ED 078 738

AUTHOR
TITLE
PUB DATE
NOTE

EDRS PRICE

e DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
HE 004 226

Hook, Sidney

The Academic Mission and Collective Bargaining.

73

20p.; Paper presented at the annual conference of the
National Center for the Study of Collective
Bargaining in Higher Education, April 12-13, 1973

MF-$0. 65 HC'$30 29

*Collective Bargaining; *Collective Negotiation;
College Faculty; Educational Accountability;
*Educational Objectives; *Higher Education

A discussion of the academic mission and collective

bargaining suggests that some form of collective bargaining seems
historically inescapable. Yet collective bargaining must be tempered
with rational collegiality so that the form cf collective bargaining.

i must be one which will least affect the achlevement of academic

D LE mission. . (Author/MJIM)




FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Yy v
cuch Collg’ge « The City University of New York
17 Lexington Avenue, New York, N.Y 10010

| omed
(o oy~
L e
M S
~ =
o0 L
p S
N~ a
o Y
B0
(]
=
w
. —
=
T
[=Yo] -
 —
S
. o
. a>
.=
R4 =
S 5
=
O
Snfpevumy
~ D
- ey
: - -
: = . —
e ol
R - [ o ] ;
K ; ad i
- = Presented at Fi :
at our First Annual Confer i
— ence of April 12-13, 1973.
b -
p S
as
B
— N
as —— .
DO
=
—
=2
o]
<3
-_—
ad
K g
um—
H
h
i
D
' U.S OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
; rB EOUCATION & WELFARE
: NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
- EOUCATION
: THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
1 OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM
¥ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
zﬁ. - ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE -
H SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
i Q EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
i
AN
i
N
BN
Q i

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




v
£
Y
4
%
it
£

&
&
B
P
¥
X
£
pxy
p
E
X
g{_

ey

AR
TR

e

P

«!fa_’&‘t‘?iﬁ*:".‘f’-‘
T
KNS

P Xh
et

RO

A
H

53

pt

VP

LA

Y
AR

THE ACADEMEC MISSTON AND COLLECTTVE BARGATNING
By Sidncy llook

Emeritus Professor of Philosophy - New York University
Senior Rescarch Fellow lloover Institution, Stantford California

As a philosopher, I cannot claim any spccial competence, over
and above my rolc as an cducator, to discuss collective bargaining
in Amcrican higher cducation, although my conception of philosophy
makes it a highly appropriatc theme for analysis. But I can claim
to be coniinuing a tradition set by two of the most diétinguished
Amcrican philosophcrs of the 20th century who, despite their
cpistcemological differences, actively coopcrated in founding the
American Association of University Professors. One was John Dcwey,
its first Precsident; the other was Arthur 0. Lovejoy, its first
Executive Secrctary. Their role and, until recently, that of the
Association they founded in getting the principles of academic
frecdom and tcnurc publicly £ecognized can hardly be exaggerated.
For when they began their laborg, and for many years thereafter,
the status of tecachers in colleges and universities was little
better than thni of hircd hands in white collars. Their conditions
of work, indced its very continuance oftcen depended upon certain
huphnznrd,Atrnditionnl usages, and especially upon not giving
idealogical offense to Board and administrators who were in ceffect

accountable to no onc. ‘Thorstcein Veblin's reference to "the higher

learning” as the "hired lcarning' cxaggerated only a little; there
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were much coarser public characterizations of the timidity of college

professors. To Dewey and Lovejoy and the AAUP, we largely owe the
zindication of the rights of college tcachers as citizens.
Nonetheless, there was a profound difference between John
Dewcy and Arthur Lovejoy symbolized by the fact that John Dewey
proudly hcld membership card no. 1 in the American Federation of
Teachers, although to the best of y knowledge, he was never a
member of its College Teachers local. So convinced was Dewey of
the benefits of union membership that on repcated occasions he
maintained that thé burdcn of cxplanation rested on individual
tcachers to justify their not bcing members. Lovejoy, on tﬁé other
hand, was convinced that the proper organization of college and
university tcachers was not a trade union but a professional
association. lic devcloped some powerful a guments in behalf of
the position that the nature, affiliations and practices of a
professional association of teachers should be distinct and
scparatc from that of a tradc union of teachers, cven when he
recluctantly admitted the possibility of joint action between them
for limited objectives.

Lovejoy's arguments were not only powerful but persuasive.
Variations upon them arc still current. They were canonic doctrinc
in the AAUP until October 1971 when its Council decided to pursue
collective bargaining as "a major additional way of realizing its
goals.'" lovecjoy's position was based upon a sharp contrast between
industrial tradc unions and profcssional associations as ideal

types. lle was also influcnced undoubtedly by the fact that the
- /
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Feadership of some College Teacher Union locals, during the

yeaars when the issuce first surfaced, was in the hands of the
Communist Party which subscquently led to their explusion from the
parent body. But his explicit argument made no mention of it and
was based on considcrations which, as I have indicated, still seem
plasuible to many in the acadcmy today who although quite
sympathctic to the gencral principles of collective bargaining and
tradc unionism in gencral fcel that they are out of place in
institutions of higher cducatipn, particularly in view of recent
developments in the governance of colleges and universitices. These
developments have resulted in forms of sharced power, regardless of
the existence of legal forms, unprecedented in the days of Lovejoy
and bewey.

In vicw that tradc unions and thc proccsses of collective
bargaining arc not appropriatc to institutions of higher education
is buttresscd by many considerations. They cluster, however,
around two main points:

(1) flistorically, tradc unionism and coolcctive bargaining

arosc as the most c¢ffective mecans by which workers in

the long run increasced their wapes and improved their

conditions of work at the cost of their employers.

This }nVchC relationship obtains hetween profits and

wages cven” if hoth arc increasced. No matter how big

the pie, it is analytically truc that the larger the

slice for onc, the smallcer it must he for the other.

What is truc for the. factory is decidedly not true for

the academy whether private or public. Despite
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absurd claims by young activists in colleges and univer-
sitics; the latter arc not profit making institutions
accumulating surpluscs for privatc distribution at the
cxpense of the students and facultics. This seems to
be truc only in the private scctor of higher education
in the Phillipincs. TInstitutions of higher education
clsewherc and cspecially in the United States are normally
deficit-producing. To the extent that economic conflicts
indirectly go on in which faculties as a whole are
interested partics, they take place in the determination

of legislative prioritics. Increcascd disburscments of tax

-monics for hecalth, welfidre or defense may 1imit educational

cxpansion. But all this is far rcmoved from the adversary e
or power rclationship rccognized in the normal process of
collective bargaining. To be sure there is another
element we must recognize as a legitima:e and growing
concern of trade unions, and that is the dignity of the
worker which is protccted among other ways by placing
curbs on the right to hirc and firc by those who own the
instruments of production or their duptics. To the

extent that ownership of property gives power over persons
who must have access to this property to live, the defense
of the dignity of the worker, his freedom from arbitrary
dismissal, historically mecant a dimunition of the power

of property owners. llere, too, we have a clear adversary

rclation
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(2) There is a sccond, and more striking, difference between the
industrial ecnterprisc and the cducational cnterprise that
transcends in significance all the features that workers
and tcachers have in common as wage-earners and job holders.
This is what differentiates a job from a profession. The

teacher together with his peers has a moral corcsponsibility

for the character and conscquence of his vocational activity

and implicit commitment not only to do it wecll but to

improve it. That is to say he accepts and does not surrender

responsibility to administrative boards and supcriors for

the transmission and advanccment of learning and underStanding

and thc practicc and improvcment of teaching. That is his

calling in thc same way as thce cultivation of health is the
calling of the physician and thc operation of justice the
calling of the lawyer and jurist. Tn other words, the tcacher
and scholar cven when he puts a pricc upon his services, has

a spccial function in tigu@ay.a typical worker in a market

cconomy has not.

The typical m%mha%mof the typical trade union is not intcrecsted
in the use, quality, or improvement of the typical product hc manu-
factures. That is the responsibility of the cmployer and manager.
{Iis primary interest is in kceping his job and getting more and
morce for it. [f he gets more by producing shoddy as a worker, it
is a matter of indifference to him, although as a citizen and a
consumer, he may have some qualms. |t is not inconccivable that
as a worker, he should sabotage the quality of a product that might

put him out of work. 1n onc of the Alex (Guincss' movies, "The




f

Man in o White Suit," the textile workers arce rcady to lynch onc

N ol thcit coworkers who has invented o fabric that is dirt-and-wear
proof, for it spclls the end of their employment. And it is
not likely that under present conditions, workers on the auto assembly
lincs would welcome the production of a car that was free of built-in
planncd obsolescence and guarantecd to last the life of thc owner. It
might mecan their jobs. But an cngincer, as a professional, would welcome it.

. The difference here is between the principle of trade unionism

and guild socialism and is rccognized as éuch by Lovejoy. The guild

has a distinctive function from which is derived the norms of proper

performance and pride in their fulfillment and improvement. Every

major demand of the teacher is related to, if not derived from,"the

maintenance of professional standards and of the conditions without

which the special function of the profession cannot, in the long run,

be truly performed.'*

g» Whatcever elsc may be said about this distinction between a job,

as worthy as it is, and a calling, it is undeniablc that thc remarkable

transformation in the history of Amcrican higher education in the

i,

last sixty ycars, cspecially in the growth of academic freedom,
: the recognition of tenurce, and incrcasced economic rewards, has bceen

achieved not by cxercisce of power, not by strikes or threats of
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strike or disruption of community life,but by aprealing to the
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validity of professional standards of scholarship, research and
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tcaching. Progress was made by offering the evidence that these
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which, although far from being universal and satisfactory, still,

~

*Arthur lovcjoy "Professional Association or Trade Union?"
Bulictin of thc AAUP, Vol. 24, 1938, p. 413.
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from the perspective of the past, scemed little short of Utopian.
Facultics today have morc actual power in virtue of the re-ognition
of their professional authority than they have cver had before in
American llistoryv, cven if they do not alwayvs choosc to cxercisc it
or do so wiscly. |
It is always possiblec to point to institutions in which
today faculties have less powér than they should have or to cite
incidents that violatc some claims to academic freedom or to un-
cover casces of cconomic hardship. But to usc these instances to
contest the truth concerning the cnormous professional advance in
status, income and power by the American professoriate as a whole
is intcllectually contemptible - comparable to denying the remark-
able progress of modern medicine becausc so many people are still
far from being completely hcalthy. ’
I accept Lovejoy's distinction between the professional
association and the industrial trade union. Nonethcless, T do not
belicve that it entails the rccomrendations he makes, if these
arc interpreted as principled opposition to collcctive bargaining
by collepe and university faculties., First of all, there arc trade
unions and trade anions, and historical developments have a way
of subverting the neat logical distinctions we make between ideal
types.  There are professional associations of physicians which
in countrics that have socialized medicine engage in practices of
collective bargaining quite similar to thosc of trade unions.
Further, there arce trade unions of journalists and of government

officials -- statc, county and city -- who have professional status
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and functions, who engage in collective bargaining with those
authorized by law to negotiate with them, but do not consider
themselves in an adversary relation to them comparable to what
exists in industry. ‘The same is true of pilots and officers of
plancs and ships. But most relevant for our argument is the cx-
istence of trade unions of tcachers of public in clementary and
sccondary schools. It is significant that Lovejoy did not express
opposition to them despite the fact that they had a special pro-
fessional function that required the recognition and fulfillment
of cducational standards in whose formulation they cooperated.
Actually trade unions of teachers have done a great deal to improve
the conditions under which their special professional functions
arc fulfilled. ‘They have agitated not only for bhetter school
buildings and classrooms, but for academic freedom and tenure, too.
O one can have no principled objection to trade unions of
teachers in clementary and secondary schools, it scems to me that
he must also accept them for comnunity and junior colleges as well
For in these days of universal access to tertiary education, com-
munity and junior colleges perform cssentially the same teaching
functions as the lower schools. And once we have done this, we
have broken the tahoo against trade union collective bargaining
for higher cducation with respect to tcaching or to those forms
of tcaching that are not associated with rescarch, the advancement
of lTearning, oripinal discovery, new critical perspective, creative
imovat ions that make up the Tife and adventure of mind.
It was these aspects of higher cducation that were of primary

concern to Lovejoy as they are to so many scholars téday who feel
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they arce threatencd hy the introduction of collective bargaining.

1t is this which constitutes the distinctive academic mission of

the college and university, its chief glory and real calling. The
cconomic aspect of the scholar's life is important and once he
acquires iamily responsibilitics he cannot live the life of gentcel
poverty, which krnst Renan declarcd should be his lot, without
imposing hardships and unjustices on his dependents, unknown when
scholars were pricestly ccelibates. Baut any person who chooses the
tife ol scholarship whether creative or critical hecause of its
cconomic rewards has made a foolish choice. A desire, sometimes
conscious, morc-oftcn not, for intellectual fame or ambitions, "that
tast infirmity of nokle minds," probably cxerts a greater influence
than moncy but does not cexplain why it cxpresses itself as a call
for scholarship. But whatever the motivations that account for the
choice of the scholarly vocation, therc is a social need for the
professionally trained scholar, for pioncers on the frontiers of
knowledge, for disinterested, independent and above all, free
minds, preparcd to follow and publish the truth as they see it,
regardless of its conscquences on vested material or emotional in-
terest.  Civilization is transmitted hy tcaching;: bhut it originates
and evolves by intellectual discovery, those small and large mu-
tations in ideas, about which we know little cexcept that they
flourish best when socicety provides room and leisure for them.
To a larpe extent inour century, the acultics, the climate and
leasure have been provided hy institutions of higher cducation,

In asking, then, what is the bearing of collective bargaining

on the academic mission we are not assessing the question from a
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~ollish professional vantage point or pleading a narrow parochial
cause.  We are asking a question of profound concern to the whole
community.

How shall we answer it? Before doing so, let us take a
realistic look at the situation revealed by recent discussions in
universitics and by the illuminating statistical surveys by lipsct
and others,  They ceveal that the strongest support for collective
bargaining comes from comm:nity colleges and from the lower ranks
in four-ycar colleges; the strongest opposition comes from profes-
sors in academically prestigious universities. Even the most
committed partisans of collective bhargaining admit that there is
a widesprcad apprchension among thosc in scnior academic rank
that academic standards arc threatened by the recognition of har-
paining agents for the entire faculty. Nonctheless, "Nearly three-
fiftihs of all academics in the 1969 Carncpic survey give general
cndorsement to the principle of collective bargaining” (Lipset).

At the same time, there is cevery likclihood that collective
bargaining is the wave of the academic future. There are various
grounds for the prediction, welceme it or not. First, the number
of persons in the lower or junior ranks outnumber those in the
senior ranks. Sccond, prescat financial stringencies and the halt
in institutional expansion have made teachers tenure conscious,
all the more so hecause the tenure system itself has come under
attack from students, legislators, and some administrators. Third,
in most clections so far, one or another outside orpganizatijon has
been selected as the collective bargaining apgent.  lven in the few

cases where faculties have voted for no collective bargaining, it
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is admitted that because of the periodicity of clections, the

ample resources of those in favor of some kind of trade unionism

in contrast to the limited resources of those opposed, any move
towards academic retrenchment or any unpopular administrative de-
cision is likely to causc the faculty to reverse itself. Fourth,
some of the cconomic gains won by collective bargaining for tcachers
in lower cchelon instifutions huvc‘bccn so 1mpressive that they are
surc to carry grecat weight among members of all institutions. When
news gets around that full professors at the two-year community
colicgcs by‘automatic incrcases can ecarn $31,275, it may produce a
bandwagon cffect. Finally, scholars are not fighters,and on this
issuc not cven activists or participants. Tn centers of academic
rescarch and scholarship, the proportion of abstentions, of

thosc who do not cven take the trouble to vote, is much higher

than in centers mainly of tcaching. At onc institution in the
former category, onc-third of the faculty cast no vote. The enthu-
stasm and dedication all scem to be on onc side.

I conclude from thesc and related considerations that
intclligent choice today is not betwcen acceptance or rejection of
the principle of collective bargaining but hetwcen the different
forms of collective bargaining. Since contracts are written, as
distinct from most labor contracts, not for the entire industry but
for cach university or university system, we must ask: under what
form of collective barpaining can t}F{fﬂfﬁbﬂﬁ§'"Uﬂﬁlﬂﬂ hest be
prescerved and strenpthenced?

Foam ot an expert on collective bargaining and on the

writing of contracts, but having spent more than fifty yecars in
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12
the academy, most of them in a position of administrative
authority, and scen a mediocre mniversity achicve distinction in
| submit

many ficlds and obscerved threats to that distinction,

reflections on my cxpericnce as relevant cvidence on what nour-

ishes and what subverts the academic mission.,
First of all, collective bargaining must not make difficult
the achicevement of excellence in institutions in which the advance-

ment of knowledge and understanding is central. Such excellence

cannot be achicved without cducational leadership and some degree

of delegated power. The fact that the power is dclegated makes

it responsibice, ultimately subject to control by the relevant cduci-

tionsl constituency. But there must be some provision within th

limits of control for the cxercise of initiative, for decision
which is not arbitrary but still discretionary after the discus-
sion and pooled rcflection that shouid normally precede action is

over. This is particularly important in building up departments
or in trying to develop cminence where it has been lacking.
Becausc .of an illegitimate transference of political categories

to the rcalm of mind, the very words "elite" and "elitism'", and
expressions like "intellectual discrimination' have become suspect
The very essence of the life of mind consists in intellectual
discrimination. Democracy in an extended sense is an cthical
concept, and involves an cquality of respect and concern in
relevant respect for all members of the academic community. It
does not  entail a leveling down or uniformity of cxpectation and

result, or an cquality of rewards--whether material or psychic,

in my experience mediocrity has a tendency to vesent, if not
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conspire against, cxcellence.  Academic rank should reflect
cxcellence., No great departments, no great universitics have
been built where the lower intellcctual ranks defined in terms of
cxperience and objcctive scholarly achievement, have the same
weight and authority in dectermining who shdu]d he invited into the
higher ranks as the peers of the latter. Where cveryonc auto-
matically poes to the top, provided only that he doesn't break a
law, the whole nation of cxcellence and quality becomes a farce.

It is difficult to make this point without laying oneself
open to distortion and caricaturc cven in the abscence of a will
to misunderstand. With respect to the academic mission, although
authority should bc shared, it cannot bc cqual. Some provision
should be made to permit cducational lcadership at some point, at
lcast for a limited time, somewhat of thc same degrec of frccdom that
we pgive a conductor of an orchestra or a coach of a tecam.
Uitimately, the justification for the incquality and discretionary
power is the production of great music, the crcator of a great
tcam, the publication of a grcat book, thc discovery of great
ideas, and intcllectual breakthroughs. Tt may be that with
universal access to higher education this academic mission may
have to be relegated to special institutes, where teaching is only
incidental or does not exist, or to only a few elite universities.
For many rcasons this would be a pity, and before long, similar
péohlcms would arisce there, too, concerning how the academic mis-
siton can besi be furthered.

Recent deveiopments make it necessary to safepuard the

academic mission from some other tendencices. I refer to the
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prowing dianpgers of  politicalization of university tifc not only
in the manifest espousal of political positions on forcign policy
or domestic issues unrclated to the academic mission but to the

introduction of categorics of cvaluation irreclcvant to scholarly

[ Lt O

promisc or perlformance. Appointments and promotions should in

no way bce determined by vague and ambiguous classifications like
"liberal" or "conservative," "left" or "right" but whether a
person's thinking is profound or shallow, original or derivative,
scholarly or unscholarly. Universitics should be cxtremely chary
in entering into negotiations with any organization that has a
political commitment., In the cvent that it has been sclected by
a majority vote, its proposals should be carcfully scanned to de-
tect possible political bias. [Further, where students or their
representatives arc brought in at any point they should have, on
academic matters, voice but no vote, powers of consultation and
advice, not of deccision. Tn gencral, reliance upon decisions

of individuals outside the acaaemy on purely academic matters
should as far as possiblc bc avoided. And against those who are
under the belief that the ultimate and staunchest bastion of
defence of academic freedom are the courts, | would register an
cmphatic protest. Most jurists @ho have discussed the educational
issucs sceem unfamiliar with the logic and ethics of the academic
mission., At crucial points they scem unable to differentiate
between the first amendment rights of tcachers as citizens, uand
the rights and obligations of tecachers and scholars as members of
an academic community subject to standards of professional ethics.

A citizen may freely plagiarize from what is in the public domain




or advise students to cheat or disrupt classes of his colleagues
with complcte impunity under the protection of the Bill of Rights.
As a member of a faculty, howcver, such actions would constitute
prima facic cvidence of a conduct unbecoming a scholar and tcacher
and subject to punishment, where due process is observed and guilt
established, for violation of professional cthics.

This brings me to the most crucial and dangerous challenge
to the academic mission in cducational life today. This is the
attempt to use the mechanisms of due process which legitimately
protcect scholars and tcachers from abusces ol academic frcedom as
a means of establishing pcrmancnt tcenure wherc issues of academic
frcedomare not involved after the probabtionary period has lasped.
I spcak as onc committed to the principle of tcnure once it has
hcen wor, and quite awarce of its difficulties and problems on the
pround that the support it gives to academic freccdom, is worth
its high cost. Where this principic is recognized, especially
when institutions of higher cducation cannot rely on continuous
expansion, the academic mission requires that it be possible to )
recruit the- best and most promising schﬁ]urs and tcachers avail-
able to upgrade its quality and standards in the continuous
pursuit of exccllence. This is extremely difficult, if not impos-
sible, il the distinction between tenurcd nd untenured faculty
is undermined.  No rcasonable case can be made for the claim that
the acquisition of u teaching or scholarly post carrics with it
the presumption of instant tenure. Nonctheless, proposals arc
heing made, partly motivated by the desire of conflicting groups

For an enlarged constituency among facultics, that in cffect will
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pive instant tenure to those appointed to tcach by imposing the
same or similar conditions for dropping them as hold in the casc
of collcaguces who have won permanent tenurc.

This will be the natural conscquence of the demands made by
some proposcd collective bargaining contracts which specify that
when a teacher or scholar is hircd he or she rcceive a written
statement of the conditions which will govern the grant or with-
holding of permancnt tcenurc upon the lapsc of his or her proba-
tionary period. Prcsumably, if thc conditions arc satisfactorily
fulfilled, there will be normal cxpectation of tenurc; and if
there arce grounds for the judgment that satisfactory scrvice has
not been given these will be explicitly indicated. 1In addition,
this is coupled with the demand that the candidate have complcte
access to his departmental or personncl file so that he can be
informed of the materials and data on which the judgment is rcached
and the right to invoke the gricvance procedure with a guarantee
of full academic duc process if hc wishes to challenge the justice
of the decision,

These seemingly innocent requests may spelldisaster to the
academic mission,  Tenure, as a principle which protects full-time
faculiy members after a probationary period, From dismissal without
adequate cause, must be defended but it cannot successfully be
defended unless it is piven after careful assessment of academic
qunli{y. For it not saly involves mortgaging the resources of an
imstitution to the tune of a half million dollars or morce for cach
grant of tcnure on the average, but subjeccts in advance for thirty

yeais or more o large number of students to the pedagogical mercies
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ol thosc upon whom tenurce is bestowed as well as limiting the

futurce frecedom of action of the university to renew and expand its

faculty. lrom the point of view of the academic mission, merely
sutisfactory scrvice may not be good cnough. Failure to win promotion

's  pot cquivalent to dismissal for incompetence. At the time the

probationary pcriod is up, some other young scholar may be available
who is much better, who is a spéciulist capable of filling a gaping
curricular nced,or who hus brilliant pedagogical gifts from which
students can profit cnormously. Popularity with students is neither

a nccessary nor sufficient condition of scholarly promise, something
t can most rcasonably be determined by scholars already establishcd

the ficld. 1t will never be honestly determined if the contract

sprcified that thosc who have failed to win tenure have the right
of access to confidential personnel files that contain the judg-

ments of scholarly cvaluation on the basis of which the decision

' grant or not to grant tcnurc is made.

lor who will write frank and honest lctters about anyone know-
ing that the subject whose carcer may be blasted in conscquence
will be privy to them? As it is, in academic matters we tend to
be too kind ruther than too truthful. It is possiblec to love someone,

or be friendly to him, who happens to know unflattering truths

alout us. But it is extremely difficult to love him or be friendly

if he not merely knows but publicly proclaims these truths.

safc to predict that honest evaluation will end wherc files are

It is

opcen.
There arce other rcasons why the freedom of the academic

community to renew and improve itsclf should not be hedged in by

provisions that within a fcw ycurs may result in a faculty that
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to completely tenared.  AlLL contract - liml would have this effect
should be rejected. For if this were the upshot of any collective
bargaining agreement how would it be possible, without additional
resources, to add a new department? Or if some institution were
to innovate by recruiting tcachers qua]ificd.to give instruction
tn several disciplines, how could this be achieved? A1l partisans
of collective bargaining insist that they would never dream of
attempting to influcence the content or direction of curricular
studies. And they actually may not intend to do so. But some

provisions, if enforced, may in fact have this cffect.

Finally, a word about gricvance proccdurcs at any level. Any-

one familiar with the few casces in which attempts have been made

hy full academic duc process to cnforce standards of professional
cthics knows what a tremendous burden of time, cnergy and loss of
teaching services they entail.  In some places it has cven in-

volved risks to the personal safety of those members of the

?
)

faculty who scrve as jurors. Tt usually cmbroils not only faculties

but aronscs students to attempt to imposc thecir point of view
while casces arce under adjudication. Without sacrificing any
principles of cquity, proccdures should he simplified. Where
issucs of academic frecedom are not centrally involved but of
~dueational policy institutions should insist that whatever the
cppeal procedure,the last word should be spoken by the laculty
as o whole or jts representatives. Where agreements are made
to ~ubmit. any cducational issne to binding arbitration, rccourse
to arbitrators whose cxperience has been Dimitoed to scttling
industrial disputes shop]d be avoided, and only distingnished
cduciators without party pris should be brought in, who arc well ijn-

tormed about the special educational nceds of the institution.

K
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s time to bring these considerations to a close lest we

J

get lost in a sca of detail. 1f onc takes the long view, it is

undeniable that institutions of higher education have more
the

independence and autonomy with respect to their mission-

advancement of knowledge and understanding--than at any time in

By and large facultics cnjoy more sccurity and better

the past.
And above all, they enjoy a greater shared authority.

conditions,
F'he crucial question is whether they can retain the gains won,

Nty asesv

extend them to places and arcas wherce they arc still absent, and

fulfill their academic mission by reliance upon the

still
(ollcgtﬁj processcs of.thc past or by resort to collective bargain-
ings ’My answer to the question cannot be unlqéavocal. Nor is it

f Under ideal conditions, [ would placc my faith on the

¢quivocal.,
“processes of rational collegiality. But conditions arc not idcal.
some Torm ol collective bargaining scems historically inescapable

cven il not ideally desirable. That is why T believe we must opt

for that form of collective bargaining that will lcast affect the

achievement of our academic mission,




