GROW2 indicate that institutions 

which have experienced rapid rates of growth are less 

prone to unionization. This could be attributed to the 

previously stated relationship between rapid growth and 

expectations of continued growth and employment. 

CONT bore a positive relationship to unionization 

and affiliation with the AFT. The farther control of 

the institution is removed from the local level, the 

more prone the institution is to affiliation with the 

AFT. SIZE, another institutional variable, was of 

relatively little importance, but was related 

positively to AFT affiliation, reflecting the strength 

of that organization in larger cities with larger 

institutions. 

Function Two served principally to discriminate 
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between AFT schools and NEA schools. The group 

centroid for NEA had a positive value on the F2 axis, 

and the centroid for AFT had a negative value. The 

group centroid for NONE was located slightly to the 

negative side of the F2 axis. The variables on F2, in 

order of importance, were: (a) LTORG, (b) DEMVOTE, (c) 

SIZE, (d) NONAG, (e) STL, (f) VAM67, (g) SYST, (h) 

URBAN, (i) LEGIS, (j) CONT, (k) PCPI67, (1) CCREV, and 

(m) GROW2. CCREV and GROW2 made negligible 

contributions to the function. The discriminant 

weights for SIZE, NONAG, STL, VAM67, and SYST were 

negative. 

LTORG was related positively to affiliation with 

the NEA, a finding which was in agreement with the 

position of Moskow, Loewenberg, and Koziara (1970). 

DEMVOTE was also related positively to affiliation with 

the NEA, and inversely to affiliation with the AFT. No 

real reason for this finding could be discerned. 

AFT institutions tended to be much larger than the 

NEA schools because of AFT strength in the large cities 

with large community colleges, such as Los Angeles. 

Thus, SIZE had a positive relationship to AFT 

affiliation. 

STL bore a positive relationship to AFT 

affiliation, and an inverse relationship to NEA 
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affiliation. Why the decision to affiliate with a 

particular bargaining agent would be influenced by the 

relative proportions of funds from different sources 

cannot be explained. However, STL also discriminates 

between NEA and NONE, being related positively to NONE, 

and inversely to NEA. On the basis of the latter 

discrimination, higher proportions of funds from state 

and local appropriations favor NONE over NEA. 

VAM67 was related positively to AFT affiliation 

and inversely to NEA affiliation, a finding that was 

consistent with the position that NEA strength is 

greater in rural areas, while AFT strength is greater 

in urban areas. SYST was also related positively to 

AFT affiliation and inversely to NEA affiliation. If 

membership in a system encourages unionization, the 

effect seems to benefit the AFT more than it does the 

NEA. 

The positive weight for LEGIS indicated that NEA 

schools were more likely to be located in states which 

had enacted bargaining laws. However, the effect of 

legislation was moderate. Also moderate was the effect 

of CONT. The greatest discrimination on CONT was 

between NEA and AFT, indicating that the propensity to 

unionize increases as control moves away from the local 

level. 
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All states. Again, the maximum discrimination on 

Fl was between NONE and AFT. The group centroid for 

the nonunion group was negative, the centroid for AFT 

was the most positive, and that for NEA was in between 

and positive. 

The variables, in order of their importance to Fl, 

were: (a) LEG IS, (b) SYST, ( c) CNMC, ( d) NONAG, ( e) 

VAM.67, (f) CONT, (g) PCPI67, (h) GROW2, (i) URBAN, (j) 

LTORG, (k) SIZE, (1) DEMVOTE, and (m) STORG. The 

weights for LTORG, SIZE, DEMVOTE, and STORG were 

negligible. The effects of LEGIS, SYST, NONAG, VAM.67, 

CONT, PCPI67, GROW2, and URBAN were similar to their 

effects in the first function for the analysis in 

unionized states. Because the implications were the 

same, discussion of these variables would be redundant. 

CNMC is the percentage of governments within the 

state which engages in collective negotiations and 

meet-and-confer discussions. The relationship between 

CNMC and affiliation with either the AFT or the NEA was 

positive, and indicates that an environment in which 

there is a considerable amount of interaction between 

public managers and representatives of public employees 

is an environment more favorable to further 

interactions than would otherwise be the case. 

In order of their importance in F2, the variables 
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were: (a) STORG, (b) SIZE, (c) LEGIS, (d) LTORG, (e) 

DEMVOTE, (f) VAM.67, (g) PCPI67, (h) SYST, (i) CONT, (j) 

URBAN, (k) NONAG, (1) CNMC, and (m) GROW2. The weights 

for NONAG, CNMC, and GROW2 were negligible. The 

effects of SIZE, LEGIS, LTORG, DEMVOTE, VAM.67, PCPI67, 

SYST, and URBAN were similar to their effects in the 

second function for the unionized states. In this 

analysis, the centroid for the NEA group was negative 

on the F2 axis, the group centroid for the AFT group 

was positive, and the centroid for NONE was positive--

but only slightly. 

STORG was related positively to AFT affiliation. 

Under the assumption that state teachers were more 

likely to be college teachers, higher percentages of 

organized state teachers indicated environments 

conducive to further unionization, and affiliation with 

the AFT. There could be a demonstration effect if the 

unorganized community college faculties see the 

organized faculties achieve some of their goals by 

collective action. 

The variable CONT was related positively to AFT 

affiliation, where in the unionized states it was 

related positively to NEA affiliation. No reason for 

this could be discerned. It is possible that CONT was 

acting as a suppressor variable; in both analyses it 
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was relatively unimportant in F2. 

Summary 

The purpose of the study was to determine whether 

selected environmental variables could be used to 

differentiate community colleges on the basis of 

collective-bargaining status. An objective of the 

study was the development of models that would use 

environmental variables to predict the future status of 

community colleges with respect to unionization. 

The study included 556 community colleges, selected 

from the nation at large, with certain exceptions. All 

institutions from Alaska, Hawaii, Kentucky, and Nevada 

were excluded because community colleges in those 

states belonged to systems of state universities. 

There was no way to be certain that the decisions of 

the community colleges on matters of unionization were 

independent of the decisions of the parent 

universities. This reasoning applied also to many two-

year colleges in Ohio because of their affiliation with 

university systems. South Dakota was excluded because 

its only community college was operated by the federal 

government. The main analyses included only those 

colleges unionized after 1972 and the nonunion 

institutions that were matched to them. Two sets of 

main analyses were performed. One set selected the 
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nonunion institutions only from those states that had 

collective bargaining in their community colleges. The 

other set included nonunion institutions selected from 

the nation at large. Two supporting analyses were 

performed to determine whether environmental variables 

could be used to differentiate the 50 states of the 

United States on the basis of the existence of 

collective bargaining in community colleges and on the 

basis of the passage of legislation to enable 

collective bargaining in the community colleges. 

Twenty-six variables were entered into the main 

anlayses, and 16 were entered into the supplementary 

analyses. stepwise discriminant analysis was used to 

process the data. Chi-square tests of association were 

used to determine whether there was a relationship at 

the state level between a state's political culture as 

defined by Elazar (1984) and the existence of 

collective bargaining and enabling legislation. Each 

analysis produced a model that included a somewhat 

different combination of variables than did the other 

analyses. Nevertheless, seven variables appeared in 

all versions of the model generated by the main 

analyses. These were: (a) the level of control over 

the institution (CONT), (b) whether the college is part 

of a system (SYST), (c) the existence or absence of 
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enabling legislation (LEGIS), (d) the percent of the 

population living in urban areas (URBAN), (e) the level 

of manufacturing activity (VAM67), (f) per capita 

personal income (PCPI67), and (g) union membership in 

the nonagricultural private sector (NONAG). An 

additional variable FARM, the percent of the labor 

force working in farming, appeared in the versions of 

the model intended to predict collective bargaining 

status. Four additional variables appeared in the 

versions of the model intended to predict bargaining-

agent affiliation. These were: (a) total enrollment 

(SIZE), growth rate over the two-year period prior to 

unionization (GROW2), (b) the percent of the electorate 

voting for Democratic presidential candidates in the 

election immediately prior to the year of unionization 

(DEMVOTE) , and (c) the percent of local teachers 

organized (LTORG). The predictive accuracy of each 

model was determined by using it to classify cases of 

known status that were not included in the process that 

derived the model. The accuracy of the models that 

predicted whether an institution would or would not 

become unionized ranged from 82.4 percent to 87.1 

percent. The accuracy of the models that predicted 

whether an institution would choose to affiliate with 

either the AFT or the NEA, or to remain nonunion, 
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ranged from 64.1 percent to 75.4 percent. In each case 

the accuracy observed was greater than could have been 

achieved by chance alone. 

Environmental Dimensions 

Hayakawa (1972) wrote that two or more people, by 

agreement, could make anything stand for anything. But 

he also warned us that the symbol was not the thing 

symbolized, and the map was not the territory it stood 

for. The variables used in this study, although 

symbolic of certain environmental dimensions, were 

surrogates for the dimensions they symbolized, but not 

the dimensions themselves. The models derived by the 

analyses were maps of the territory, but not the 

territory itself. No college ever voted for 

unionization solely because it was located in an urban 

area, or because of a high level of per capita income 

in the state, or because the electorate in its area 

tended to vote for Democrats. No college ever voted 

against unionization solely because it was located in a 

state that Elazar labeled as "traditionalistic". The 

environmental dimensions of the study and the variables 

included in each dimension are given below. 

The internal dimension. The internal dimension 

was intended to be representative of the dynamics of 

the institution's internal environment. The variables 
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related to this dimension were: (a) SIZE, the total 

enrollment, and (b) GROW2, the average annual growth 

rate over a specified two-year period. 

The centralization-autonomy dimension. This 

dimension was intended to be indicative of the relative 

degree of autonomy possessed by an institution. There 

was no way to measure this directly, but it was assumed 

that autonomy decreased as control moved from the local 

to the state level, and when an institution belonged to 

a system of institutions. The variables representative 

of this dimension were: (a) CONT, the level of control 

over the institution and (b) SYST, an indicator of 

whether the institution was part of a system. 

The urban-rural dimension. The variables intended 

to indicate the relative position of an environment on 

this dimension were: (a) DEN, the population density; 

(b) METRO, the percent of the population living in 

metropolitan statistical areas; and (c) URBAN, the 

percent of the population living in urban areas. 

The industrial-agricultural dimension. This 

dimension was intended to indicate whether the economy 

of an environment was predominantly agricultural or 

rural. The variables representative of this dimension 

were (a) BLUE, the percent of the labor force in blue-

collar occupations, (b) FARM, the percent of the labor 
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force in farming; (c) MANPLOY, the percent of the labor 

force in manufacturing; (d) VAG67, the value of farm 

products sold; and (e) VAM67, value added by 

manufacture. 

The political-legal dimension. This dimension was 

intended to indicate the legal environment of faculty 

bargaining in the state in which the institution was 

located. The variables in this dimension were: (a) 

LEGIS, an indicator of the presence or absence of laws 

to enable collective bargaining in community colleges; 

and (b) RTW, an indicator of the presence or absence of 

right-to-work laws in the state. 

The unionization potential dimension. This 

dimension included the variables intended to give some 

indication of attitudes toward organized labor and the 

potential for the generation of pressures on 

legislators in support of unionization in higher 

education. The variables representative of this 

dimension were: (a) EDPLOY, employment in education; 

(b) GOVPLOY, employment in state and local government; 

(c) CNMC, the extent of collective bargaining and meet-

and-confer arrangements in a state; (d) GUN, the extent 

of unionization among government employees; (e) LTORG, 

the extent of unionization among local teachers; (f) 

STORG, the extent of organization among state teachers; 
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(g) NONAG, the extent of unionization in the 

nonagricultural labor force in the private sector; (h) 

DEMVOTE, the proportion of the electorate voting for 

Democrats in presidential elections; and (i) BWOL, a 

variable to indicate the existence or absence of 

bargaining without enabling legislation. 

The wealth and educational support dimension. 

This dimension was intended to be indicative of the 

ability and willingness to support education. The 

related variables were: (a) PINC67, state total 

personal income; (b) PCPI67, state per capita personal 

income; (c) PCPI267, per capita income in the Bureau of 

Economic Analysis's economic area; (d) HEDREV67, 

current-fund revenues of public institutions of higher 

education; (e) REVPCT, current-fund revenues of public 

institutions of higher education, as a percent of state 

personal income; (f) HEDEX, the state's per capita 

expenditure for higher education; (g) EDEX2, the 

state's expenditure on all education per $1,000 of 

personal income; (h) CCREV, current-fund revenues of 

community colleges as a perent of total current-fund 

revenues of public higher education; (i) STL, the 

proportion of community college current-fund revenues 

from appropriations of state and local governments; and 

(j) FACPAY, the percent of the state payroll 
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distributed as salary to faculty in higher education. 

Elazar's political cultures. Elazar's 

(1984) taxonomies were representative of complex sets 

of political and social attitudes, rooted deep in the 

histories and cultures of the states of the nation. 

These taxonomies were used in supporting analyses to 

determine whether the existence of collective 

bargaining and enabling legislation were related to 

broad environmental differences between states, as 

defined by Elazar's political cultures. Although the 

results indicated the existence of statistically 

significant relationships between political culture and 

collective bargaining, and between political culture 

and enabling legislation, detailed analysis of this 

relationship would have been beyond the scope of the 

study. A list of the states, classified according to 

Elazar, was included as Appendix N. 

Assumptions 

A basic assumption of the study was that 

environments differed along certain dimensions, and 

that these environmental differences created conditions 

that were favorable to unionization of community 

colleges in some cases, and unfavorable in others. In 

the case of the choice of bargaining agent, the 

environmental conditions in a particular area were 
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expected to be more favorable to one alternative than 

to the others. A second assumption was that, in 

general, legislators, governing and coordinating 

agencies, and administrators would prefer to avoid 

unionization. A third assumption was that unions and 

other bargaining agents would like to organize any 

institution where the benefits to the bargaining agent 

would prove greater than the costs of organizing the 

institution and maintaining the relationship. A fourth 

assumption was that individual faculty members tended 

to view unionization in terms of the benefits they 

would derive, as compared to the costs of membership. 

A final assumption was that the attitude of the public 

toward faculty unionism would be shaped by a variety of 

factors. These factors would include: (a) the 

history, extent, and power of unionism in the area; (b) 

the effect, real or potential, of faculty unionism in 

terms of increased taxes, higher tuition, or disruption 

of services because of strikes or walkouts; and (c) 

attitudes concerning the proper place of public 

servants vis-a-vis established authority. One 

objective of the study was the development of models 

that would use environmental variables to predict the 

future status of community colleges with respect to 

unionization. The predictive accuracy of the models 
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were determined by using them to classify institutions 

of known status that were not included in the process 

that generated the models. The models were able to 

make correct classifications for at least 82 percent of 

the institutions with respect to collective-bargaining 

status, and for at least 64 percent of the institutions 

with respect to affiliation with a specific bargaining 

agent. A correct classification occurred when the 

model classified an institution into the group to which 

it actually belonged. In each analysis the predictive 

accuracy was greater than could have been achieved by 

chance. Detailed information on the principles and 

uses of the discriminant models was included as 

Appendix M. 

Implications for Practice 

The results of this study have implications for 

legislators, governing bodies, administrators, unions 

and faculty organizations, faculty members, and 

researchers. It is possible to collect data from the 

organizational environment of any community college in 

the nation and enter the data into the model. There is 

a version of the model for use in states that have 

unionized community colleges, and a version for use in 

those states that do not. By using the procedures 

delineated in Appendix M, interested parties can 
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predict the probable collective-bargaining status of 

each institution on which data are collected with the 

exception of those located in states which were 

excluded from the model. Even in those cases where an 

institution is already unionized, there is the 

possibility of decertification, votes against 

unionization in future elections, or changes of 

bargaining agents. 

The model indicated clearly that unionization 

decisions were influenced by the relative degree of 

autonomy possessed by the college, as measured by the 

variables for level of control and membership in a 

system. The probability of unionization increased as 

control of the institution moved from the local level 

toward the state level. The probability of 

unionization for colleges that were members of a system 

was higher than for those that were not. The model 

also showed a positive relationship between the 

existence of enabling legislation and the practice of 

collective bargaining. However, the analyses performed 

at the state level indicated that the absence of 

enabling legislation was not always accompanied by the 

absence of collective bargaining. 
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Implications for Legislators, Governing Bodies, 

and Administrators 

A stated assumption of the study was that 

legislators, governing bodies, and administrators would 

prefer to operate in nonunion environments, but the 

model indicated clearly that this likelihood was 

decreased: (a) if the institution was part of a 

system, (b) as control of the institution moved away 

from the local level and toward the state level, and 

(c) if the institution was located in a state with 

enabling legislation. However, the study also revealed 

that unionization can exist, and has existed, without 

benefit of legislation. Based on the foregoing 

assumption and the relationships established by the 

model, the best guarantee against unionization of 

community colleges would be the passage of legislation 

to make the practice of collective bargaining unlawful. 

Whether this would be totally effective is open to 

question. In the absence of prohibitive legislation, 

ways should be found to decentralize the administration 

of community colleges to the maximum extent possible. 

Decision-making authority should be pushed back to the 

local level whenever possible, even at the sacrifice of 

uniformity among institutions and programs. Another 

possible step toward decentralization would be the 
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elimination of multicampus institutions, the existence 

of which lengthens the lines of communication and 

places barriers between faculty and decision makers. 

Financial considerations influenced unionization 

decisions. The model indicated that collective 

bargaining was related positively to high levels of 

state per capita personal income, but inversely to 

higher levels of per capita personal income in the 

Bureau of Economic Analysis's economic areas, which may 

be the more appropriate reference area for income 

measurements. The model indicated clearly that 

unionization was related inversely to the level of 

funding of community college. The model suggested that 

underfunding was a contributing cause of unionization. 

Specifically, the higher the value of CCREV, the 

community colleges' share of current-fund revenues to 

public institutions of higher education, the less 

likelihood that an institution would be predicted as 

unionized. 

Implications for Unions and Faculty Organizations 

Faculty organizations could use the model to 

monitor the environments of colleges they intend to 

organize. Particular attention should be given to 

nonunion colleges with discriminant scores that place 

them closer to the mean of one of the union groups than 
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to the mean of the nonunion group. These institutions 

may be atypical of the general population of nonunion 

colleges and ready for unionization. Attention should 

also be given to unionized colleges in environments 

that are more closely associated with nonunion status 

or with an agent other than the current one. These 

colleges may be ready to switch bargaining agents, 

decertify the current agent, or vote "no agent" at the 

next election. 

The model for bargaining-agent affiliation 

includes two functions: one that maximizes differences 

between nonunion schools and schools affiliated with 

the AFT, and another that maximizes differences between 

AFT schools and NEA schools. Situations that favor AFT 

affiliation over nonunion status do not necessarily 

favor AFT affiliation over NEA affiliation. 

The model indicates that in elections where the 

only choices are "no bargaining agent" and AFT, the 

chances that a faculty will vote for the AFT are better 

in: {a) larger institutions, {b) institutions under 

centralized control, {c) institutions in states with 

higher levels of per capita personal income, {d) 

institutions in areas with extensive collective 

bargaining or meet-and-confer arrangements in the 

public sector, {e) in areas with extensive unionization 
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in the private sector, (f) in areas with large 

proportions of organized state teachers, and (g) in 

states with bargaining laws for community colleges. A 

final predictor of AFT success is the proportion of a 

state's total community-college revenues that comes 

from the appropriations of state and local governments, 

a figure that varies from state to state. Higher 

proportions indicate a condition favorable to the AFT; 

lower proportions indicate a condition more favorable 

to a "no agent" vote. 

Where the AFT and the NEA are contesting an 

election, the AFT is predicted to do better than the 

NEA in: (a) larger schools, (b) institutions under 

centralized control, (c) areas with higher levels of 

manufacturing activity, (d) schools with larger 

proportions of funding from state and local sources, 

(e) areas with heavier unionization in the private 

sector, and (f) areas with heavier unionization among 

state teachers. The NEA is predicted to do better than 

the AFT in: (a) institutions that have experienced 

rapid rates of growth during the two years prior to the 

election, (b) states with enabling legislation, (c) 

states that provide higher levels of funding for 

community colleges, (d) areas with higher per capita 

personal incomes, (e) areas with experience in 
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collective bargaining or meet-and-confer arrangements 

in the public sector, (f) areas with extensive 

unionization among local teachers, and (g) areas where 

voters favor the Democratic party in presidential 

elections. 

Implications for Faculty 

Individual faculty members differ in their 

preferences for unionization or for representation by 

particular bargaining agents. Faculty members who wish 

to form faculty organizations, to decertify existing 

ones, or to avoid them could use the model to help them 

assess the future state of affairs. Those who have 

preferences for a particular bargaining agent should 

consult the section on implications for faculty 

organizations, above. 

Implications for Researchers 

The results of this study raised several questions 

which might be of interest to researchers. First, the 

analyses for collective-bargaining status and the 

analyses for affiliation with a specific bargaining 

agent were based on the same set of environmental 

variables. Although satisfactory, the results from the 

latter set of analyses were less accurate than those 

from the former. Could better results be achieved by 

entering a different set of variables in the analyses 
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for specific bargaining-agent affiliation? 

Second, the study excluded community colleges 

that were parts of statewide university systems because 

their autonomy could not be determined. Could a better 

study be done if these institutions were included, but 

with control for the degree of autonomy? 

Third, the concepts of this study might be applied 

to a study of unionization in public four-year 

colleges. Are there differences in the environmental 

factors that influence unionization decisions in two-

year colleges and four-year colleges? 

Finally, what can we learn from Elazar's taxonomy 

of political cultures? Analyses based on this taxonomy 

produced satisfactory results, but were used only in 

support of the main analyses. How could Elazar's 

taxonomy be used to build a strong predictive model for 

collective bargaining in community colleges? 

These questions are intended to suggest that there 

are many opportunities for further empirical research 

in community college unionization, an area which has 

received far less attention than it deserves. 

Conclusions 

The predictive model derived in this study worked 

well. It isolated and emphasized the autonomy-

centraliztion dimension, the political-legal dimension, 
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the industrial-agricultural dimension, and the wealth-

educational support dimension as major influences on 

unionization decisions in community colleges. 

In the analyses of bargaining-agent affiliation 

the model derived a function that emphasized AFT-

nonunion differences, and another that emphasized AFT-

NEA differences. The conclusions drawn from these 

functions indicated that the major environmental 

differences among community colleges on the basis of 

bargaining-agent affiliation were between AFT schools 

and NEA schools; there was a close resemblance between 

NEA schools and nonunion schools. Some variables that 

were related positively to nonunion status as compared 

to AFT affiliation were related also to NEA 

affiliation as compared to AFT affiliation. The very 

close resemblance of NEA colleges to nonunion 

institutions may have contributed to errors of 

prediction in the model to differentiate unionized 

institutions from nonunion institutions. This led to 

another conclusion: that pairwise comparisons might 

prove profitable in future research. 

The environments in the East South Central and 

West South Central states, all of which were classified 

by Elazar (1984) as traditionalistic, were unfavorable 

to unionization in community colleges. The 
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traditionalistic political culture was shown to be 

a paternalistic and elitist environment that sought to 

maintain the status quo. The sharing of power and 

authority inherent in collective bargaining was 

unacceptable to this culture. 

Recommendations 

Based on the results of the study, the following 

recommendations are offered. 

1. The analyses for collective-bargaining status 

and the analyses for specific bargaining-

agent affiliation were done with the same set 

of variables. The analyses for bargaining-

agent affiliation produced results which, 

although satisfactory, were less accurate 

than those from the analyses for collective-

bargaining status. These results indicate 

that a different set of variables should be 

used for each type of analysis. The choice 

of the specific agent may be influenced by 

personal faculty characteristics such as age, 

sex, and race; by the ratio of administrators 

to faculty; and by the relative strengths of 

the AFT and the NEA in areas in which the 

institutions are located. Studies to 

determine the influence of the environment on 
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the selection of a specific bargaining agent 

should include selected faculty and 

institutional characteristics, in addition to 

variables from the external environment. 

2. This study excluded community colleges that 

were parts of statewide university systems or 

nonautonomous branches of four-year 

institutions. The rationale for the 

exclusion was based on the belief that these 

colleges were more likely to assume the 

status of the parent systems or institutions 

in matters related to unionization. This 

study should be repeated without these 

exclusions, but with control for the degree 

of autonomy. 

3. Are the environmental factors which influence 

unionization and bargaining-agent affiliation 

the same for public two-year colleges and 

public four-year colleges? This is a 

fruitful area for future research that should 

be pursued. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTITUTIONS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 

Abraham Baldwin Agriculture College 
Adirondack Community College 
Aims Community College 
Alexander city State Junior College 
Allan Hancock College 
Allegany Community College 
Alvin Community College 
American River Community College 
Angelina College 
Anne Arundel Community College 
Anoka-Ramsey Community College 
Antelope Valley College 
Arizona Western College 
Arkansas State University, Beebe Branch 
Asheville-Buncombe Technical Institute 
Atlanta Junior College 
Austin Community College (MN) 
Austin Community College (TX) 
Bakersfield College 
Bangor Community College 
Barstow Community College 
Barton County Community Junior College 
Bay de Noc Community College 
Beaufort County Technical Institute (NC) 
Beaufort Technical Educational Center (SC) 
Bee county College 
Bellevue Community College 
Berkshire Community College 
Bismark Junior College 
Blackhawk Technical Institute 
Bladen Technical Institute 
Blinn College 
Blue Hills Regional Technical Institute 
Blue Mountain Community College 
Blue Ridge Community College (VA) 
Blue Ridge Technical Institute (NC) 
Bossier Parish Community College 
Brainerd Community College 
Brazosport College 
Brevard Community College 
Bristol Community College 
Brookdale Community College 
Brookhaven College 
Broome Community College 
Brunswick Junior College 
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Bucks County Community College 
Bunker Hill Community College 
Butler County Community College (PA) 
Butler County Community Junior College (KS) 
Butte College 
Caldwell Community College and Technical Institute 
Camden County College 
Canada College 
Cape Cod Community College 
Carl Albert Junior College 
Carl Sandburg College 
Catawba Valley Technical Institute 
Catonsville Community College 
Cayuga County Community College 
Cecil Community College 
Central Carolina Technical Institute 
Central Florida Community College 
Central Ohio Technical College 
Central Oregon Community College 
Central Piedmont Community College 
Central Technical Community College 
Central Texas College 
Central Virginia Community College 
Central Wyoming College 
Cerritos College 
Cerro Caso Community College 
Chabot College 
Chaffey College 
Chattanooga State Technical Community College 
Chemeketa Community College 
Chesapeake College 
Chipola Junior College 
Cincinnati Technical College 
Cisco Junior College 
citrus College 
City College of San Francisco 
Clackamas Community College 
Claremore Junior College 
Clarendon College 
Clark College (WA) 
Clark Technical Institute (OH) 
Cleveland County Technical Institute (NC) 
Cleveland State Community College (TN) 
Clinton Community College 
Cloud County Community Junior College 
Coastal Carolina Community College 
coastline Community College 
Coffeyville Community Junior College 
College of the Albermarle 
College of the Canyons 



College of the Desert 
College of DuPage 
College of Eastern Utah 
College of Lake County 
College of the Mainland 
College of Marin 
College of San Mateo 
College of the Sequoias 
College of the Siskiyous 
College of Southern Idaho 
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Colorado Northwestern Community College 
Columbia Basin College (WA) 
Columbia College (CA) 
Columbia State Community College (TN) 
Columbia-Greene Community College 
Columbus Technical Institute 
Community College of Allegheny County 
Community College of Beaver County 
Community College of Denver 
Community College of the Finger Lakes 
Compton Community College 
Connors State College 
Cooke County College 
Copiah-Lincoln Junior College 
Corning Community College 
Cosumnes River College 
County College of Morris 
Crafton Hills College 
Craven Community College 
Crowder College 
Cuesta College 
Cypress College 
Dabney s. Lancaster Community College 
Dalton Junior College 
Danville Community College (VA) 
Danville Junior College (IL) 
Davidson County Community College 
Dawson College 
Daytona Beach Community College 
DeKalb Community College 
Delaware County Community College (PA) 
Delaware Technical and Community College, Southern 

campus (DE) 
Delaware Technical and Community College, Stanton 

Campus (DE) 
Delaware Technical and Community College, Terry Campus 

(DE) 
Delgado College 
Delta College 
Denmark Technical College 
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Des Moines Area Community College 
Dixie College 
Dundalk Community College 
East Central Junior College (MO) 
East Central Junior College (MS) 
East Los Angeles College 
Eastern Arizona College 
Eastern Oklahoma State College 
Eastf ield College 
Edison Community College 
Edmonds Community College 
El Camino College 
El Centro College 
El Paso Community College 
El Reno Junior College 
Elgin Community College 
Ellsworth Community College 
Enterprise State Junior College 
Erie Community College 
Essex Community College 
Everett Community College 
Evergreen Valley College 
Fairmont Community College 
Fashion Institute of Technology 
Fayetteville Technical Institute 
Feather River College 
Fergus Falls Community College 
Flathead Valley Community College 
Florence-Darlington Technical College 
Florida Junior College at Jacksonville 
Florida Keys Community College 
Forsythe Technical Institute 
Frank Phillips College 
Frederick Community College 
Fresno City College 
Fullerton College 
Fulton-Montgomery Community College 
Gainesville Junior College 
Galveston College 
Garden City Community Junior College 
Garland County Community College 
Gateway Technical Institute 
Gavilan College 
Genesee Community College 
George c. Wallace State Community College, Dothan 
Georgia Military College 
Glendale Community College (AZ) 
Glendale Community College (CA) 
Gloucester County College 
Golden West College 
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Grayson County Junior College 
Green River Community College 
Greenfield Community College 
Greenville Technical College 
Grossmont College 
Gulf Coast Community College 
Hagerstown Junior College 
Halifax Community College 
Harford Community College 
Harrisburg Area Community College 
Hartford State Technical College 
Haywood Technical Institute 
Henderson County Community College 
Hibbing Community College 
Highland Community Junior College 
Hill Junior College 
Hillsborough Community College 
Hinds Junior College 
Holyoke Community College 
Horry-Georgetown Technical College 
Houston Community College 
Howard College at Big Spring (TX) 
Howard Community College (MD) 
Hudson County Community College Commission 
Hudson Valley Community College 
Independence Community Junior College 
Indian Valley Colleges 
Iowa Central Community College 
Iowa Lakes Community College 
Iowa Western Community College 
Isothermal Community College 
Itasca Community College 
Itawamba Junior College 
J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College 
Jackson State Community College 
James H. Falkner State Junior College 
James Sprunt Institute 
Jefferson College (MO) 
Jefferson Community College (NY) 
Jefferson State Junior College (AL) 
Jefferson Technical College 
John A. Logan College 
John c. Calhoun State Community College 
John Tyler Community College 
Johnston Technical Institute 
Jones County Junior College 
Kansas City Kansas Community Junior College 
Kansas Technical Institute 
Kilgore College 
Kirkwood Community College 
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Kirtland Community College 
Lake City Community College 
Lake Region Junior College 
Lake Sumter Community College 
Lakeland Community College 
Lakewood Community College 
Lamar Community College 
Lane Community College 
Laney College 
Laramie County Community College 
Laredo Junior College 
Lassen College 
Lawson State Community College 
Lehigh County Community College 
Lenoir Community College 
Lewis and Clark Community College 
Lincoln Land Community College 
Linn-Benton Community College 
Long Beach city College 
Longview Community College 
Lorain County Community College 
Lord Fairfax Community College 
Los Angeles City College 
Los Angeles Harbor College 
Los Angeles Pierce College 
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College 
Los Angeles Valley College 
Lower Columbia College 
Luna Vocational Technical Institute 
Lurleen B. Wallace State Junior College 
Luzerne County Community College 
Macon Junior College 
Maple Woods Community College 
Maricopa Technical Community College 
Marion Technical College 
Marshalltown Community College 
Martin Community College 
Massachusetts Bay Community College 
Massasoit Community College 
Maryland Technical Institute 
McHenry County College 
McLennan Community College 
Mendocino College 
Merced College 
Mercer County Community College 
Merritt College 
Mesa Community College 
Mesabi Community College 
Metropolitan Community College (MO) 
Metropolitan Technical Community College (NE) 
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Miami-Dade Community College 
Michael J. Owens Technical College 
Midlands Technical College 
Mid-Plains Community College 
Miles Community College 
Mineral Area College 
Mira Costa College 
Mississippi County Community College 
Mississippi Gulf Coast Junior College 
Mitchell Community College 
Moberly Junior College 
Modesto Junior College 
Mohave Community College 
Mohawk Valley Community College 
Monroe County Community College 
Monterey Peninsula College 
Montgomery Technical Institute 
Moorpark College 
Moraine Valley Community College 
Morgan Community College 
Motlow State Community College 
Mount Wachusett Community College 
Mountain Empire Community College 
Mt. San Antonio College 
Mt. San Jacinto College 
Murray State College 
Muscatine Community College 
Muskingum Area Technical Institute 
Napa College 
Nassau Community College 
Neosho County Community Junior College 
New Hampshire Technical Institute 
New Hampshire Vocational Technical College, Berlin 
New Hampshire Vocational Technical College, Claremont 
New Hampshire Vocational Technical College, Manchester 
New Hampshire Vocational Technical College, Nashua 
New Hampshire Vocational Technical College, Portsmouth 
New Mexico Junior College 
New Mexico Military Institute 
New River Community College 
Niagara County Community College 
Nicolet College and Technical Institute 
Normandale Community College 
North Arkansas Community College 
North Central Michigan College 
North Central Technical College 
North Country Community College 
North Dakota State School of Science 
North Florida Junior College 
North Harris County College 
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North Hennepin Community College 
North Idaho College 
North Iowa Area Community College 
North Shore Community College 
Northampton County Area Community College 
Northeast Iowa Area Vocational-Technical School 
Northeast Mississippi Junior College 
Northeast Technical Community College (NE) 
Northeastern Junior College 
Northern Essex Community College 
Northern New Mexico Community College 
Northern Oklahoma College 
Northern Virginia Community College 
Northland Community College 
Northwest Community College (WY) 
Northwest Iowa Technical College 
Northwest Mississippi Junior College 
Northwest Technical College (OH) 
Northwestern Michigan College 
Norwalk State Technical College 
Oakland Community College 
Oakton Community College 
Ohlone College 
Okaloosa-Walton Junior College 
Oklahoma State University Technical Institute 
Onondaga Community College 
Orange Coast Community College 
Orange County Community College 
Orangeburg-Calhoun Technical College 
Oscar Rose Junior College 
Otero Junior College 
Oxnard College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Palo Verde College 
Palomar College 
Pamlico Technical Institute 
Panola Junior College 
Paris Junior College 
Parkersburg Community College 
Parkland College 
Pasco-Hernandez Community College 
Patrick Henry Community College (VA) 
Patrick Henry State Junior College (AL) 
Pearl River Junior College 
Penn Valley Community College 
Pensacola Junior College 
Phoenix College 
Piedmont Technical Institute 
Piedmont Virginia Community College 
Pike's Peak Community College 



Pima Community College 
Pioneer Community College 
Pitt Technical Institute 
Polk Community College 
Porterville College 
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Portland Community College 
Pratt Community Junior College 
Pueblo Community College 
Quincy Junior College 
Rainy River Community College 
Randolph Technical Institute 
Ranger Junior College 
Rappahannock Community College 
Reading Area Community College 
Reedley College 
Rhode Island Junior College 
Richland College (TX) 
Richland Community College (IL) 
Rio Salada Community College 
Rio Hondo College 
Robeson Technical Institute 
Rochester Community College 
Rock Valley College 
Rockingham Community College 
Rowan Technical Institute 
Roxbury Community College 
S.D. Bishop State Junior College 
Sacramento City College 
Saddleback College 
Salem Community College 
Sampson Technical Institute 
San Bernardino Valley College 
San Diego Mesa College 
San Diego Miramar College 
San Jacinto College 
San Joaquin Delta College 
San Jose City College 
San Juan College 
Santa Barbara city College 
Santa Fe Community College 
Sayre Junior College 
Schnectady County Community College 
Schoolcraft College 
Scott Community College 
Scottsdale Community College 
Seward County Community Junior College 
Shasta College 
Shawnee Community College (IL) 
Shawnee State Community College (OH) 
Shelton state Technical College 
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Shoreline Community College 
Sinclair Community College 
Skyline College 
Solano Community College 
Somerset County College 
South Georgia College 
South Oklahoma City Junior College 
South Plains College 
Southeast Community College 
Southeastern Community College (IA) 
Southeastern Community College (NC) 
Southeastern Illinois College 
Southern State Community College 
Southern West Virginia Community College 
Southside Community College 
Southwest Mississippi Junior College 
Southwest Texas Junior College 
Southwest Virginia Community College 
Southwestern Community College (IA) 
Southwestern Oregon Community College 
Southwestern Technical Institute 
Spartanburg Technical College 
Spokane Community College 
Spoon River College 
Springfield Technical Community College 
St. Bernard Parish Community College 
St. Johns River Community College 
St. Louis Community College, Florissant Valley 
St. Louis Community College at Forest Park 
St. Louis Community College, Meramec 
St. Petersburn Junior College 
Stanly Technical Institute 
Stark Technical College 
State Fair Community College 
State Technical Institute at Knoxville 
State Technical Institute at Memphis 
Sullivan County Community College 
Sumter Area Technical College 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
SUNY Agricultural and Technical 
Tacoma Community College 
Taft College 
Tallahassee Community College 
Tarrant County Junior College 
Technical Institute of Alamance 
Temple Junior College 

College, 
College, 
College, 
College, 
College, 
College, 

Alfred Campus 
Canton 
Cobleskill 
Delhi 
Farmingdale 
Morrisville 
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Texarkana Community College 
Texas State Technical Institute, Sweetwater 
Texas State Technical Institute, Waco 
Thames Valley State Technical College 
Thomas Nelson Community College 
Thornton Community College 
Three Rivers Community College 
Tidewater Community College 
Tompkins-Cortland Community College 
Treasure Valley Community College 
Trenton Junior College 
Tri-County Community College (NC) 
Tri-County Technical College (SC) 
Trident Technical College 
Trinidad State Junior College 
Tyler Junior College 
Ulster County Community College 
Umpqua Community College 
Union College 
University of Maine, Augusta Branch 
Utah Technical College at Provo 
Utah Technical College at Salt Lake 
Valencia Community College 
Ventura College 
Vermilion Community College 
Vermont Technical College 
Victor Valley College 
Victoria College 
Vincennes University 
Virginia Highlands Community College 
Vista College 
Wake Technical Institute 
Waterbury State Technical College 
Waubonsee Community College 
Waycross Junior College 
Wayne Community College (NC) 
Wayne County Community College (MI) 
Weatherford College 
West Hills College 
West Virginia Northern Community College 
Westark Community College 
Western Oklahoma State College 
Western Piedmont Community College 
Western Technical Community College Area 
Western Texas College 
Western Wisconsin Technical Institute 
Wharton county Junior College 
Whatcom Community College 
Wilkes Community College 
William Rainey Harper College 
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Williamsport Area Community College 
Willmar Community College 
Wilson County Technical Institute 
Wisconsin Indianhead VTAE District 
Worthington Community College 
Wytheville Community College 
Yakima Valley College 
York Technical College 
Youngstown State University - College of Applied 

Science 
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APPENDIX B 

UNIONIZED INSTITUTIONS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY 

American Federation of Teachers 

Adirondack Community College 
American River Community College 
Blackhawk Technical Institute (WI) 
Brevard Community College 
Bucks County Community College 
city College of San Francisco 
Coastline Community College 
College of Lake County 
College of Marin 
Community College of Allegheny County 
Compton Community College 
Cosumnes River College 
Dawson College 
East Los Angeles College 
Edison Community College 
Edmonds Community College 
El Camino College 
Everett Community College 
Fashion Institute of Technology 
Feather River College 
Fresno City College 
Glendale Community College (CA) 
Gloucester County College 
Golden West College 
Green River Community College 
Hartford State Technical College 
Laney College 
Los Angeles City College 
Los Angeles Harbor College 
Los Angeles Pierce College 
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College 
Los Angeles Valley College 
Merritt College 
Mohawk Valley Community College 
Moorpark College 
Moraine Valley Community College 
Nassau Community College 
Northampton County Area Community College 
Norwalk State Technical College 
Onondaga Community College 
Orange Coast College 
Oxnard College 
Palm Beach Junior College 
Portland Community College 
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Reading Area Community College 
Reedley College 
Sacramento City College 
Shoreline Community College 
Southwestern Oregon Community College 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Alfred 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Canton 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Cobleskill 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Delhi 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Farmingdale 
State University of New York Agricultural 

College, Morrisville 
Tacoma Community College 
Thames Valley State Technical College 
Thornton Community College 
Ventura College 
Vermont Technical College 
Wisconsin Indianhead VTAE District 

National Education Association 

Anoka-Ramsey Community College 
Austin Community College (MN) 
Bakersfield Community College 
Bangor Community College 
Barstow Community College 
Bay de Noc Community College 
Bellevue Community College 
Berkshire Community College 
Blue Hills Regional Technical Institute 
Blue Mountain Community College 
Brainerd Community College 
Bristol Community College 
Brookdale Community College 
Broome Community College 
Bunker Hill Community College 

and 

and 

and 

and 

and 

and 

Butler County Community Junior College (KS) 
Butte College 
Camden County College 
Canada College 
Cape Cod Community College 
Carl Sandburg College 
Cayuga County Community College 
Central Oregon Community College 
Central Technical Community College 

Technical 

Technical 

Technical 

Technical 

Technical 

Technical 
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Cerro Coso Community College 
Chabot College 
Chaffey College 
Chemetka Community College 
Chipola Junior College 
citrus College 
Clackamas Community College 
Clark College (WA) 
Clinton Community College 
Cloud County Community Junior College 
Coffeyville Community Junior College 
College of San Mateo 
College of the Canyons 
College of the Sequoias 
Colorado Northwestern Community College 
Columbia College (CA) 
Columbia-Greene Community College (NY) 
Community College of Beaver County 
Community College of Denver 
Community College of the Finger Lakes 
Cypress College 
Delaware County Community College (PA) 
Delaware Technical and Community College, Stanton (DE) 
Des Moines Area Community College 
Erie Community College 
Evergreen Valley College 
Fergus Falls Community College 
Fullerton College 
Fulton-Montgomery Community College 
Garden City Community Junior College 
Gateway Technical Institute 
Gavilan College 
Genesee Community College 
Greenfield Community College 
Grossmont College 
Hibbing Community College 
Hillsborough Community College 
Holyoke Community College 
Hudson Valley Community Junior College 
Independence Community Junior College 
Iowa Central Community College 
Iowa Lakes Community College 
Iowa Western Community College 
Itasca Community College 
Jefferson Community College (NY) 
John A. Logan College 
Kansas City Kansas Community Junior College 
Kirkwood Community College 
Kirtland community College 
Lake City Community College 
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Lakeland Community College 
Lamar Community College 
Lane Community College 
Lehigh County Community College 
Lewis and Clark Community College 
Lower Columbia College 
Luzerne County Community College 
Massachusetts Bay Community College 
Massasoit Community College 
McHenry County College 
Merced College 
Mercer County Community College 
Mesabi Community College 
Metropolitan Technical Community College (NE) 
Mid-Plains Community College 
Miles Community College 
Modesto Junior College 
Monroe County Community College 
Monterey Peninsula College 
Morgan Community College 
Mount Wachusett Community College 
Mt. San Antonio College 
Mt. San Jacinto College 
Muscatine Community College 
Napa College 
Niagara County Community College 
Normandale Community College 
North Central Michigan College 
North Hennepin Community College 
North Shore Community College 
Northeast Iowa Area Vocational Technical School 
Northern Essex Community College 
Northwest Iowa Technical College 
Northwest Technical College (OH) 
Oakland Community College 
orange county Community College 
Otero Junior College 
Palo Verde College 
Pike's Peak Community College 
Pima Community College 
Porterville College 
Pratt Community Junior College 
Pueblo Community College 
Quincy Junior College 
Rainy River Community College 
Rhode Island Junior College 
Rio Hondo College 
Rochester Community College 
Roxbury Community College 
Saddleback College 
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Salem Community College 
San Diego Mesa College 
San Diego Miramar College 
San Joaquin Delta College 
San Jose City College 
Santa Barbara City College 
Schnectady County Community College 
Schoolcraft College 
Scott Community College 
Shasta College 
Shawnee State Community College (OH) 
Skyline College 
Solano Community College 
Somerset County College 
Southeast Community College (NE) 
Southeastern Community College (IA) 
Southwestern Community College (IA) 
Spokane Community College 
Springfield Technical Community College (MA) 
St. Louis Community College, Forest Park 
St. Louis Community College, Florissant Valley 
St. Louis Community College, Meramec 
Sullivan County Community College 
Taft College 
Trinidad State Junior College 
Ulster County Community College 
University of Maine, Augusta Branch 
Utah Technical College at Salt Lake 
Vermilion Community College 
Victor Valley College 
West Hills College 
Western Technical Community College Area 
Williamsport Area Community College 
Willmar Community College 
Worthington Community College 
Youngstown State University, College of Applied Science 
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APPENDIX c 
UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR ANALYSIS OF STATE-LEVEL 

COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING STATUS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

METRO 

NO BARG 44.97 20.93 46.55 11. 94** 

BARG 67.68 24.28 35.88 

ALL 58.14 25.38 43.65 

NON AG 

NO BARG 18.15 8.44 46.50 11.36** 

BARG 26.43 8.67 32.79 

ALL 22.95 9.44 41.11 

FACPAY 

NO BARG 6.77 1.16 17.20 0.13 

BARG 6.58 2.17 32.93 

ALL 6.66 1. 80 27.05 

REA LC PI 

NO BARG 2892.88 530.13 18.33 17.62** 

BARG 3507.15 496.35 14.15 

ALL 3249.15 591. 00 18.19 

*P < 0.05 **P < 0.01 
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APPENDIX D 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR STATE-LEVEL ANALYSIS 
OF LEGISLATIVE STATUS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

DEN 

NO BARG 64.20 66.38 103.39 7.94** 

BARG 206.29 236.93 114.85 

ALL 130.51 181. 55 139.10 

VAG67 

NO BARG 886.56 635.24 71. 65 0.67 

BARG 1120.19 1222.04 109.09 

ALL 995.59 950.60 95.48 

GOVPLOY 

NO BARG 416.54 97.58 23.43 0.43 

BARG 398.00 91.17 22.91 

ALL 407.89 94.04 23.05 

MAN PLOY 

NO BARG 20.18 9.19 45.54 2.53 

BARG 24.47 8.87 36.25 

ALL 22.18 9.20 41. 47 
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(Appendix D continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

FARM 

NO BARG 6.68 6.14 91. 88 0.19 

BARG 5.81 7.04 121. 01 

ALL 6.28 6.51 103.74 

DEMVOTE 

NO BARG 35.78 12.76 35.67 5.47* 

BARG 43.64 9.20 21. 08 

ALL 39.45 11. 80 29.92 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX E 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR POST-1972 ANALYSIS OF 
COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING STATUS IN UNIONIZED STATES 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONUNION 5530.27 7975.08 144.21 0.33 

UNION 6252.66 6474.19 103.54 

ALL 6003.20 7008.30 116.74 

URBAN 

NONUNION 62.50 27.44 43.91 5.12* 

UNION 72.94 25.01 34.28 

ALL 69.33 26.25 37.86 

UNPLOY 

NONUNION 4.71 1. 94 41.12 3.68 

UNION 5.37 1. 96 36.43 

ALL 5.14 1. 97 38.28 

FARM 

NONUNION 4.53 4.83 106.67 0.19 

UNION 4.09 6.15 150.39 

ALL 4.24 5.72 134.75 
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(Appendix E continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

VAM67 

NONUNION 1852.34 3942.61 212.84 0.05 

UNION 1993.06 3259.03 177.07 

ALL 1944.46 3496.49 179.82 

CCREV 

NONUNION 19.69 8.20 41. 66 5.77* 

UNION 23.21 8.22 35.43 

ALL 21.99 8.36 38.00 

PCPI67 

NONUNION 3601. 85 571. 81 15.88 17.33** 

UNION 3911.96 307.68 7.87 

ALL 3804.87 441. 58 11. 61 

NON AG 

NONUNION 24.58 8.39 34.12 3.74 

UNION 27.26 7.34 26.92 

ALL 26.34 7.79 29.59 

NOTE: statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX F 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR ANALYSIS OF COLLECTIVE-
BARGAINING STATUS IN UNIONIZED STATES IN ALL YEARS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONUNION 5433.39 7920.65 145.78 0.43 

UNION 6252.66 6474.19 103.54 

ALL 5965.91 6996.97 117.28 

GROW2 

NONUNION 11. 20 24.22 216.27 2.20 

UNION 6.06 16.52 272.62 

ALL 7.86 19.63 249.79 

URBAN 

NONUNION 62.02 27.35 44.09 5.67* 

UNION 72.94 25.01 34.28 

ALL 69.12 26.28 38.01 

UNPLOY 

NONUNION 4.72 1. 92 40.63 3.64 

UNION 5.37 1. 96 36.43 

ALL 5.14 1.96 38.14 



Variable 

FARM 

NONUNION 

UNION 

ALL 

VAM67 

NONUNION 

UNION 

ALL 
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(Appendix F continued) 

M 

4.49 

4.09 

4.23 

1817.23 

1993.06 

1931.52 

Statistic 

SD 

4.79 

6.15 

5.70 

3909.05 

3259.03 

3487.25 

CV 

106.59 

150.39 

134.65 

215.11 

177.07 

180.54 

F 

0.16 

0.08 

NOTE: Statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX G 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR POST-1972 ANALYSIS OF 
COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING STATUS IN ALL STATES 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

GROW2 

NONUNION 12.73 22.65 177.99 5.41** 

UNION 6.06 16.52 272.62 

ALL 9.65 20.28 210.22 

URBAN 

NONUNION 58.69 27.03 46.05 14.57** 

UNION 72.94 25.01 34.28 

ALL 65.27 27.00 41. 37 

FARM 

NONUNION 4.90 5.41 110.44 0.96 

UNION 4.09 6.15 150.39 

ALL 4.52 5.76 127.37 

VAM67 

NONUNION 1026.98 2795.63 272.22 5.02* 

UNION 1993.06 3259.03 163.52 

ALL 1473.24 3049.12 206.97 
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(Appendix G continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

PCPI67 

NONUNION 3348.69 511. 96 15.29 84.05** 

UNION 3911. 96 307.68 7.87 

ALL 3608.88 512.97 14.21 

PCPI267 

NONUNION 3367.42 552.89 16.42 30.57** 

UNION 3775.05 469.10 12.43 

ALL 3555.71 553.46 15.57 

NON AG 

NONUNION 19.05 9.08 47.67 47.74** 

UNION 27.26 7.34 26.92 

ALL 22.84 9.26 40.54 

CNMC 

NONUNION 15.87 15.98 100.71 140.70** 

UNION 48.75 22.75 46.67 

ALL 31. 06 25.39 81. 76 

NOTE: statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX H 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR ANALYSIS OF COLLECTIVE-
BARGAINING STATUS IN ALL STATES IN ALL YEARS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONUNION 3718.32 5728.75 154.07 8.54** 

UNION 6252.66 6474.19 103.54 

ALL 4883.09 6197.67 126.92 

GROW2 

NONUNION 12.81 22.56 176.07 5.60* 

UNION 6.06 16.52 272.50 

ALL 9.71 20.25 208.53 

URBAN 

NONUNION 58.52 26.96 46.07 15.04** 

UNION 72.94 25.01 34.28 

ALL 65.15 26.99 41.44 

UN PLOY 

NONUNION 4.33 l. 66 38.47 16.53** 

UNION 5.37 l. 96 36.43 

ALL 4.81 1. 87 39.00 
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(Appendix H continued) 

Statistic 

variable M SD CV F 

FARM 

NONUNION 4.88 5.39 110.47 0.92 

UNION 4.09 6.15 150.39 

ALL 4.52 5.75 127.34 

VAM67 

NONUNION 1018.61 2783.75 273.29 5.15* 

UNION 1993.06 3259.03 163.52 

ALL 1466.46 3042.03 207.44 

CCREV 

NONUNION 16.36 7.62 46.61 36.95** 

UNION 23.21 8.22 35.43 

ALL 19.51 8.60 44.07 

GUN 

NONUNION 38.50 12.50 32.46 100.50* 

UNION 57.03 13.48 23.65 

ALL 47.01 15.90 33.82 

NOTE: Statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX I 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR POST-1972 ANALYSIS OF 
BARGAINING-AGENT AFFILIATION IN UNIONIZED STATES 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONE 5390.00 7618.45 141. 34 8.60** 

AFT 10800.54 9032.25 83.63 

NEA 4466.02 4034.45 90.34 

ALL 6003.20 7008.30 116.74 

GROW2 

NONE 11.52 23.66 205.31 1. 34 

AFT 5.39 14.82 275.11 

NEA 5.72 17.34 303.07 

ALL 7.76 19.66 253.52 

URBAN 

NONE 63.58 27.46 43.19 4.04* 

AFT 81.05 25.42 31. 37 

NEA 69.34 24.15 34.84 

ALL 69.33 26.25 37.86 
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(Appendix I continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

VAM67 

NONE 1852.41 3854.36 208.07 3.68* 

AFT 3519.75 4607.18 130.90 

NEA 1343.15 2244.68 167.12 

ALL 1944.46 3496.49 179.82 

CCREV 

NONE 20.65 8.38 40.60 4.36* 

AFT 26.20 8.04 30.67 

NEA 21. 36 8.02 37.52 

ALL 21. 99 8.36 38.00 

STL 

NONE 63.04 9.91 15.73 8.96* 

AFT 73.57 10.19 13.85 

NEA 65.51 11. 08 16.91 

ALL 66.07 11. 07 16.76 

PCPI67 

NONE 3638.48 556.50 15.29 4.97** 

AFT 4015.18 325.34 8.10 

NEA 3860.72 301.27 7.80 

ALL 3804.87 441.58 11. 61 
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(Appendix I continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

NON AG 

NONE 25.08 8.20 32.72 2.31 

AFT 29.05 6.74 23.19 

NEA 26.28 7.67 29.18 

ALL 26.34 7.79 29.59 

DEMVOTE 

NONE 39.85 10.38 26.04 4.10** 

AFT 42.11 7.20 17.10 

NEA 45.17 10.44 23.12 

ALL 42.57 10.12 23.78 

LTORG 

NONE 70.16 9.74 13.88 2.39 

AFT 71.13 9.70 13.63 

NEA 73.74 7.72 10.46 

ALL 71.89 9.00 12.52 

NOTE: statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR ANALYSIS OF BARGAINING-AGENT 
AFFILIATION IN UNIONIZED STATES IN ALL YEARS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONE 5304.69 7572.24 142.75 8.69** 

AFT 10800.54 9032.25 83.63 

NEA 4466.02 4034.45 90.34 

ALL 5965.91 6996.97 117.28 

GROW2 

NONE 11.42 23.48 205.52 1.46 

AFT 5.39 14.82 275.11 

NEA 5.72 17.34 303.07 

ALL 7.86 19.63 249.79 

URBAN 

NONE 63.14 27.39 43.38 4.28* 

AFT 81. 05 25.42 31. 37 

NEA 69.34 24.15 34.83 

ALL 69.12 26.27 38.01 
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(Appendix J continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

UNPLOY 

NONE 4.88 2.00 40.91 1.50 

AFT 5.68 1. 73 30.51 

NEA 5.15 2.01 38.95 

ALL 5.14 1. 96 38.14 

MANPLOY 

NONE 22.38 8.96 40.03 0.94 

AFT 24.22 8.81 36.40 

NEA 21. 28 9.52 44.75 

ALL 22.25 9.18 41. 24 

VAM67 

NONE 1820.55 3825.00 210.10 3.72* 

AFT 3519.75 4607.18 130.90 

NEA 1343.15 2244.68 167.12 

ALL 1931.52 3487.25 180.54 
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(Appendix J continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

DEMVOTE 

NONE 

AFT 

NEA 

ALL 

39.89 

42.11 

45.17 

42.57 

10.29 

7.20 

10.44 

10.08 

25.78 

17.10 

23.12 

23.69 

4.10* 

NOTE: Statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR POST-1972 ANALYSIS OF 
BARGAINING-AGENT AFFILIATION IN ALL STATES 

Statistic 

variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONE 3759.41 5632.15 149.81 15.86** 

AFT 10800.54 9032.25 83.63 

NEA 4466.02 4034.45 90.34 

ALL 4903.90 6206.52 126.56 

GROW2 

NONE 12.77 22.34 175.00 3.08* 

AFT 5.39 14.82 275.11 

NEA 5.72 17.34 303.07 

ALL 9.65 20.28 210.22 

URBAN 

NONE 59.38 27.14 45.70 8.34** 

AFT 81. 05 25.42 31. 37 

NEA 69.34 24.15 34.83 

ALL 65.27 27.00 41. 37 
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(Appendix K continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

VAM67 

NONE 1064.19 2805.57 263.63 7.36* 

AFT 3519.75 4607.18 130.90 

NEA 1343.15 2244.68 167.12 

ALL 1473.24 3049.12 206.97 

PCPI67 

NONE 3377.58 518.21 15.34 36.25** 

AFT 4015.18 325.35 8.10 

NEA 3860.72 301.27 7.80 

ALL 3608.88 512.97 14.21 

NON AG 

NONE 19.53 9.18 47.02 20.44** 

AFT 29.05 6.74 23.19 

NEA 26.28 7.67 29.18 

ALL 22.84 9.26 40.54 

DEMVOTE 

NONE 40.47 14.44 35.69 2.72* 

AFT 42.11 7.20 17.10 

NEA 45.17 10.44 23.12 

ALL 42.12 12.68 30.12 
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(Appendix K continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

CNMC 

NONE 17.89 18.31 102.32 58.96** 

AFT 58.03 17.52 30.20 

NEA 43.72 24.02 54.94 

ALL 31. 06 25.39 81. 76 

STORG 

NONE 22.69 13.68 60.26 43.10** 

AFT 48.69 6.79 13.95 

NEA 36.54 17.35 47.50 

ALL 30.34 17.06 56.22 

LTORG 

NONE 69.80 12.20 17.48 2.64* 

AFT 71.13 9.70 13.63 

NEA 73.74 7.72 10.46 

ALL 71.18 10.79 15.17 

NOTE: statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR ANALYSIS OF BARGAINING-AGENT 
AFFILIATION IN ALL STATES IN ALL YEARS 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

SIZE 

NONE 3732.83 5613.77 150.39 16.04** 

AFT 10800.54 9032.25 83.63 

NEA 4466.02 4034.45 90.34 

ALL 4883.09 6197.67 126.92 

GROW2 

NONE 12.85 22.26 173.21 3.17* 

AFT 5.39 14.82 275.11 

NEA 5.72 17.34 303.07 

ALL 9.71 20.25 208.53 

MAN PLOY 

NONE 24.06 11.43 47.50 1.48 

AFT 24.22 8.81 36.40 

NEA 21. 28 9.52 44.75 

ALL 23.24 10.60 45.60 
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(Appendix L continued) 

Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

PINC67 

NONE 23656.34 23285.17 98.43 26.88** 

AFT 66429.56 34517.55 51. 96 

NEA 44431. 34 35559.61 80.03 

ALL 35568.48 32645.11 91. 78 

HEDREV67 

NONE 504.32 545.98 108.26 23.57** 

AFT 1559.85 969.58 62.16 

NEA 935.77 920.66 98.38 

ALL 773.67 819.72 105.95 

NON AG 

NONE 19.65 9.23 46.96 19.76** 

AFT 29.05 6.74 23.19 

NEA 26.28 7.67 29.18 

ALL 22.89 9.26 40.46 
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Statistic 

Variable M SD CV F 

DEMVOTE 

NONE 

AFT 

NEA 

ALL 

40.49 

42.11 

45.17 

42.12 

14.38 

7.20 

10.44 

12.65 

35.51 

17.10 

23.12 

30.04 

2.72 

NOTE: Statistics for dummy variables not printed. 

* p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01 
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APPENDIX M 

Using Discriminant Functions and 

Classification Functions 

Discriminant Functions 

Discriminant functions can be expressed in either 

standardized or unstandardized form. When a 

discriminant function is given in standardized form, a 

discriminant function coefficient (discriminant weight) 

indicates one measure of the relative importance of the 

associated variable to the function. Thus, if the 

weight for one variable is twice the value of the 

weight for a second variable in a standardized 

discriminant function, the first variable is twice as 

important as the second. Computation of discriminant 

scores on standardized discrimimant functions requires 

that the values of the variables be converted to 

standard (z-score) form. 

When a function is given in unstandardized form, 

the discriminant weight represents the absolute 

contribute of a variable in determining the 

discriminant score. The unstandardized weight 

represents the amount of change in a cases's position 

on a function if its score on the corresponding 

variable changed by one unit (Klecka, 1980). Raw 

values of the variables can be used when computing 
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discriminant scores on unstandardized discriminant 

functions. Therefore, it is usually much easier to use 

the unstandardized functions to compute discriminant 

scores. Klecka explained that the unstandardized 

coefficients could be adjusted so that the origins of 

all discriminant function axes coincide with the grand 

centroid. Thus, the scores on both standardized and 

unstandardized functions are in standard deviation 

units from the grand centroid, and can be compared on 

the basis of relative distance from the origin. 

Tables M l through M 6 include the unstandardized 

discriminant-function coefficients generated in the 

study. 

Forms of Discriminant Functions 

The standardized discriminant function. The 

general form of the standardized discriminant function 

is: 

F s = W1 Z1 + W2 Z2 + • • • + Wn Zn 

where 

Fs = the standardized discriminant score for the case, 

W = the standardized discriminant weights, and 

z = the independent variables for the case, in standard 

form. 

The unstandardized discriminant function. The 

unstandardized discriminant function takes the general 
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form: 

Fu= c + u1x1 + u2x2 + ••. + unxn 
where 

Fu = the discriminant score for the case, 

U = the unstandardized discriminant weights, 

X = the independent variables for the case in raw-score 

form, and 

C = the constant term. 

Computing Discriminant Scores 

One-function plots. The unstandardized 

discriminant score for a case is computed by 

multiplying the raw value for each variable by the 

corresponding discriminant function coefficient, 

summing the products, and adding the value for the 

constant term. The standardized discriminant score is 

computed in the same manner, with the exception that 

there is no constant term. The discriminant score 

locates the case on the horizontal axis of a two-

dimensional plot; in the one-function plot all cases 

are located on this axis. Cases are plotted in the form 

of a histogram. The histogram representing the 

unionized states from the state-level analysis of 

collective bargaining status is included as Figure M 1. 

Table M 7 includes a detailed example of the 

computation of discriminant scores for the two groups 
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of states in the analysis. The products were obtained 

by multiplying the coefficient of each variable by the 

group mean for the variable. Therefore, the resulting 

scores are the values of the group centroids. 

Two-function plots. The computation of 

discriminant scores for two-function plots is 

essentially the same as for one-function plots. The 

differences are that: (a) the functions of the two-

function plot represent the horizontal and vertical 

axes of a two-dimensional plot; (b) for each case, a 

discriminant score is computed on each function; (c) 

the discriminant scores represent the horizontal and 

vertical coordinates of the point at which the case is 

located. Once the point that represents the two scores 

is located on the plot, a line is drawn from that point 

to each group centroid. The case is classified into 

the group to which it is closest. However, a case may 

be an outlier, i.e., located at a distance of more than 

two standard deviations from the mean of any group. 

The prediction of group membership for such cases is 

likely to be inaccurate. An example of a two-function 

plot is included as Figure M 2. 

Classification Functions 

A discriminant analysis will generate one 

classification function for each group. These 
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functions are used to classify a case into the group it 

"most closely resembles". This is done by computing a 

score for the case on each classification function, and 

classifying the case into the group with the highest 

score. The classification function takes the following 

form: 

Fk = Cko + Ck1X1 + Ck2X2 + • · • CknXn 

where 

Fk = the classification score for the case for group k, 

Cko = the constant term for group k, 

ckl through ckn = the classification function 

coefficients, and 

X = the independent variables in raw-score form. 

Computing Classification Function Scores 

Classification function scores are computed in the 

same manner as are discriminant scores: the raw-score 

values of the variables for a case are multiplied by 

their corresponding coefficients, the products are 

summed and added to the constant term. This process is 

repeated until a score has been computed for the case 

on each classification function. 

Tables M 8 through M 13 include the classification 

function coefficients derived in the study. 
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Table M 1 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function 
Coefficients for State-Level Analysis of 

Collective-Bargaining status 

Variable Coefficient 

LEG IS 1. 4351 

METRO 0.0219 

NON AG 0.0579 

FACPAY 0.2297 

PCPI67 0.0009 

CONSTANT TERM -7.9409 
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Table M 2 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for State-Level Analysis of Legislative Status 

Variable Coefficient 

BWOL 1.5199 

RTW -1.5728 

DEN 0.0021 

VAG67 0.0004 

GO VP LOY 0.0047 

MANPLOY 0.0768 

FARM 0.1221 

DEMVOTE 0.0526 

CONSTANT TERM -6.8842 
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Table M 3 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-Bargaining 

Status in Unionized States 

Variable Coefficient 

CONT 0.6399 

SYST 1. 0673 

LEG IS 2.0506 

SIZE -0.0000 

URBAN 0.0257 

UN PLOY 0.1727 

FARM 0.0468 

VAM67 0.0000 

CCREV -0.2977 

PCPI67 0.0009 

NONAG 0.0333 

CONSTANT TERM -8.7623 
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•rable M 4 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in Unionized States 

Variable Function 1 Function 2 

CONT 0.4163 0.2695 

SYST 1. 4538 -0.5456 

LEG IS 2.0945 0.4185 

SIZE 0.0000 -0.0000 

GROW2 -0.0133 0.0021 

URBAN 0.0107 0.0086 

VAM67 -0.0000 -0.0000 

CCREV -0.0764 0.0084 

STL 0.0399 -0.0292 

PCPI67 0.0000 0.0003 

NON AG 0.0703 -0.5856 

DEMVOTE -0.0085 0.0532 

LTORG -0.0629 0.0769 

CONSTANT TERM -4.0911 -6.0966 
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Table M 5 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Collective-Bargaining 

status in All States 

Variable Coefficient 

CONT 0.2329 

SYST 0.6230 

LEG IS -0.0066 

GROW2 0.0108 

URBAN 0.0110 

FARM 0.0260 

VAM67 -0.0000 

PCPI67 0.0005 

PCPI267 -0.0002 

NONAG 0.0343 

CNMC 0.0178 

CONSTANT TERM -4.2539 
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Table M 6 

Unstandardized Discriminant Function Coefficients 
for Post-1972 Analysis of Bargaining-Agent 

Affiliation in All States 

Variable Function 1 Function 2 

CONT 0.2583 0.2113 

SYST 0.7796 0.4588 

LEG IS 1. 5473 -1.1991 

SIZE 0.0000 0.0000 

GROW2 -0.0082 -0.0002 

URBAN 0.0062 -0.0056 

VAM67 -0.0000 0.0001 

PCPI67 0.0003 -0.5026 

NON AG 0.0310 0.0063 

DEMVOTE -0.0021 -0.0321 

CNMC 0.0135 -0.0012 

STORG 0.0000 0.0396 

LTORG -0.0068 -0.0418 

CONSTANT TERM -3.5925 4.8460 
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Table M 7 

Computation of Discriminant Scores for State-Level 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

Value Value x Coefficient 

Variable Coefficient NO BARG BARG NO BARG BARG 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) ( 3 ) ( 4 ) (2) x (3) (2) x (4) 

LEG IS 1 .. 4 3'51 0.0952 0.6207 0.1367 0.8907 

METRO 0.0220 44.9667 67.6828 0.9892 1.4890 

NON AG 0.0580 18.1524 26.4310 1.0526 1 .5327 

FACPAY 0.2298 6.7667 6.5793 1.5547 1.5117 

PCPI67 0.0001 2892.8750 3507.1470 2.8732 3.4833 

CONSTANT -7.9409 -7.9409 

Discriminant Score -1.3345 0.9664 

Note. All values were rounded to four decimal places. 
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Figure~M 2. The use of a two-function plot to 
predict group membership. 

5 



313 

Table M 8 

Classification Function Coefficients for State-
Level Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status 

Variable NO BARG BARG 

LEG IS -0.0614 3.2406 

METRO 0.0698 0.1204 

NON AG 0.6957 0.8291 

FACPAY 4.0212 4.5499 

PCPI67 0.0140 0.0163 

CONSTANT TERM -42.6995 -60.2246 
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Table M 9 

Classification Function Coefficients for Post-
1972 Analysis of Legislative Status 

Variable NO LEG IS LEG IS 

BWOL 8.5096 11. 4870 

RTW -0.7734 -3.8544 

DEN -0.0231 -0.0190 

VAG67 0.0018 0.0027 

GOVPLOY 0.1474 0.1566 

MANPLOY 1. 6528 1. 8032 

FARM 1.1004 1. 3396 

DEMVOTE 1.1486 1. 2517 

CONSTANT TERM -72.5966 -86.3431 



315 

Table M 10 

Classification Function Coefficients for Post-1972 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining status in 

Unionized States 

Variable NO BARG BARG 

CONT 0.1853 1.5221 

SYST 3.3756 5.6053 

LEG IS 3.7936 8.0773 

SIZE 0.0000 -0.0000 

URBAN 0. 3218 0.3757 

UNPLOY 1.1968 1. 5576 

FARM 0.8158 0.9136 

VAM67 -0.0015 -0.0017 

CCREV -0.6251 -0.6873 

PCPI67 0.0298 0.0318 

NONAG -0.7722 0.8418 

CONSTANT TERM -72.7528 -89.7420 
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Table M 11 

Classification Function Coefficients for Post-1972 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation in 

Unionized States 

Variable NONE AFT NEA 

CONT 2.3696 3.2990 3.1800 

SYST -10.3842 -6.4844 -8.7147 

LEG IS -9.2561 -4.1973 -5.8587 

SIZE 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 

GROW2 0.2210 0.1864 0.2034 

URBAN 0.1673 0.1907 0.1896 

VAM67 -0.0012 -0.0013 -0.0014 

CCREV 0.1725 -0.3687 -0.2761 

STL 0.3005 0.4140 0.3353 

PCPI67 0.0232 0.0251 0.0246 

NON AG -0.3053 -0.1026 -0.2497 

DEMVOTE 0.4738 0.4288 0.5030 

LTORG 1.5989 1. 4072 1.5685 

CONSTANT TERM -115.7354 -124.6883 -125.8333 
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Table M 12 

Classification Function Coefficients for Post-1972 
Analysis of Collective-Bargaining Status in 

All States 

Variable NO BARG BARG 

CONT 3.5797 4.1539 

SYST -0.1728 1. 3632 

LEG IS -1. 9302 2.2538 

GROW2 0.1311 0.1148 

URBAN 0.1519 0.1787 

FARM 0.5229 0.5872 

VAM67 -0.0011 -0.0013 

PCPI67 :-:,.. ... 0.0222 0.0235 

PCPI267 0.0115 0.0108 

NO NAG 0.5019 0.5867 

CNMC -0.3654 -0.3214 

CONSTANT TERM -66.8096 -77.6803 
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Table M 13 

Classification Function Coefficients for Post-1972 
Analysis of Bargaining-Agent Affiliation in 

All States 

Variable NONE AFT NEA 

CONT 2.9113 3.7573 3.2855 

SYST -5.4728 -3.0648 -4.2377 

LEG IS -2.2191 0.8470 1.4789 

SIZE 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 

GROW2 0.1321 0.1105 0.1164 

URBAN 0.1308 0.1426 0.1463 

VAM67 -0.0009 -0.0010 -0.0011 

PCPI67 0.0268 0.0275 0.0127 

NON AG 0.1029 0.1891 0.1592 

DEMVOTE 0.5533 0.5216 0.5681 

CNMC -0.3519 -0.3175 -0.3250 

STORG -0.0059 0.0263 -0.0293 

LTORG 0.8896 0.8377 0.9011 

CONSTANT TERM -91.2333 -99.4909 -101.8486 
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APPENDIX N 

The Political Cultures of the States 

Elazar (1984) stated that the national political 

culture is a synthesis of three major political 

subcultures which he termed individualistic, 

moralistic, and traditionalistic. These names were 

intended to be descriptive, not evaluative. 

Political cultures can exist side by side or overlap; 

in each state there are various combinations of two or 

more political cultures, with one being the dominant 

political culture. This appendix lists each state 

by its dominant political culture. 

Individualistic States 

Alaska 

Hawaii 

Massachusetts 

Nebraska 

Connecticut 

Illinois 

Maryland 

Nevada 

New York 

Rhode Island 

California 

Iowa 

Michigan 

New Hampshire 

South Dakota 

Ohio 

Wyoming 

Moralistic States 

Colorado 

Kansas 

Minnesota 

North Dakota 

Utah 

Delaware 

Indiana 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

Pennsylvania 

Idaho 

Maine 

Montana 

Oregon 

Vermont 
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Moralistic States (continued) 

Washington Wisconsin 

Traditionalistic States 

Alabama Arizona Arkansas 

Florida Georgia Kentucky 

Louisiana Mississippi New Mexico 

North Carolina Oklahoma South Carolina 

Tennessee Texas Virginia 

West Virginia 
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