Summary, Bussel 2014 survey report
The 2014 Survey of UALE University/College Directors (Bussel) had 16 respondents.  The survey asked about geographic coverage, subject areas of teaching (a checklist), other expertise (research, curriculum development, online learning etc.) and contact information.  It asked if programs had experienced budget or funding cuts, if there had been major changes in relationships with the Universities or colleges, if they had faced any explicit political attacks in the past two years, and if they anticipated political attacks in the near future.  It also asked respondents to describe their program’s relationship with the labor movement in their state.

Some responses were presented as aggregates (for example, 5 said they anticipated political attacks, 3 said they did not, and 11 said “Who knows?”) so it was not possible to track what was going on vis a vis these issues with individual programs. The aggregate data is presented both in outline form and as charts. The responses to the checklist were copied into the report so individual program responses are available.
The survey report does not make an interpretive conclusion such as the one that I offer at the end of this summary.  
Funding or staff cuts  
Have you experienced any budget or funding cuts in the past year: Yes: 6, No 13

Staffing changes for your program/center?  Same: 7, Lost: 7, Increased: 5

From reading both the summary responses the comments for the question about funding cuts, it would seem that many more than 6 lost resources in the last two years. Many of the “no” answers commented difficult finances. Five mentioned a previous cut; 3 said they were “feeling the crunch.” That would indicate that 14 out of 16 were financially unstable.  One said that unions pushed an actual funding increase through the State legislature.  

Most labor ed programs held steady at the same staff level or lost staff (14 out of 16). However, 5 also reported an increase in staff. These increases were made possible by fundraising and appear to be contract positions (exception: Washington State).  Contract positions would not be tenure track positions. Two other programs (UC?) got a 4-year restoration of funding amounting to $1 million. 

Political Attacks  
Have you faced any political attacks in the past two years? Yes: 5  No:14

Do you anticipate political attacks in the near future? Yes: 5, No: 3, Who Knows? 11

Again, some of the language in the “comments,” was revealing. In response to the question about attacks, for example, two mentioned the “Freedom Foundation,” one mentioned conservative state-level threats, one identified the University as the source of attacks, one mentioned conservative Catholic organizations. Two said they were not likely to draw attacks because of their small size: one said they “flew under the radar” and the other said “there is nothing left to attack.” 

Byrd and Nissen, working in 2002, did not ask about political attacks. 

Relationship with institution
Major changes in your relationship with the university or college? Yes: 10, No, 9
The question about major changes in the relationship of the program to the university or college got so many different answers that Bussel lists them as a-h. Over half the programs experienced major changes and cited pressures to modify program content, increase revenue, merge labor ed with other programs, hire at PhD level for tenured positions and difficulty replacing staff. The most common were pressure to increase revenues and difficulty replacing staff. 
Offerings:
The part of the survey that consisted of a checklist of offerings listed the typical range of tools and issues/awareness courses and gave a chance for respondents to add “other.”  

It was interesting to see that while the 2003 Nissen and Byrd report found that labor educators typically would like to teach more about politics, the Bussel report says that only 6 of the 16 respondents did NOT list “political education” as one of the areas covered. Those programs were the Murphy Institute (CUNY), Harvard, Jefferson, UMass Lowell, Michigan state and San Francisco State. 

While this may mean electoral politics (Democrat, Republican, etc) rather than either union politics in the sense of internal elections, union democracy or general class consciousness (ideological politics), the category leaves the content wide open and control of the content would depend on whether the class was open-enrollment (where the teacher usually creates the content) or a contract class (which would be designed in cooperation with a union).  
The 10 responding programs that said they taught political education could also be part of the general extension of labor education into an increasingly wide range of areas covered. In fact, Cornell noted that they still taught all the areas listed, but “traditional programming for local unions has been de-emphasized in recent years.”  They then listed where their program is headed: green jobs, climate change, healthcare policy and delivery, gender issues in the workplace, PLA’s misclassification, etc. Other programs mentioned international comparative labor movements, a big range of health and safety areas, immigration issues, and labor policy issues. 
Another sign of what may be de-emphasis on traditional union programming is that 8, or half the 16 respondents, do not teach arbitration.

From the survey of what classes and expertise were offered by different programs, it appears that in early 2014 online teaching was happening at Connecticut (credit only), Cornell, University of Illinois, Michigan State, San Francisco State University, West Virginia (forthcoming at the time of the survey), and Wisconsin. 
SUMMARY:  I read this report as signaling continuing instability among the 16 programs that responded. This instability stems primarily from their relationship with their higher ed institutions. While these institutions seem to serve as a buffer between labor ed programs and political attacks, they are not strong defenders (they look for ways to move labor ed programs off the direct line of attack rather than defending them outright).  Political attacks seem to be unpredictable, ad hoc, opportunistic, etc. – whoever can score points by targeting a labor ed program will do so. By comparison, the instability in the relationships of these programs with their universities seems to be more systemic. Labor ed does not have strong allies in higher ed, and under overall pressure to shrink, labor ed is easily marginalized (compared to business schools, for example). The major ally of labor ed programs appears to be state legislatures, activated by the local and state labor movement. The report also confirms the trend noted in Byrd and Nissen that programs are broadening their offerings – and now, their delivery systems (online). 
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