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S - Presented are tvwo arguzents on academic collective”
bargaining, by John R. Silber and Robert Nielsen., Dr. Silker argues
“"that faculty organization causes the university to become more like
factory\than\a ‘university, that a faculty mesmber has more in common
with a middle level manager today than with a professcr c¢f 25 years
ago, and that featherbedding in trade unionism is such that financjal
viability of unionized upiversities is endangered. He asks whether
academe has inadvertently slipped into collective bargaining cr done
‘S0 with its.eyes open. Dr. Nielsen argues that faculty are ptobably C
J the most unlikely group to ever-organize into a unicn in the history
of the labor. movement, and yet in nine years 25 percent of college
professors have organized. He states that the way universities are )
run is the madjor reason for the unionization, and that faculty are -
_really orgaﬁizing themselves as a fundasentally bbnservat{ye force on
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Estimates of the shape of higher educatlon in the Elghtles mdlcate
. that enrollments will stabilize and that the need for new faculty
will be decreasmg progressively. Sonte observers predict that with-
more static faculties, there avill be more concern about job security
and salary ‘I/asues among professors and instructors at colleges and
universities. This could fean that the tssue of collective. bargaiging
will'be a recurring topic for state policy makers.

Recent flgures displayed in the accompanymg table on faculty
_unionization, 'show that there are; nearly 550 unionized campuses .
‘in the nation. The primary factor in the growth of faculty unions in .
America since the late ~J960Q's hds been sthte legislation. Even
though all private institutions Jhave bargaining rights ‘under the
National ‘Labor Relations Act, these private colleges account for -
only about 15 percent of all unifpized campuses today. Most of the
faculty ~unions are -at public institutions in, fhe 24 states with
% llective bargaining laws, and 60 percent of these institutions are ,

bhc two-year colleges - . i, ce
’ ' VN
Fyéulty Umomzatlon, 1976-77
, ax ) . : . w
,, . Summary of bﬂargaining agents / ] NS
. . . . ot LA M
/ <« 4-Year Campuses 2sYedr Campuses et -,
: v 5 - Grand,
¥ ' Public Private Total, Public Private - Total¥- Total N
AAUP 21 24 a5 v 20 2 s 49
. A
AFT < 71 17 88 108, 6 . .14 202
-~ NEA. . 029, 12 41 W TBE 2 166 207
‘AAUP—AFT . 1 0 _ 1 0 N0 0 R "o
AAUP-NEA "~ 4 0 4 7—~¢ 7 1 :
~OQther, . .. 18 11 29 44 1 45 T 74 T Lt
Total"agents 144 64 208 ./ 325 11- 336 544
Bargaining o . Y
rejected . 22 39 61 107 3 13 . 74
[ »
, * Elections and recognitions of agents . '
dunng.the cyrrent a(;ademnc year .
P ' ’;. . ¥ .4-Year ccnlegés_ 2-Year Colleges \%"‘
’ ' Entered Won Enfered Won
Amenican Assn. 6f University Professorg 11 2 1 ‘0|
Affierican Federation of Teachers .. .~ .9 3 9 . 4 ’
17 Natonal EducatiopAsséciation. . 1 T 2 . '8 10 |
' independent angd Othér . _ . 1 3 2
“~AAUP-NEA. W,/ e et a0 1 0 "l 0 .
. [
Mo Bargew{ng Agent e, e .1 - 3
Unresolted /‘ PO TRNE 1 - 1
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‘Where f.as)}ré on Faeulty Bargaining @;. :
Stand in the 50 States, 1976-77

States with collectuvé-bargaming laws for fdculty members at
= both 4-year and/ ‘2-year college

N . 2
[j States with cp'llecuve-bargammg laws for faculty members- at
2-year colle?es only & _ ; .

7 States wutb’but collective b‘argammg laws*for faculty members

> - —
Adapted from§*The Chronicle of Higher Education v ¢

’

. . ! v

As of June 1, another 39 institutions.had decided elections in
the 197677 academic year. ‘Twenty of these were four-year

" institutions; nine voted for a bargaining agent; 11 voted for no
agent, Nineteen of these were two-year institutions where 16 voted
for u bargaining agent and three.veted for no agent.- * -

Efforts to establish 'faculty unions are essentially complete in
the 24 states which allow. unionization, leading some observers to
believe that faculty unions will place ‘their primary emphasis on
states which presently have no collective bargaining legislation. As,
shown on the map, half of the states without collective bargaiping
laws are in the South, and only one of the 14 SREB states, Florida,
hasa law authorizing collective bargaining, . -

THe likelihood of Congress ‘passing a law to give all public
- employees - eollective bargaining rights is, considered generally
remote, so union initiatives will tontinde to focus on state:
legislafiites, . - . v )

Collective bargairing in higher education remains an issue on
which opiniong are sharply divided. The ‘debate in the academic
community was underscored for legislators during SREB's 26th,
Legislative Work Conference by John Silber, president of Boston
~University, and Robert Nielsen, director of the colleges’ ard.-
(5 “ersities department of\the Amerizan Federqtion qﬂ_"I‘eacherg.

F MC r gresentat\lo‘ns are repn&iu,ced on the gngmpg pages. . ;
L]

.
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“When you organize faculty
.~ through collective’bargain-
ing all you gan have left in
d-university...is something
. more closely resembling a
- factory than a university®’

s
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. In'my year$ in Texas I had very freq_uent contact with legislators

Ce and I came to admire.and deeply respect those who engage in poli-
N . tics at a level close enough to their con'sti_tuencies" to know the

RN ‘ meaning of responsibility and to experiénce the *“‘tremble” fattor..
Noo The' “tremble” factor is a term developed by the economist

’

thing to lose as possible consequence of the decisions*he reaches. 1

N\ "+ would use as an example the Roman, engineer, ‘who was typically
placed beneath an ‘arch’he “designed and constructed while its

. 2 staffolding was being removed. i the arch held, the engineer had
’ a continuing career, but if it did not, there was no'problém of rais-
o ing his malpractice insyrance rates. It was a self-corrective

system. There is much of that in politics at the ‘state level. A
shared sense of responsibility that legislators and college’presi-
dents have’and their acute availability to their constituencies, give
us something in common. ’ :

T e The issue of collective bar“ga'i;ing is of critical importance for
, higher education both in the state sector and indepengdent sector. 1+
P s do not use the categories **public” and “private” sector. All higher

educatidn—whether in ‘the independent sector-or in the taxpayer-

Boston. University; they educate the public at Trinity University in

. San Antonjo; Tulane educates the public’ There is no unjversity or

~ L college that does not educate the public. The question is, *Ddes the

«»  institytion subsidize the taxpayer as in the indepéndent sector, or

“does thetaxpayer subsidize the institution as in the state sector?”’

[The i;&lé'gép ent Sector of higher edutation in the United States
3

.

;;X%/ '

.« *
.

¥

'y spbsid e taxpayer at'the rate of about six or seven billion
b ;&ﬁdllara;gj i ear. The texpayer subsidizes the state dector to a
";“fv* ch lerger-emount, toughly 20‘\,billion dollars. The decisions we

P O A% S AU " (continted on page 6)

. \)4 "\‘.l’ o s . 'f“‘. ~ L.
EMC ' w*Dr. Silber is president of Boston, Ungdersity. : \%f LA
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Rosenstein-Rodan to describe a situation ih which one has some--

** supported sector—is public education. We educate the public at-

”,

£ s



’ J g

v -

Collective Bargaining.
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‘ “(Faculty are) probably o
the most'unlikely groupto ; = .
. @ver organize into a union e
in the history of the lalor -
.movement.” . \

.
~e »
« -~ .

*Itis inevitable that our topic, Gollectivé\Bar a’ihiné in Higher Edu- ) )
 cation, has generated much confusion and %ebatg, Institutions of . © W
higher learning are very strange animals, desgribéd* recently by, °
someone &s a cgllection of meditval fiefdoms. connected.by a. | -
common heating plant. Add to that rather acerbic definitioh the
provocative words, ‘‘organizing; unionizing, bargaining, impasse,
strike, etc.””, and much trouble could properly be anticipated. _. {
In the’minds qf many, these ingredients shouldn’t mix: or at th# . x
. very best, should result in+a’seur mixture indeed. Much to these .o
’ cynics’ dismayp, .however, this miix works. quite well on many A s
campusesywhere colleire bargaining .is a fact of life. The agre'?-, ’
ments teached on these campuses. repr

L e
ant uniomcoverage,{—@// - L -
about 25 percent of the faculty and professionsl staff throughont N
the country. And, surprisingly, this all happened-ov brief nife. - .
vear period., By any measuYe that’s incredible growth, B :hen
viewed from this ‘perspective, it's amazing: forty years after the
passage of the Wagner Act only 30 percent of industrial. Workers. '
arerorganized; but in only nineyyears, 25 percent 4f co)Ioége prd-

[N N Yo

fessors are organized. | \ I A -
There are, of course, some basic differences between industrial- - .
. bargaining and what I'm going to term aca'demig;’ bargaining. - "
" *  One of'the principal differences is this: in theindustrial sector, -
organizedilabor and the employet are adversaries;’in the academic ~
sector, organized labor, the college ‘administr'a,t"éxf and the campus Lo
union' have many cemmon goals—among, thes¢Zis continugd high » .-
. »qQuality accessible-higher education. . 74" - T ¥ R
" No one ever claimed that the United Autd Worker's was a friend 7 C
“of Ford, or Chrysler, or General Motors. Conversely,-a strgng case
" could be made that we wouldn’t' have. public €ducation in this
s ) ) - *  (continued'on page 12)

&

A — . * . ‘.. ); ° oot . o . Y i : .
. O Nielsen is director of the Collgges and [/niversities I‘)eﬂffrtmen& of .
. EMC American Federgtion of Teachers. _ I\ " . e 5, . -
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Sjlher — continued [f}om page 4 ; , . Ve .
K s B . .- . '( i o
make \ylth regard to collectrvesQargaJnlng in hrgher educatron— .
. particularly with collective bargaining as it relates fo faculty
. . members—are going to have a profound influence en the future Pof *
« . both sgctars of higher educatigne .
' The question tl¥at ‘we must ask is: Have we inadverténtly
slipped into collective bargammg for faculty members or_have we .
done it with our eyes open? I understand the mcreasmg pressure
N - faced by each legislature to pass legislation guaranfeeing collective
bargaining for all state employees But I wonder whether faculty
. members are really state ‘‘employees’ in the state instifions. It
seenfs to me quite consistent to argue that the National Labor Re-
R lations Act (NLRA) should apply to universities as institutions
. while‘maintaining that it was never any parf of thé intention of the
. NLRA t6 apply it to faculty members, because of the very distinct
N nature of their employment. . g
~- Now. if you ask me, "'Do farmworkers need the protection of a
- labor-union?", my answer is an emphatic yes. I don't think the
farmworker can be protected adequately without collettive. bar-
gaining. He is not well educated, he certainly is not articulate, and
po. . having no economic reserves he is dependent each day “for his
-0 daily bread and the daily bread of his family. These are not circum-
. stances in which the mdrvrduaj is well prepared to stand alone.
. But faculty are, by definition and by condition of their emplay-
.. .+ ment. the most articulate and the best educated of all—not merely
\ . ordinary people, but of professiona]'groups. The average Ph.D. has
* .spent more trme in. the glassroomy has read more books, has .
*  written more, than the average graduate of a law school, than the
3 . .average graduate of a medical school. thap any other professional. ,
‘The extraordinary background and education of these individuals *
) sets them apart. Secondly. nearly all of them make tl:Qr lrvmg

’

teaching. Ahd if thgy are competent to teach, they are competent
. to articulate their i eas Now, these individuals cannot claim to be,
+ alienated: Whiat are they alienated from? They are required by ¢t y
* administration to do precisely this: to study, o write, and to teac
in that area of human investigatior’ that they personally and indi-
‘ ' vidually decided they were interested in. And the persons with
.z wligin they have to deal are exciting, bright, intelligent, hard work-.
. ... °_ \Ving, young studexyts who aspire to greater knbwledge and ability in 4
the areas in whikh thege individuals said they wére interested. I
find no text on alienation in the writings of Marx that fits the situa-  *
. . tion of the professor. In readmg Gompers’ On Trade Unionisin, .I*
. fail to see. hdw professors’resemble the carpenters, the bricklayers,
° . thé craftsmen, that Gomipers was concerned about. We have to
, . recognize that professors are simplynot alienated. «
> Secondly, we have to ask, “Do they suffer from expl’ortatxon""
Now, from 1910 to 1950 the average full professor in,the United
States—that is, the person who went into academic life and +~
‘achieved the height of his profession—earned in. 1975 value ° ':
$13,000 a year. In 1975, $13,000 was the medxan income in. the
United States. That is, for @ pefod of 40 years the person who
o chose academia as his way of life did not make below, but neither **.
] EMC 6. did he make above the average in domppnsatlon And hig compen:

L}

o N . v

*
¢ . L] . * =
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satipn was a very different kind. It consisted in his being asked to
work approximately 30 weeks out of the year with 22 'weeks for his .
own personal developnfent and fulfillment. He was asked to teach *
anywh/el‘gfﬁm‘fi_‘véfto six coursés a semester back in 1910, down
to two or three courses per semester at the present time. He was
- " asked to study, to write, to ensure his own self-development, and to
- be-concerned for students. And hé was left pretty much on his own
-as to how hé .accomplished .his professional responsibilities. |
It was the quality of life, it was the nature of the pursuit, it was the ,
attractiveness of the pursuit 8f truth, and it was the attractiveness
of explaining ideas to others that drew people into academia.

~

© . “Atacully member today has more.in '
common with an insurarice salesman
or with g middle management buBiness - o
execulive than he does with a professor

- .of 25 years agd.”. . <%~

— d i - .

Beginning about 1950 with the sudden exp\gnsion of higher edu-
cation following the enactment of the G.I +Bill,, things began to
change. By 1960, the average full professor’s compensation was up
to about $18,000 3 year, then in 1970 it had reached about $20,000
Or $22,000, and by 1975 had reached approximately $25,000 per |
year. Now if we differentiate betwegn kinds, of institutions, the , ~
average compensation for full professors is about $28,000 ‘in uni-
versities. It i$ around $24.000 in the four-yeaT .colleges, and it is L.
round $22,Q00 in the junior colleges. These salaries are what a . .
person can expect when he reaches the top of, his profession, ad-
justed to 1975 dollars. .- X + . . .
. This means that, instead of being .at the median'of American .
life. full”professors in ~universities stand in abpm)‘(imately-the P
upper five percent of American wage earners, those in four-year
colleges in the upper 10 percent and those in junidr colleges-in the . P
Upper '}2_ te”15 percent. If this represents exploitation, then every-
body is exploitéd. We are talking about those within the top 12 per-
-'~ cent of Personal income in one of the richest nations on earth.
" These individuals are fortubgte —indeed live.in a state of luxury by
, ‘any historical'standard. THe idea that the faculty is being exploited
“s./* is preposterois. T o ol < - A
.. So we are not talking of.the classic bases of trade unionism— '
alienation and exploitation. Rather, we are, talking about what
happens to individuals when, by becorfing so well-to-do relative to
the fodmer standafds of their profegsion, their ideals and their .
. concerns beginr toqchhange. . ‘ L .

" A faculty member today has nfore in.common with an insurance
salesman on with a middle management business executive than he
does with the professor of 25 years ago. It is not merely that power
fends to corrupt—and absolute power tends to corrupt absolutely— - .-
it is that money changes one’s attitudes. A% Jesus said, “Where a
man's‘trgasure is, there will-his heart be also.” And once pro- .

& sors found that they could make good by doing good, they be-
EMC‘B increasingly interested in making good and l”:és interestpd in 7,

’ ¢
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g *umomzmg faculty is to talk about somethlﬁg .'fOI‘ Wthh\‘thB cate- . ...

st yr ____:_‘;_4‘ ".‘
doing good And I thmk this change in faculty altntudt,r must be‘ i,
recqgmzed Faculty are usmg an intelligence which is vastly above "
average Let no'oﬁ"e"clalm the average professor is a stupid man.
Heis'a highly iritelligent man and he is imaginative enough to won-
der whether there are ways that he can mampulate the NLRA to
his ewn advantage, And this is precxs‘ely what faculties are doing®
* trying for an mcre/ased share in"the governance of thg universities.
At the same time they fail to recognize that once you abandon the |
collegial patterr) ‘of rational persuasion for the trade union bannér |
of force—what you can do on the plcket line—you have changed |
radically the flature of the situation. '

*  'The Natignal Labor Relations Board (NLRB) stayed away from
uhiversities ‘and col ges for many yea¥s. And then in the Cornell 1
casge the NLRB came \p because, for a variety of paradoxical rea- , .
sons, all parties wan d them in. Why did everybody want them ———'
in? Because in 1969 the state legislaturé of New York decided to |
“include under their labor law all state employees, and.that meant s |
that the employees of Cornell University as a partially state insti- |
tution'now fell within the ]urlsdxctlon of the state labor board. The T
Cornell personnel offide said, * Well if we're going to have to deal '~

with the state labor board.” ".And so everyone within. Cornell -
decided, “We'll get together with the union and we'll all petition
for the NLRB.” And the NLRB extended jurisdiction to Cornell as a
whole. It extended its jurisdiction over all Cornell etnployees even

l
1
- witha labor board, we'd a'lot nather deal with the NLRB than deal

* though no one claims that NLRA was evet intended to coyer -

faculty. No sooner had.i Taken jurisdictjon then it began.fo treat ( |
the academy by analogy with industry, ever though the academy .
was so different as to make this policy deeply disruptive. The, . ‘
NLRB had no experience with hxgher education, which became ap-  —

collecnve’?bargalmng for faculty . "~ |
membergor have we done it with.o our -
eyes open’? o L

* -

-
“HMave we madvertently shpped intg . .
i

parent as™\its various régions made hxghly inconsistent . rulings,
about such matters as the status of part-time faculty and depart-*
ment chaxrm‘en The;NLRB adjudicates matters ad hoc case by
. case, there are no rehable natxonally consxstem pohcles, and the

aos continues. -

Qt\I\‘.he NLRB has strayed far from the purpose of-the NLRA WthlT

to contain conflict. Now, by the mconsmtency of its rulings, it
is creating oc. Part of the reason for this is its dgnorance about .
higher gducatjon. We:can see th contrasting’NLRB handling of
non-academic greas wjthm-hlgher education. We'have had no diffi-
culty with the NLRB i handlmg cases invelving janitors. A janitor
in a un1vers1ty is, in my judgment, esgentlally mdxstmguxshable
from a janitor in a business. And if you can haﬂ‘the labor organi-
zation for a janitor in business, I see no.reason why you can't have -
-it for one i a hospital or for one in-azuniversity. But to talk'about-
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-« . gories of the industrial model simply do not fit. Is the faculty mem-
» bera supervisor?'So far as I know. no consideration has yet been_ .

— given to the supervisory relation of the faculty member, nor to.
: employees such as secretaries and other faculty in ‘which “it’is ~ 3
clear there is a supervisory role, but with regard-to the student. T
And, why? Because, { suppose. in its lack of expertise the NLRB

thinks of-the student as a'customer. The student is not merely a '

customer of a university. The student happehs ‘to be thé raw -

, material—a part of the raw material out of which the work of the X
university is done. Notspmly is the student raw material, the T
student is also the final préduct, 1n d.sense, of, what the university .,

-does. And. the student is the customer. Tlrx\z studént’is all of these..
. But also a pant 6f what is déme at the university is done with .

. the-raw material of faculty who blend their-raw material into their - ‘
daily work to produce books, articles, lectures;‘amd.the rest which.

. are alsouthe product of the university. Now the-facully member is . ™~

designing a product of the university. He and he #lone in, many

cases, decides. everything which”is to be dbne in an individual

course. | never taught a course in whitch I did riot ‘haue pérsonal .

and’individual responsibility in deciding what would .be included® ..

among fhe readir®s, how inﬁny papers would ‘be reqi;i}xféd,\who s

would read the papers, who would evaluate the paperstzand what -.

graddes would-be givén the stident. B 4 ST .

All of ghose marketing decisions about acquisition’ of raw ma- ., ~
terial 4nd customers, the evaluation and removal of customers,”
saying the customer is sometimes wrong—all of these .mar;kefipg I
decisions, high level policy decisions, were made by an ordinary
assigfant professor! ¥ - BRI .

The model of industrial manufacture simply makes 1iq sense in .
the context of a upiversity. Thé model of professional activity, of T |
the relationshjp of a lawyer to a client. or of a doctor to a patient, e
makes very little sense in the context of a university. Policy  de- ., o
cisions of the most profound sort—determining the purpose. the . "o
mission. the quality of what goes on, in a’ univ_ersi.ty—arge made by ’

*  people,as far down as teaching assistants, as instructors, as

assistant and jassqciate professors. And none of this suhtlety has
. come out in any of the decisions which have been'reached because . .
~~the NLRB, sithply has no experience or competence M. this aréa.

* % . «And often the labor counsel. a})le as they are, Tail im presenting

cases becatise théy simply de not kihow enough about universities

~ toknow how tq présegt them. | -, . . :

At Boston University the American WAssociation of Upiversity . -
Professors (AAUP) knew perfeqtly well that éarlier in another case. . -
it-argued for the unity of the u iversity, for keeping the university
- together, for recognizing the s¢lidarity of interests af all faculty in "« (

the university. Buwy,reéog zed'that at Bostoh University if they -
tried to organize SWHat basis they woyld be defeated. So they -

peeled off the medical schoo they peeled off the dental schoolr T
they peeled.off the law schoo]. What do these have to do with the
University?:Those havd very different interests, thg AAUP claimed. * . ¢
They jgnored the literally hundreds of cgurses being taught on our . .

»* ~  main pus by medical and dental faculty, the number of law

o professors teaching Courses in the College of Libgral Arts, the
ElK‘lcmber of courses-taken by law s‘tude;itbin the College 9f Liberal _ g : .

Ed
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% Arts and in the School of Medicine, the number of ‘courses taught
in the‘College of Liberal Arts taken by medical students, et& They

S . ignored f those relationships- and interrelatiohghips, not be- .

]:KC 10 is either e /cellent of jt's not. worthy of the name. Nobody calls a+
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cause of any ratiohale, but becduse this was what they had to do if*

. _ they wanted to win. When it came. tjime for the election they chose

two we\ek after classes were: oy ! You couldn't get away Wlth‘
that in,an industrial confegt. You can't even hold an election on
Sunday or on Saturday, unléss those are regular work days. But®
they held it two weeks late. Shortly thereafter the NLRB held that
no elettion should be held within 30 days of the beginning or end of
the school year. Only a minority of the gerrymandered unit voted.
- Only 46 percent of the faculty was contained in the unit itself. Dur
part-time employees, even if they had been working for the uni-
yersity for 20 years, were excluded Degartment chairmen were in-
cluded despite the fact that'they are as mugh a part of manage- -

men{ as the p_gg§1dent of the university. With all of these w

confusions, they gought their, advantage and @ mmorlty of;20 * .

.percent of the facully of Boston University-voted for the'union.
. The collegial model is destroyed %hen 20 percent of your
faculty disenfranchises all the faculty of the law school, the medi-

cal school. the deptal school and télls them they don't really count. __

It is also destroyed when they disenfranchise all of thé part-time
faculty ‘on which every great university dependg\fbn contmumg
substantial parts of its enterpirise..

President Horne, at Santa Barbara, is criticized because he is
said to-be running hi§ university like a factory. When you orgamze
faculty through collective bargammg all you can have left in a uni.
versity, (in_my judgment, is s6methmg more tlosely ‘resembling a
factory than a-university. The uniogs, of course, regularly assert

. that they wish to retain all the present collegial governance on top
.of the;industrial model. Indeed, they try to use the industrial model e,

to increase their advantages within the collegial mode.l, by placing
faculty on the Trustees’ and by strengthening the /role of faculty
senates and the like. On this score, the NLRB has, been quite ¢clear-
. sighted, maintaining that-collective bargammg cannot be compelled
except with regard to economic issues. Umpns may promise voters -
i a representation election that they are going to bargain on
( governance, but they oannot guarantee that they will. They have
no support-in law*or in NLRB practice for such a pledge,
If faculties find this upsetting, it is becausethey don't undér-
stand that you.cannot work both sides of the stre )bsuccessfully i
They can enjoy their solitary life free of surveillénce, free of ex-
_'amijgtion, to pursue their owit work arid their own self-develop-
men/t*nd the self-development of their students in this remarkably
sensitive and complex relationship known_as- the umversxty Or
they can go down to Sears Roebuck,, buy themselves a blug shirt,
learn the words.to *Joe Hill,’* and .come back as members of &
"~ trade unioh. The Lust make up theu‘ mmds what they want to be.,
Now.il one wante-tosbe a trade umomst. then ! think one should
_Tecpgnize what usually goes with it. Feéatherbeddirig has been &
wew==part ‘pf traﬁe unionism,jn. the United ‘States, and fedtherbedding
' spells bankruptcy. There is no way that umv‘érsmes can become %i-
* ncially vieble thropgh the addition of trade unions. A university
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- imiversity into existence in-qrder to have sométhihg medigcre.‘ I « "
" you are going to hayve higher,education, by définition it has to be . |
higher than something. Our concern for quality means that-we s

have a copcern foradvancing the best.
) Nowhow do you tell who is the best in an academic situatién? It
. is not by having ® shop steward,come in and say. "I want an in- T
" crease of $1.16 an hour for everybody.” It is by having academic .,
. vice presidents and provosts and department chairmen and senior s
professors examining one another and their junior colleague;s and .

.'Fedtherbedding.has been a part L
of trade unionism . . . There is no
‘'way that universities can become
. financially. wiable through the. '
.. _addition of trade.unions.” ~

v
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* saving, “Joe Greert wrote the finest book on the American Colonial = -
period that has appeared in the last 10 years and Bill Jones has
written an incompetent piece of trash. Let's promote the one and
let's fize the other.” That,is the way you evaluate’within the. uni-

.. versity and it has nothirg, to do with collectivity, There is a basis -
for collective assessment of work and productivity in industry in a e
way that is not present in a university. ) . T
t would seem te mé that the legislaters in‘this,Country ought to -~ *

think profoundly on the question of whether there should. be tr des

unionism—collective bargaining—for public employees. And 'the - ° <
r¢ason why I question this is not because I don't think some public - _ ™

employees ne¢d unions. | agree they, may need to have some kind of

N

-~ , protection. . . .

v o But what worries me abgut it js whether the *“‘tremble’ factor

. v \aﬁpplies to those who grant the demands. THey.are not spending .

their 6wn moyley. They are spending.the taxpayers' money. That is .
, a very different phenomenon from the owners of the- Ford Motor
Company deciding to give'a wage increase to the workers at Ford, .
-Motor Company, But that is a technical problem. I still récognize - -
that there_have.to be-inions and collective bargainipg for some  *
classes of state employees. Why, however. need there be any right
to collective ba‘gg'aining for faculty members in univgrsities? I think
faculty members should be asked serious_questions, “Are you an _

* individual? Do.you find- yourself well-educated enough apd spf- - -
ficiently &rticulate to make your case with regard to what you are
wortR. with regard to what you should be*paid, with cegard to the - /
competence that you exhibit?" Or: “‘Are you a mental basket case =~ *.
‘and so inarticulate that you are absolutely indefensible apart from

- the protection of a shop steward?" If a faeulty member‘claims the,

* former. he doesn't meed a union. If a faculty member clgims the

, latter, he shoyld be fired on the basis .of his self-confessed in-

Al
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’ Nlelsen — continued 'from page 5
?

eoulxtry as we know it without the strong support of orgamzed
labor over the.years. ..

I can’'t recall a single instance in which” the " AFL—CIO has
lobbied against 'hills for higher education.It’s a.friend of edusation.
When I talk about organized labor, I do not mean the National Edu-
cation Association, which is ‘a vested self-interest’ group. I'm
talking aboyt the AFL-CIO. e

In discussing the fundamental difference in relationshlps be-
twéen industrial bargammg and what's gpng on in sducation, I'd -
like to point out some common misconceptions. There is a tendency, |
I thinky to believe that collegtive bargammg is a revolutionary
‘movement dn the campuses led by wild-eyed, long-halred bearded,
_dissident, malcontent junior faculty. I agsure you it is not. The
” American Council on Education did a sur\’ey about three years ago
in which they profiled the typical college professor It’s no surprise
to women that the typical professor is a he He's over 40. He's .
tenured. He's ‘politically conservative—and rehglqus on top of that.

- This description aiso fits the typical college faculty umon member.
“If you go to a faculty union meeting, that's who you're gbmg ‘to sit .#
next to. It's probably the most unlikely group_ia ever organize into ,
a union in the history of the labor movement. In fact, most would
deny that they're participating as members of the labor movement .
even though they bargain."Most don’t even want to be called em-
ployees It's not an’ egalitarian movement—that is" where all
faculty should-be leveled: one faculty, one rank, one salary. Facul-
ty, in my experience, even.in those mstltutlons that have bargained”
someé time, want to pregerve the fact that universities are
merltocrtlmes And it's more than jyst lip sk:rvice ; They want that *
- built into the contracts. -
You know the old mythology, that we target a campus and come
- Sith a statlon wagon full of slick literature and organize? Well, it
just isn't true. College facnltiés essentrallyl are organizing them-'
N selves with very little assl‘stance from any of the national orgam- ,

€

g

-in only nineé years :’Zipercent of
college professors are orgamzed "

. “y( e A

servatlve force on_the campuses. Faculty want to maintaip the
status quo of rgaybe roll it back a few _years to some period in timé
where they thought they had more ¢pntrol, or more power ~than ‘
-they now have over the future of the institution, == >
«,0ne of the problems thh this ‘whole topic is that we haize
leOI‘CBd the concepts of colleCtive bargaining dnd orgamzm‘g We
try ta analyze collective bargaining for faculty, and my contention

zatlpns It lS “not a revolutll?ary force—lt 1s fundan}entally a con-

-is that,s only part of what you.want to look at. There was an old —=.

slogan Agitate, educate, “and organize’ In the .labor movement,
organize.meant you were a union. We've _got faculty unions who
“have been bargaining for years, but aré not, in fact, organized. -

]:KC . = I want-to talk about or;ganmlhg ‘rather thanqust-coll'(actwmbars
-, ST 1 2 gammg..Fac tzeg organizp,for a %a%ety of reasons. Some of these

¢




- .

r%ns dre bargrinable. Others are not. One of, the regsons that '
-+ . faculties organize is to rid themselves of'a tyrant president. Now ~

this clearly is nat a bargainable issue, but they do it. Look at the

Chronicle of Higher Education over the last four<years and com- .

.pare those places looking for new presidents with those where | o
ra there is collective bargaining activity.,, There's a tremendous
- - correlation. While such groups may, accomplish their purpose, this '
- motivation rarely produces*a strorig union. * ° - ~

-
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- "How universities aretug is the major
. : i . g

reason. ..college facultiesiare "
-organizing.. . = | S '

-

. Another poor reason to organize’is over a faculty member who o
is being fired. This'is not,even a good issue te bargain over. One of -
the good reasons that facultie organize is to.procure-some legisla- .
~+ . tive influence. They want.the voice of the faculty to be heard in the
State house, not just the vdige of the college.president or the board., RS
They want a facylty voice. They de want to bargain over what they
see as their legitimate role in university governance, which_they
feel. rightly or wrongly, is being eroded. The primary motivation is
not money. That’s clear. They are pretty well paid by relative -
standards. It turns out that thi€ was never a real issue, not even in, _
‘industry. Salaried workers never organized over salary. The
degree-to which faculty are organizing does not show up on the
charts in the Chronicle of Higher'Education ih thé number of bar- . :7.
gaining agents: I-talk about 500 tampuses bargaining—25 percent - .
of®the faculty. Yowshould know, that,even hete in the South where
. you don’t have any bargaining going on except iri Florida, there's a
lot of orgapizing going on . , .
I'll give. you some hum%ers. We had,200 members, dues-paying o -
AFT members, in the Unjversity of Florida system before there was
ever a bargaining law. That is a high degree ‘'of organization in the
abséfice of tollettive bargaining. We shave a group called the .
., Unitéd Professors of California numbering 5,000 members in a _
‘state university system of around 12,000 or 13,000 faculty. That's a
- high degree of organization, especially with no bargaining going
9B..-Wé™ also have 500 ‘members at the Uniyersity of IHlinois,
Champajgndirbana, a very prestigious campus and one of the elité ™ .
of the Big Ten. And the 500 nmiembers are almost all associate and ]
full ‘professors. There is hardly a campus in the country where the
i “faculty-isn’t interested in organizing. The problem with ‘the word
(( “collective bargaining™ is how yoéu.define the wqrd,‘bargaining.”
It may not be *‘bargaining” in the sense of being protected by the .
Nationgl Labor Relatioris Act, but it is bargaining nevertheless. '
i On the campuses, in avery general sense, the faculty senate
- engages—or its committees engage—in a limited form of bargain- .
ing. Onany campus, you could view- the faculty senate as a"férm of
. faculty orgénization. There's faculty association on most campuses’
. and that is a degreg_of organization. They are not affiliated with a

7

+ national erganizatloﬁ. but that doesn’t mean they are notorganized °

O organizing. e ' .
- EMC One of the problems is this whole area of professionalism.and 13 .
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" howit relates to craft- and guild-type
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ﬁ_niogs and how this fits into
"the university scene. It turns-out that collective action by college

. and university faculties is‘fiot anything nlew and goes back to the

Middle Ages. The European univergities were, in fact, :simply
guilds of master professors. That was a union structure and'it was-
collective action and it was the way they exercised their profes- -
‘sionalism. I sometimes think that this is essentially what college
faculty in this country are seeking ‘thrgugh uhionization, and col-

> lective bargaining is an attempt to get back to a _type of guild
. , structure. - .

hd

4
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“College faculties are essentially organ-

izing themselves...it is fyndamentally = --

a conservative forge on the Gampuses.” -

With respect 9 the South, éhame%/,{re ‘'dim that there will be
collective bargaining educational legislation in the South for years
outside of Florida. But the facts.are that the faculties are organiz-

ing. We have chartered some large locals in North.Carolina, Ten- *

nessee, and Texas over the past three years. They are not bargain-
ing and probably won't for some time because they really don't
want to. In the private sector, faculties could bargain now if they
wanted to, but they don't. I don't know of any private institutions
in the South that are bargaining, and there is no indication at all
that the public ones would if they had a law. But this doesn’t mean
they are mot organizing and setting their agendas. The basic ques-
tion is: Why are they doing it? This-question is receiving a lot of

" attention but hiot many good answers. My own theory is they or-
ganized for about the same vgé’ésons any other group of employees . .

ever organized.. s .

I uncovered a book last ‘summer entitled The Dynamics of In-,
dugtrial Democracy writtensby Glinton Golden and Harold Rutten-
berg .about 1942 which described the efforts of the Steelworkers’ .
Organizing Committe?jjgiorganize the steel industry in the country
in the '30s. Steelworkers joined the unions in the '30s essentially .
for three reasons. They had certain basic geeds that had to be sat-
isfied. One was economic, although that was not the primary rea-
son. Another was to satisfy certain psychological ngeds and the
third was to satisfy social needs. I'll get to the social needg l)é'st;—l
think that reason applies most to the campuses. The psychologjcal
need that the authors felt caused the steelworkers to orgdnize was .
described as follows. They said that-deep .ih. the J¥art of every
morker is the secret desireto tell the boss “to go to hell.” The.way
the workers traditionally had setisfied this- need was to walk into

.” the boss’s office and say, ‘Hey, I've got another job &4d Yoy can go

-
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to hell!” But in'the steel industry in the-'30s there just wereni’t.any
places to, go. There is a strong analogy between this and the
present situation in academe, It is difficult to find a job. Some of
the very brightest new Ph.D.’s arg drifting around from one small
college to another, from one mediocre place tg another; on g two-
year contract here, a three-year contract there.-We have lost some
of our brightest scholars—people who would have had jobs at
majpr universities biit don't because people who have them-are not

'giving them up. s : 15 i’ o, -

‘. e

ted
S




*.— §

" We established

4

Q@

e
. L. »

, v
" . * -

.Golden. also noted that one of the re,ésons' steelworkers orga-

_nized is they wanted to have somethinyg to say about.the way the
plant was run. This translates into g6vernance. How universities
are run is thé major reason, in my opinion, why college faculties

are organizing. I could draw from my-own personal experience at

the University of Delaware, a good,_essentially private, publicly
assisted university. It was a wealthy school, had a ggpd. program,
and I had a good job there. I was angry most of the hine years I

was there, but I'was never anfgry on payday. I was angry the way -

the elite administrative echelon was runnifg the place and I knew
that after'seven or eight years the university had gorie downhill. It
wasn’t my fault and it wasn’t my department’s fallt. We were
-doing a good job. What bothered most of us was the general feeling .
that we didn’t have enough to say about the’ things that counted. -
agfaculty senate, but it was a hopeless failure. We
therefore decided that instead of a faculty senate, it should.be'a
university senate.  As a resulf, administrators joined the senate and
consequently cathe ghen they wanted to, voted as a group, and
effectively block d any corréctive action that the faculty wahted to
initiate through  this body. As might be expected, the “faculty
organized “for collective bargaining the following year and-they
bargain yet at Ddlaware: ' _ L
One of the problems we encounter in talking about collectiye
bargaining is the vocabulary’and we are all guilty of it..We have

adopted the voca'bulary of industrial sector bargaining. I know as, ~

a faculty member, I was, offended the first time that a colleg® presi-
dent referred to;me as an employee. Angd it's only very recently
that you can talk about collége mariagement' instead of college ad-

ministration.-We-talk about grievance; arbitration, the word “bar- .

gaining”; all these words have-precise meanings to people with ex-

“perience in industry but they are foreign to the .academy and

conjure up all the fears and phobias you c#n ppssibly imagine—not
just among ‘administrators but*faculties themselves. With a differ-

““ent-vocabulary We might be able to analyze faculty collective bar-* -

© T @7 these things contribute to the fact that facuilt
B MC ninngr %3 fﬁy
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. “They want the voice of the faculty-to

gaining more rationally. While the vocabular , is the same as in in- °
dustrial bargaining, the process and the results of faculty collective
bargaining aye totally.differgnt for some very fundamental reasons.
First of all, there is a}egitim'at‘e faculty management role. There is

be heard in the state house...”

really rio management furietion for an employee in the a_utomé’:)ile ,
industry. Faculty have enjoyed some management prerogatives and
are going to continue to enjoy them even though they are bargain-

ing. The process is fairly adaptable- to this. There is-also faculty-"
management interchange. Faculty move into administrativ posi- .

»

tions and then ’back into faculty positions. This .means you have
managers moving in and out of bargaining units. which in turn .
leads to different process. results. Also, there is the fundamental
recognition by} legislators,” faculty:and the administration, that
faculty should in fact have its own role in governing the institution.
callective’ bar-
rent thafi indus-

acgdemic collective bargaining is dif
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> ¢ trial Bargaining, In my opinion, Don Walker, president of South-
gastern -Massachusetts State: University, has coined the proper
jargoji for factlty collect'ﬁve bargaining contracts. He says they are_
constitutions. What You do is sit down.with the faculty union and
;évrite a constitutign for the institution, a set’ of governing' regu-

. ations;, ’ v S .
. Amdhng Sopib other thoughts I wanted fo share with you is the-

3. fact.that academic collective.bargaining usually is not very ad~
versarial. There :are: some exceptions, there is ho question about
that. There hdve heen' some strikes. But it's not usually that wawk
and it nged not bé, One of the reasons it is not usually adversarial .
is that in-90 percent of the isspes that are#‘ba‘fégined." faculty -

. and management want the same thing. I don’t think there is a
college president in the country, I'm sure.there isn't, who wouldn't

#  like to see his faculty be & little better paid, have a little better
fringe benefits. I dgn’t think there is a college president in the N
* country who wouldn't like the'faculty to have smaller classes and
reduced teaching lodads. Likewise, very few of them would say that .
tenure isn’t & good thing for the institution, and, none would deny
that academic freedom is an_essential ingredient in a good univer-
sity:-Yet, these are the things that wind up in a contract. So you
) are bargaining over issues with which, for the most part, both
. .parties are in fundgmerital agreement in principle.
There are, of course, good relationships and bad relationships.
There is an old adage ir},.the labor movement that management gets
the kind of labor relations it deserves and this is true in the univer-
sity. There are some very pleasant, good working relationships and
) there are somé bitter, ugly ones. Essentially acddemi¢ collective
. bargaining is simply a formalization and a codifi(}aﬁon of existing

t
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o 5 . practices and policies. T . R
M ) Additionally, there are some specific a.’avantage's forlegislators -~
- in faculty bargaining and I'll mention just two. One is that for the
’ first time in many institutions in many states it brings about insti-
o . tutiongl accountability of public monies. In all too many so-called -

* public institutions, there is far tog little accountability for. the uni- ~
versity's budget At Delawafe it went this way. The University gbt <
. ‘one-third of its operation funds from the state but there wasn't a *
line itemin it. Although thé question was constantly raised, the “*
state of Delaware does not even know Mew much money the presi- #

.5

s, . dent of theUniversity of Delaware makes. Now that's dbgurd in a
e public,institution. The second advantage is that faculty bargaining

. , dees bring about faculty input, into legislative decision-making . - i
., about higher education in the state. I think you as legislators want

this; I would hope you would. m ) R .
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