Summary, Worthen, H.  Institutional Histories (Labor Education Programs, 2010)
This was a quick survey that I did as part of rounding up people to get involved in the UALE conferences that I was supposed to organize (as VP of UALE from 2008-2012).  I asked four questions:

Where and when was your program founded?
What has been your maximum staffing?

What have been the major crises facing your program?

What is your current status?

I also asked for updated contact information. 

Thirty three programs (usually directors) responded. Some offered comments, such as this overview form Kent Wong (UCLA): “I believe that some Labor Centers were created by an act of legislation, but whether they are funded and to how much is subject to negotiation and change. Also, how they are structured within the university (with or without tenured faculty, whether credit or non-credit, with the business school or as a free standing unit, etc) is also a subject for debate”.
By asking for “major crises” (which assumed that there were crises) I combined what Bussel would separate out into funding issues and political attacks. Respondents dealt with this by writing brief narratives that described their situation. 
“Crises” that related to funding were mostly cuts in state funding to education. Colleges and universities responded by passing on the problem to programs. They did this in various ways. Some universities simply targeted labor ed programs for elimination (Iowa, UC, Maine, Minnesota, UM Kansas City). Others imposed rent charges, cut programs loose to raise their own funding (Florida, UMass Lowell, Southern Appalachian Labor School), restructured (Indiana, Nebraska, Cipriani) merged programs to share staff or offices, encouraged programs to leave and go elsewhere (Alabama), allowed loss of staff by reassignment, attrition, hiring freezes (U MO Columbia) or made them find “joint” appointments or 9-month contracts (Florida). Programs also reported pressure to raise tuition and fees (Wisconsin) and become a “profit center”. Programs that had been relying on staff supported by OSHA grants saw those grants stop or move to other locations. Penn State lost all its university funding and as of 2010 was relying on faculty assigned to other positions to carry on a few classes. 
“Crises” related to political attacks included Landmark Foundation charges (UCB, Evergreen, Iowa, Wisconsin), a Golden Fleece award and information requests charging “Public money for private use” (UCB), attacks by corporations (General Motors vs Baltimore Co program), and attacks by labor (the CLC against Baltimore, the UAW against Michigan State). 
The attacks seem more unpredictable and ad-hoc than the funding cuts, which are clearly part of the withdrawal of resources from public higher education generally, as well as part of the polarization of the general public around labor issues.

Certain programs made note that they had either not experienced attacks or had found ways to shelter from them or buffer them.  UMass Dartmouth, Boston, University of Illinois, Oregon, the NLC, the Murphy Institute (CUNY) and Harvard did not report a major crisis other than general tight funding. Indiana said it had had no major crisis other than general loss of state funding and restructuring in mid-2000’s. Maine arranged a budget agreement at state level for “level funding” for the University of Maine system contingent on continuing to fund the Bureau of Labor Education (page 12). Michigan State describes itself as being “insulated” from political attack by being housed in the School of L&IR.  Rutgers acknowledged that it had not experienced political attacks but noted that it had shifted toward credit classes and research. Empire State was hiring and looking to open new labor centers, but is reliant on electrician apprentices (and therefore the construction industry). Youngstown got grant money from the Ford Foundation; its survival past the retirement of the current Director is dependent on that. City College of San Francisco became a “Labor and Community Studies” program, and broadened its constituency. 
Given that most of these programs are sited at State Universities or public community colleges, it is not surprising that many of them attribute their survival to labor allies in the state legislatures. Among these are CA, Alabama, Iowa, Massachusetts, Nebraska, Minnesota and New York. Nebraska especially mentioned the LAC (Labor Advisory Council?)
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