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The Center for Labor Research and Education at the University of California, Berkeley, commissioned Barbara Byrd (University of Oregon) and Bruce Nissen (Florida International University) to prepare a Report on the Status of Labor Education in the United States.  This report covered national union education programs (not programs run by state federations, local central labor councils, district or smaller regional union structures) and college and university-based programs. Thirty six national unions and 11 large regional affiliates responded and 42 out of 44 college or university-based programs responded.  Barbara Byrd handled the higher ed-based programs and Bruce Nissen handled the union-based programs. 
This report does not ask about the relationship of a university or college labor ed program with its institution, nor about political attacks that have taken place. These two issues are important in the other two surveys (Worthen 2010, Bussel 2014). 

Byrd and Nissen refer to a “crisis” (page 10) but describe the general situation of labor rather than identifying a specific crisis of labor education. However, the report was undertaken during ongoing decline in union membership and loss of union revenue. Mergers were taking place between national unions. Although some national education initiatives had been created at the AFL-CIO (MEMO, COMET, and Commonsense Economics) these depended on train-the-trainer dissemination and had been systematically implemented by only 2.7% of total programs (p.22).  The AFL CIO Education Department had just been eliminated. The National Labor College had earned accreditation, and at the time there seemed to be a possibility that the NLC would take over some educational leadership responsibility. 
Despite (or perhaps in part because of) the decline of the labor movement, in 2002-3, labor education in both unions and higher ed-based programs were found to be increasing (p. 9). Byrd and Nissen use a 1966 report by Rogin and Rachlin as a baseline reference. In 1966, Rogin and Rachlin reported 34,790 participants in union-based education programs; in 2002 Byrd and Nissen found 115,000 members and 6,400 staff participating in union-based education programs. Rogin and Rachlin reported 93 full and part-time labor educators working at 27 labor centers in 1966, while Byrd and Nissen, in 2002, found 225 labor educators working at 42 labor centers. “There is much more labor education going on today,” they conclude. “The fact that growth has occurred as the size of the labor movement has declined is both ironic and understandable.” (pg 36).
In a recent phone conversation, Barbara Byrd told me she thought she had been too optimistic in this conclusion.

How the Byrd and Nissen survey is set up
The research for this project consisted of surveys and interviews. Survey questionnaires were sent to the two different groups (union and higher-ed based labor education programs). Each survey asked questions important and of interest to that constituency. The surveys themselves, for obvious reasons, were not perfectly parallel. Instead, they were complementary.
The Byrd and Nissen report does not compare union-based and higher-ed based labor education directly.  Things that might have been compared – development of new pedagogies, teaching approaches, “promising practices” – are characteristics that “go below the numbers” and are included in a “worth further study” list (page 37). The researchers did ask each group about their position vis a vis the other group.  For example, Nissen asked union leaders about their experience with higher ed-based programs. Byrd asked labor program directors about the “orientation” of their programs: union advocacy, neutral, labor-management, or workplace skills.  Both asked programs about their hiring practices: where did labor educators come from? 
Relevant parts of the Union-Based Labor Ed Section (Nissen)

Nissen asked about the integration of education with other union functions (politics, organizing, contracts); whether unions got their educational curriculum from the national/international level or whether they developed it themselves, and how they related to other providers of labor education and research.  More respondents (17, or over half) had relationships with the NLC (page 28) than with college or university based programs; 42% reported working with other college or university-based programs. Seventeen out of the 36 respondents found barriers to working with college or university-based programs (p 29). Barriers were partly georgraphy,  lack of information or time to build relationships but also, especially for steward training, simply the preference for doing it themselves. 
Nissen noted that, as compared to the 1968 Rogin and Rachlin report that found some union leaders suspicious of university-based education, “bad experiences” with college and university programs were rare (page 11). My guess is that this question was prompted by the Rogin and Rachlin finding, plus a desire to follow up on “barriers” to working with college and university-based programs. It may also reflect the tension that Byrd found when some higher-ed based labor educators said they felt excluded from teaching certain types of topics like politics to union members (12).

Nissen notes that the survey reached national/international level unions and that local unions tend to plan locally and would be more likely to work with local labor education programs  (page 30 and 32). This complements Byrd’s observation on page 46 that 69% of participants in labor ed program classes were “of a local or workplace nature.” She also points out on page 56 that “universities and colleges were relied upon more for small locals or geographically dispersed locals, or by unions with small or no education departments.” 
When Nissen asked what AFL CIO Education Dept services they used, one service was access to curricula. Comment: This function may have been taken over by the UALE listserve.

College and University-based Section (Byrd)
Byrd asked about the size of labor ed programs and found a 22.5% growth in the number of students and a 29.4% increase in classroom hours (page 40). Staffing overall actually declined by 2 positions if one sets aside the University of California program, which grew by 16 positions. Byrd notes, “Teaching load per staff member has increased greatly” (page 42). 

When Byrd asked about types of classes, she found that about half of programs offer non-credit certificate classes. There is also apparently a shift away from open enrollment classes toward contract classes (25 out of 42 respondents had no more than 40% of their classes offered as open enrollment). (Comment: is this is because funding for contract classes is more predictable and puts the onus for organizing on the union?) The most frequent offering was a one-day class, probably on a Saturday and most classes were offered at union halls or community locations. 
Credit classes were available ranging from short undergraduate certificate programs through BA degree programs, two-year associate degree programs, MA’s and one program that offered a PhD. Eight labor ed programs had “feeder” relationships with the National Labor College. “It would appear that credit labor studies offerings are taking an ever growing share of the resources of university and college based labor education programs.” (p 50). 

University and college-based programs were also expanding labor education beyond “nuts and bolts” content, such as labor law, history, leadership and contract administration and negotiation, into content that spoke to either the “new people” coming into the broader labor movement, such as diversity programs, ESL and workers rights for non-union workers, or else “union building” content such as strategic planning, time management and organizational development. To meet the “change to organize” challenge, they were offering classes on how to change internally to undertake organizing and development. They were also offering more credit-based classes and doing more research. This appears to be confirmed in the 2014 Bussel report. 
Byrd notes a tension that many labor educators will recognize:  On the one had, most labor ed programs lean heavily toward “tool” courses (75%). At the same time, most labor ed programs describe over 80% of their classes as “union advocacy.”  Yet most faculty agree with the “critical thinking for empowerment” purpose of labor education (90%) as compared to “pragmatic” (70%) or 57% “left radical”. (Only 7.5% said they were “cooperationist.”)  The tension between the aspiration of the critical thinking/left radical labor educators and the limited opportunities to teach anything other than “tool” classes reflects the comment in Nissen’s section that many labor educators regretted being excluded by unions from teaching subjects like politics.  Byrd also notes (p 56) that university and college based programs were not relied on for politically sensitive issues like internal change, union democracy and “almost never turned to these programs for education and training on issues concerning organizing the unorganized. (p 56).  These topics do come up in research contracts, however.  (See the “political education” comment in the Bussel report summary, where the majority of the 16 respondents to that survey indicated that they now do “political education.”)
When Nissen asked union-based programs about their hiring practices, he found that the majority of union based labor educators are hired from within the union organization and formal academic preparation was not a criterion (p 18). Byrd asked a similar question and found that 44% of college or university hires had a PhD, 58.5% had extensive union experience, and 25% had both.  She comments: “The relatively high number of present educators with a union background …shows that labor education programs have to some extent been able to “bridge the gap” by keeping a substantial number of “home grown” labor educators in the profession on the campus” (62).  In other words, college and university-based labor education programs have been better able than unions to hire educators with both labor movement and academic credentials. 
Byrd found that research, as a share of the work of labor education programs, has increased. Health and Safety grant-funded research was both the most common and highest paid. She listed other sources of research funding (US Department of Labor, EPA, NIOSH). There was apparently (and not surprisingly) no funding from the Ford, Pew, Rockefeller, foundations (much less Gates, Broad, Lumina, etc.!) 

Most labor ed programs had little or no direct relationship with the national AFL CIO. Two thirds (28/42) had done work with national unions. Byrd comments: “Given that organizing and politics are the top two priorities of the AFL-CIO right now, this is a telling example of the degree to which university and college-based labor education is marginal to the concerns of labor unions in this country.”  

Recommendations for UALE (“What should UALE do?”)

This report had three messages for UALE as the professional association for labor educators, both union and college and university-based.  The first is that at least two sessions be set aside at each UALE conference for a discussion of “crucial questions facing the field.”  Second, is that more union-based labor educators should present or run sessions at the conference. (We should keep in mind that this report was done soon after the UCLEA/CWA 1199 merger and the process of integrating union-based and higher ed labor ed was still in early stages). Third is that UALE should “more prominently encourage the sharing and dissemination of labor education practices and programs in its publications and public products” (p. 94-95).
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