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FROM THE EDITOR ...

Questionnaire

As you may recall, the last issue of the
Bulletin contained a questionnaire to help
us guage your views on several matters
related to DPR, ACS and professionalism.
The replies received thus far are quite
interesting, but as of this writing, not
enough time has passed to allow for a
reasonable return. We will plan a full
report of the results for the next issue.

By the way, because of the terrible
delivery service being provided these
days by the post office, your receipt of
this publication may be rather erratic.
[ know of cases where the same issue was
received by different people as much as a
month apart. The situation has been get-
ting worse, and not just for us.

In any case, if you have not yet mailed
in your completed questionnaire. we
would appreciate your doing so now.

Report from San Francisco

The national meeting in San Francisco
was hectic, as usual. Most of the members
of the DPR Executive Committee were
there, and were active.

Major items of interest to this division
were the meetings of the Council Com-
mittee on Professional Relations (CPR)
and of the Council itself. CPR spent a
great deal of time on the question of
Board review of layoff articles prepared
for C&EN. The procedure that had been
followed in the past included investiga-
tion of the layoff by a subcommittee of
CPR; report to, and discussion by, the
full committee; report to the Council
(usually without major discussion); and
submission of a report of the findings to
C&EN. These reports have been factual,
and have usually appeared long after the
event because of the effort involved in
gathering the information and studying it.

Well, some people still object. Herman
Bloch, Chairman of the Board of the
ACS, addressed CPR to discuss why the
Board has delayed still further a couple

of pending layoff reports. Basically, Dr.
Bloch expressed concern about specific
wording that he felt was not warranted,
especially when the report gave informa-
tion received from terminees but not con-
firmed by the company. He was sup-
ported by fellow Board member Ray
Mariella. Other Board members that were
present who disagreed with them were
Warren Niederhauser, Henry Hill and
Gardner Stacy. Most of the committee
members and associates (including the
DPR councilors, Dennis Chamot and
Norman Pinkowski) agrezd with the latter
group of dircctors that no Board review
was necessary.

This issue was onc of the livelier ones
at San Francisco, and was also discussed
at the Council meeting. After much
debate ranging over several issues, the fol-
lowing motion was offered and passed,
“Reports which the Council Commitiee
on Professional Relations wishes to pub-
lish in Chemical and Engineering News
shall require only editorial review by the
Board of Directors prior to submission
for publication.”

Now, I consider this a very interesting
move by the Council. Under the old, in-
formal system, the Board was delaying
publication for considerable periods of
time. Under this motion, the Council in
effect told CPR to permit the Board to
make only editorial (not substantive)
changes in its layoft reports, and then (o
publish them. Furthermore, editorial
review is not a process that should
take a long period of time, certainly
nothing comparable to the time it
takes to prepare the original report.
Hence, it would seem to me that if the
Board holds up a report too long (more
than a month or two, say), then CPR
should assume that no changes are re-
quired, an¢ should go ahead and pub-
lish. Othervise, the burden of proof is
on the Board to prove that simple
editorial re iew must take a lot of time,

or else admit that they are trying to
prevent timely publication of the report.

By the way, you might be interested
in the kinds of changes we are talking
about. A layoff article discussed at the
CPR meeting contained the following
sentence:

“The primary role of the Committee
on Professional Relations, through its
Subcommittee on Professional Standards,
is to try to ensure that chemists and
chemical engineers in layoff situations are
accorded treatment consistent with their
professional status and with contem-
porary practices.”

This was changed by the Board to:

“The primary purpose of the Com-
mittee on Professional Relations, through
its Subcommittee on Professional Stan-
dards, is to determine whether chemists
and chemical engineers in layoff situa-
tions were accorded treatment consis-
tent with the ACS professional employ-
ment guidelines.”

Another change, from:

“Six of the twelve companies also
terminated longer service employees.”

To: “Six of the twelve companies are
reported to have terminated longer ser-
vice employees.”

One more, from:

“Five of the companies included in
this report did not meet the guideline
pension vesting standard. . .”

To: “Five of the companies reportedly
did not meet the guideline. . .”

Interesting?

Another battle at the Council meeting
raged over the so-called “Fair Election
Procedures” amendments to the Con-
stitution and Bylaws. 1t is interesting
that, perhaps in recognition of the
highly objectionable nature of most of
this petition, the Committee on Constitu-
tion and Bylaws divided the petition into
five parts, with the plan being that all
but the first part would be recommitted.
Part 1 passed after much heated debate.
It essentially prohibits the use of ACS



funds or tacilities (or those of a local sec-
tion or division) to support a candidate
for any ACS office; further, it requires
that advertising or editorial space in a
Society publication be used equally for
all candidates (or at least that the space
be offered simultaneously to each can-
didate); and finally. it provides that,
for the purposes of mailing campaign
material, all candidates shall have the
right to use the membership list of those
members eligible to vote in that clection.

All well and good, on the surface, but
let’s dig a little deeper. Intent. What was
behind this petition? Let’s look first at
what didn't pass. Even in Part I, the fol-
lowing provision was dropped: “All
materials issued in support of, or in op-
position to, a candidate must be clearly
identified as to source, including the
name and address of the Society member
responsible for its issuance.”

Part 11 was a beauty. It required that
reports be filed within 30 days of an clec-
tion by “every member or group of mem-
bers who Has spent $25 or more or its
equivalent in goods andfor services in
connection with any candidate. h
Furthermore, every contributor of $25
or more or the equivalent in goods andfor
services must be individually identilied.
Even if one were to disregard the obvious
intimidation, the provisions are utterly
unentorceable. How much do you charge
to a telephone call? If you drive some
friends to an ACS meeting, and talk
about a candidate, do you have to list the
value of the ride? And so on.

Part Il is a nasty one. It provides that
violation of these election procedures
bylaws would be “considered conduct
which tends to injure the Society.” In
case you don’t understand the magnitude
of that phrase, it means that those are
grounds for kicking you out of the
Society. In other words, you make a
§25 contribution to the candidate of
your choice and don’t report it, poof,
you're out. :

Part 1V would give the Council Com-
mittee on Nominations and Elections the
power to overturn local section or divi-
sion elections, serving also as an elections
appeal board. How do you feel about
giving that kind of power to a small group
of Councilors?

Part V is similar to Part IV, except
that it deals with national and regional
elections. In these cases, Nominations
and Elections reports to Council, which
then can vote to overturn disputed elec-
tions.

Well, that’s most of it. Now let’s put
it in perspective. One would think that
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with such strong amendments being
proposed, that election irregularities were
the rute in ACS elections, and that evil
and dirty tricks were commonplace.
Clearly, this is not the case. The wvast
bulk of ACS elections, for local section
or division Councilors and officers (sev-
eral hundred each year). never involve a
single dispute. Even so, all now have addi-
tional rules to follow.

The real target, as became clear during
the Council debates (especially through
comments by Chairman of the Board.
Herman Bloch, and by David Young,
Midland Section) was the organization
GRASSROOTS. 1 imagine many of you
know about this group, but for those who
don’t. let me describe it.

Dr. Bloch referred to it as a political
party. In reality, it consists of a tiny
group of active individuals (mostly Attila
Pavlath, a Councilor from the California
Section) who put out a short newsletter
once or twice ua year. The newsletter
discusses subjects like the need for more
democracy in the ACS, and also endorses
candidates for President-elect and Re-
gional Director. Here’s the rub even
though some of the candidates GRASS-
ROOTS endorsed were petition candi-
dates, most (if not all) of the candidates
supported by this group actually had the
gall to win! This seems to really upset
some people, that a democratic election
actually resulted in the election of some
candidates that were not the choice of
the Establishment!

Now, as one who, along with thou-
sands of others, is on the GRASSROOTS
mailing list, I am offended by the sugges-
tion that I must be told how to vote.
No one tells me how to vote, and 'm
sure the same is true tor you. The key to
GRASSROOTS’ success is not that they
have absolute control over the hearts
and minds of thousands of ACS members,
but that what they say and what they
believe is a reflection of the thoughts and
beliefs of many of their colleagues.
Clearly, given the very loose structure
of the organization and the minimal con-
tact with those on its mailing list,
GRASSROOTS would have very little
influence, indeed, if it did not have a
sympathetic ear to begin with.

GRASSROOTS has been using the
mailing permit of the California Section,
with approval and prior clearance of the
executive committee of that section. The
new rules would require that this practice
be stopped, or that the same privilege be
extended to all the opponents of each
candidate endorsed in material mailed
for GRASSROOTS, and presumably, that

the GRASSROOTS newsletter itself
would have to offer space to the other
candidates. But here’s the real ironv. The
target is GRASSROOTS. which is not an
official unit of the Sociery. The rew re-
strictions might apply to the California
Section. but all GRASSROOTS need do
is obtain its own mailing permit (as a
non-protit organization) and do whatever
it pleases’ The only effect of the new
rules would be 1o place new burdens on
official units ot the Society. but except
for some prolinunan inconvenience, it
attfects  GRASSROOTS not at all. So
much for shortsichted narvowmindedness.

In any case. vou <hould be aware of
what’s happening in vour Society.

Before we leave the Council meeting,
I would like to report on one more item.
A petition calling for a direct referendum
procedure for overturning decisions by
Council was defeated once again, by a
vote of 117-211. This was a record voie:
the list was printed in C&LN, September
27. See how your section Councilors
voted (both of your division Councilors.
Dennis Chamot and Norm Pinkowski,
voted for the motion).
Symposium

Our major presentation at San Fran-
cisco was a symposium, “Professionals
in Unions: Yes or No?" [ am very pleased
that we are now able to reprint those
talks. All but one of the six papers pre-
sented that day make up the bulk of this
issuc of the Bulletin. Unfortunately,
those of you who were not able to attend
missed a very interesting final hour of
questions and discussions. but if you have
any comments, please send them in.

Invitation

I am looking for qualified authors tor
papers on the following topics: age, sex
and/or race discrimination experienced
by chemists; salary trends for chemists
and other professionals and non-profes-
sionals: job security of chemists: develop-
ments in licensing or registration of
chemists: “free speech in the labora-
tory” (some of these were suggested on
your questionnaires). If you know uny-
one who is able and willing to write any
of these, please contact me.

Commercial

Your division is healthy. and dues are
not being increased. They remain for next
year at the extremely modest level of
§4. Most of vou cun renew on your
annual ACS dues bill, which should be
going around shortly.

And how about signing up some
friends? — Dennis Chamot



SYMPOSIUM ON PROFESSIONALS IN UNIONS: YES OR NO?

Dennis Chamot, Presiding
Councilor

Division of Professional Relations, ACS

This may surprise many of our readers, but
there are today about three million members of
unions that are classified by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics as protessional and technical.
Roughly half arc school teachers and college
professors. Other protfessions that are strongly
represented include actors and musicians, jour-
nalists, nurses, even several thousand doctors
(mostly interns and residents). Within this con-
text, scientists and engineers are relatively un-
organized, with no more than five or ten per
cent in unions.’

Even so, there appears to have been a strong
interest demonstrated, in the past few ycars
especially, in the whole area of professional
relations. This has been true not only in the
American Chemical Society, but in many other
scientitic and engincering socicties. Clearly,
unionization is a viable option. Nof to unionize

is another option, provided some mechanism is
available for helping scientists and engineers
with their employment problems, such as an
active professional relations program carried
out by a professional society like the ACS.

The following papers are based upon five of
the six talks presented at DPR’s symposium,
Professionals in Unions: Yes or No?_ held on
August 30, 1976, in San Francisco. Three of
the speakers have been, and still are, very active
in the ACS, most recently through the Council
Committee on Professional Relations, and the
Committee on Economic Status.

The other papers are written by two of the
three union speakers (the third speaker. Edward
Weston of Actors Equity, did not provide a
written version of his interesting remarks). One
is president of a national union for scientists,
engineers and technicians, and the other is head

of the colleges and universities department of
the American Federation of Teachers.

The program was designed to present a
broad discussion of an important subject, but
not necessarily to come to any definitive con-
clusions. That is for individuals to decide for
themselves. However, there was complete agree-
ment on one thing — no one took the view that
the ACS should, or could, become a union.
Rather, the discussion involved two types of
organizations, very different in structure and
activities, and what each could, or could not,
do for chemists. Indeed, the two arc not
mutually exclusive.

Here, then, is our symposium.

"For additional background, see D). Chamot,
“Professional Employees Turn 1o Unions,”
Harvard Business Review, May-June, 1976.

THE AMERICAN CHEMICAL SOCIETY'S COUNCIL

COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL RELATIONS

ltmari F. Salminen,* Chairman

Council Committee on Professional Relations

American Chemical Society

The American Chemical Society’s West
Coast Centennial Meeting offered you 2828
papers during 428 half-day sessions. It’s the
fargest technical program in the Society’s
history! Do you need any more convincing
evidence that the American Chemical Socicty
is scientific and educational?

But the ACS is more than that. Ir's ¢ pro-
fessional society. As such it’s a society con-
cerned with your cconomic well-being in the
practice of chemistry as a livelihood. The de-
gree of concern is controversial. The need is
unquestionable. Let me support this last state-
ment by reaching back 30 vears and quoting
from the illustrious Hancock Report: “And the
peculiar detachment the chemist frequently
experiences {rom being allied to neither man-
agement nor labor conspire to develop profes-
sional needs which either this Society or some
other must supply.”

And on the subject of protessionalism the
same report notes: ** . .. a substantial section of

membership opinion . insists that the
Society should adhere strictly to its scientific
moorings . . . Others hold with equal firmness
that . . . professional yearnings cannot be

*The quthor is a Senior Rescareh Associate,
Fastinan Kodak Co.

ignored even though this results somewhat in a
gradual weakening of the .. . traditional devo-
tion to science ... Whether these two convic-
tions are diametrically opposed is perhaps . . .
somewhat beside the point. The Society is not
confronted with an abstract theory but the
solid fact that these two ideas are hopelessly
intertwined in the sentiments of its members.
[t cannot return even it it would to an exclu-
sively impersonal interest in science. Nor can it
suddenly completely change its scientitic tradi-
tions in response to a rising tide of protessional
awareness.”

This assessment would serve as well in the
19705, perhaps, as it did three decades earlier,
notwithstanding the substantial expansion of
the Society’s professional programs since then.

The Council Committee on Protessional
Relations is one tangible evidence of ACS
efforts to meet some of the needs. It is my
purpose to describe some areas ot past and
present activities of this Committee. Betore |
do so in some detail let me indulge in one more
quotation, this one offered in 1968 by Robert
W. Cairns, then ACS president, on the subject
of protessional relations.

“*Professional relations” are deemed by
some to be more dignificd words than ‘pay’
and ‘prestige,” yet in the proper context, ‘pay’
and ‘prestige’ may be more apt labels to de-
scribe  our human goals ... Collectively, we

must seek to enhance that [public] image . . .
knowing that if we thereby attain broader res-
ponsibilities .. .a more satisfactory sharing of
pay and prestige will likely result.”

O.K.: Let’s enumerate what the Committee
on Professional Relations is charged to do:

b, Initiate investigations and make recommen-

dations to the Council concerning matters

bearing on the professional relations and
status of the membership.

Receive, consider, and make recommenda-

tions to the Council concerning proposals

made by members for SOCIETY activities
in this sphere.

3. Serve as an advisor body to groups of mem-
bers secking guidance on matters of a pro-
fessional nature.

4. Assist in the development and implementa-
tion of the SOCIETY’s programs for the
advancement of the profession of chemistry
and chemical engineering and for the ad-
vancement of the professional status of all
those who practice the profession.

5. Cooperate with other SOCIETY groups in
advancing public recognition of the pro-
fessional status of chemists and chemical
engineers.

(8]

Bear in mind that these are also actions of
the entire Society. In most instances results
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are obtained through persistent, cooperative
participation by several committees and other
units of the Society. So, what I'm really de-
scribing are either individual or joint programs,
all of them being sanctioned by the Society.

Annual Salary Survey

The annual salary survey is an example of
service initiated early (1941) by CPR. The sur-
vey has become so valuable to ACS members
that it is now carried out and completed by
staff of the Office of Manpower Studies in the
Department of Professional Relations and Man-
power Studies of the ACS under Robert Neu-
man’s direction. The work is done under the
auspices of the ACS Council Committee on
Economic Status chaired by Dr. Madeleine
Joullie and that Committee’s Subcommittee
on Surveys headed by Dr. Alan McClelland.

Professional Employment Guidelines

How many of you are acquainted with the
booklet entitled Professional Employment
Guidelines (PLG)? 1 rtegard this booklet as a
tremendous contribution by CPR. Formerly en-
titled Guidelines for Employers, it has resulted
from ACS corcern about employer treatment
of professional chemists and chemical engi-
neers. Uncertainties in the employment market
in the late 1960’s and 1970’s resulting in major
layoffs of professionals underscored the need
for such a guide. The Subcommittee on Pro-
fessional Standards, currently headed by Dr.
James Bennett, has forged the current edition
by hammering, shaving and shaping numerous
proposals into a living succinct document. The
current edition recognizes that responsible
action calls for codes touching all parties:
employers and employees. It contains parallel
guidelines, standards of responsibility  for
employers and chemists.

I won't take the time to discuss details of
content. The main headings are:

1. Terms of Employment
1. Employment Environment
I11. Professional Development
1V. Termination Conditions

As I mentioned earlier PEG spells out res-
ponsibilities of the Chemist and the Employer
in parallel fashion. Copies of PEG are distri-
buted widely among employers of chemists,
Jocal sections, and students. Copies are to be
included in kits for distribution to students
specializing in the study of chemistry, for use
as they are about to enter the labor market.

Investigation of Layoffs

Continuing layoffs are an ugly reality of to-
day’s economy. Layoffs include chemists as
casualties. Whenever and wherever this happens
the ACS is concerned and investigates. The
investigations are carried out by the Committee
on Professional Relations through its Subcom-
mittee on Professional Standards. Great help is
given by the staff of the ACS Office of Profes-
sional Relations under Earl Kinefelter’s direc-
tion. The procedure entails several steps but I
believe this is an occasion when the details are
worth sharing.

ACS Procedure in Investigating Layoffs

(1) When the American Chemical Society
is informed that a layoff is in progress or has
occurred, (2) the Office of Professional Rela-
tions personnel contacts the person in the firm
involved most knowledgeable of the layoff and
(3) asks him to complete a form which asks

detailed questions on the termination condi-
tions. (4) We inform the employer that upon
receipt of the information we will publish it in
Chemical and Engineering News similar to the
format used in the last articles on layoffs
(copies of which we enclose). (5) Upon receipt
of the information from the employer, (6) a
copy of the data is forwarded to the Chairman
of the Professional Relations Committee of the
local section in the area of the layoff. (7) The
section Professional Relations Chairman is
asked to assist the terminees in any way that
they can and (8) also to survey the terminees
relative to the termination conditions they
receive (a sample terminee and employer
questionnaire are enclosed). (9) The CPR
section chairman is also urged to notify the
Society if he believes an employment seminar
by ACS staff at the site of the layoff would
be of value to the terminees. (10) i, in compar-
ing the data from the employer and that from
the terminee, there are major discrepancies,
both sets of data may be published in the lay-
off article in C and £ News. (11) The local
section involved is asked to prepare a summary
of the information from the terminee which is
published, along with the data from the em-
ployer. (12) The munager of the Office of
Professional Relations will attempt to resolve
any major discrepanciesin the data, if necessary.

(13) In the event the employer indicates
that company policy precludes their providing
us with information, (14) a letter is written
(and signed by the Chairman of the Committce
on Professional Relations) to the President of
the firm involved, and copies to the Chairman
of the Society’s Board and to the Executive
Director. We attempt to relay the importance
of cooperation with the Society and suggest
that they reconsider and, (15) if necessary,
contact the chairman directly. (16) If we do
not hear tfrom them by a specific date, we in-
form them that we will publish that a layoff
occurred at that particular location, at a parti-
cular time, involving so many chemists and
chemical engineers. (17) We also indicate that
every employer was given the opportunity to
provide us with intormation but that this par-
ticular company’s policy does not permit them
to do so. (18) In addition, we inform the presi-
dent that we will survey the terminees and, as
our usual practice, publish any information
we obtain from the terminee in the layoff
article in C and E News (19) Before being
published, each article on layoffs is reviewed
by legal counsel.

How do employers generally measure up to
the ACS guidelines in their layoff practice? A
few companies and many government agencies
fulfill them to the letter. The specific guidelines
causing most trouble are the amount of sever-
ance pay in lieu of notice, and length of em-
ployee service, especially the latter. I believe
that most managers resent this one as an inva-
sion of the prerogatives in the selection of ter-
minees. They feel that long service cannot be
an absolute shield to termination vulnerability.

A few additional comments are in order.
Both terminees and company representatives
are often reluctant to supply information. For
example, the individual is trying to find em-
ployment anew in his profession and fears that
providing the requested information may iden-
tify him as a malcontent, thus decreasing his
chances of finding a suitable job. The employer
declines cooperation because he insists that one
or more of the terminees was really a technician
or otherwise less than a professional. Some-
times he has doubts about the intended use of

information he provides; or company policy
requires silence in its efforts to avoid publicity.

The facts supplied by the terminee and em-
plover may differ and cannot be resolved.
These cases are handled by proper identifica-
tion of source when published. These are just a
tew complications that face the committee.

Member Assistance

CPR through its Member Assistance Sub-
committee. currently chaired by Dr. Albert
Zettlemover. is a tact-finding body trying to
provide relief to individual members of the
Society.

1) A member complains by phone or writ-
ing that he has oeen treated by his employer in
a way that compromises his professional
status. 2) He is asked to sign a member assis-
tance request form and is assured of confiden-
tiality. 3) He provides particulars on his case.
4) The subcommittee on Member Assistance
reads the particulars for initial determination
of action. 5) If the case falls within the pur-
view of Member Assistance rules, it is referred
to one of three regional consultants or handled
further by staff. 6) The employer is notified
and asked for his version. 7) Persistent fact
tinding is continued. 8) Other aid possibilities
to the member are weighed. 9) The convened
subcommittee reviews the status through
available rteports and recommendations of the
consultant. 10) The case is reviewed by the full
CPR committee. 11) Specific action recom-
mended by the subcommittee is accepted.
12) The employece and employer are notified
ot intent. 13) Citation may result.

Two years ago 1 reported in C and £ News
that the case load was growing. It’s gratifying
to report now that the trend has reversed.
More than 20 action cases was commonplace.
This session, we had 10 to review.

Members are calling directly to the ACS
Office of Professional Relations and receiving
direct assistance. Moreover, members are turn-
ing for help to other agencies, such as the Com-
missions of Human Rights or Office of Equal
Employment Opportunities. Often regional or
local officers of these agencies are located
within or close to the member’s area. Further-
more. these agencies operate according to speci-
fic statutes and wield effective power; that is
clout. For example, they can subpoena records;
ACS cannot.

The story I have recounted is incomplete.
1 have neglected to tell you how CPR is extend-
ing its investigations into governmental and civil
service areas. We are working on academic
guidelines. We are concerned on a continuing
basis with certification, licensing and registra-
tion of chemists, especially in areas of envir-
onmental pollution and public health. All this
is fine, but what about the future?

One year ago Albert Zettlemoyer was your
chairman of the Council Committee on Profes-
sional Relations. Al was co-.cerned about goals
and objectives of CPR. What more accurate
way to gauge this concern than by asking local
section chairmen and Division Councilors a
few questions: DOES THE ACS HELP YOU
TOWARD YOUR PROFESSIONAL GOALS??

The number of responses were gratifying,
both geographically and in content. The re-
sponses themselves ranged from “no comment”
10 essays. I've selected a few in order to indi-
cate their variety. Let’s review some comments
by subject



1) Layoffs

Be factual.

Strive for greater awareness, ie., publicize.

I've been favorably impressed by the prog-
ress of this program.

Study a few in depth: causes, effects, per-
formance of the company during layoffs, new
rehiring or expansion of scientific staff after
layoff.

Publish your data sooner.

Make your reports more extensive.

Establish a layoff memory bank good for
fifteen years.

Investigate only those layoffs where viola-
tions have occurred.

This is your most significant program. Ex-
pand it. 1t’s a good program. Companies do not
want to appear to show less favorable treat-
ment to. employees during layoffs than other
companies.

2) Professional Employment Guidelines

PEG is a moving target. Change it less often.
PEG, like motherhood, sobriety and hard-
work fails to send chills up and down my spine.
PEG is a first rate achievement of your com-
mittee and is sure to place the individual
chemist in a better bargaining position vis-a-vis

his employer. Perhaps your committee should
now push the idea of using the ACS’s “stock-
holder voice” to bring the Guidelines to the
favorable attention of management.

Seek cooperation of other technical socie-
ties for a common draft.

3) Member Assistance and Legal Aid Programs

I question the appropriateness of these
activities for the ACS.

I don’t know much about this phase of the
program and doubt if many of the other ACS
members do either.

Disseminate your findings but do not bar-
gain in behalf of the member.

It affects so few!

Give legal aid only if its not available
elsewhere.

Push member assistance more vigorousiy.

4) Continue and/or Expand Programs

Go slow, don’t try to be all things to all
members.

Any information and awareness activities.

Publish salary surveys regularly.

Encourage and continue the Division of

Professional Relations.

Determine the extent to which economic
factors are a basis for layoffs.

New Programs

Do betrer with your present programs;
not poorly with many.

None.

Promote a portable pension.

Set up a mechanism for arbitration between
scientists and industry or government, or for
inquiry into areas of scientific responsibility
towards the public (“whistle-blowing” is the
extreme situation).

Develop a program to prepare members in
advance for layoffs or termination. The horror
of layoff or termination is nor the event, but
the lack of preparation for it.

These responses are appreciated. They are
being sorted and summarized as a basis for con-
tinuing action. ACS staft is spearheading the
sorting. Needless to say, much needs to be
done. Hopefully everything significant can be
accompalished within the boundaries of the
ACS charter. Judging from the lively CPR
meetings we’ve had here in San Francisco, 1
get the distinct impression we may at times be
straining those boundaries. But isn’t that the
nature of innovation and progress?

ACS AND THE ECONOMIC
STATUS OF CHEMISTS

Alan L. McClelland

Personnel Administrator
Central Research Department
E. |. duPont de Nemours & Co.
Wilmington, Del. 19898

The economic status of chemists has long
been a concern of the American Chemical
Society (and obviously a concern of chemists
for as long as there have been chemists). The
first American Chemical Society salary survey
was carried out 25 years ago. Economic status,
however, is just one aspect of the whole subject
of professional relations, as demonstrated by
the fact that the present Economic Status
Committee of the Society started as a subcom-
mittee of the Professional Relations Committee
and later was given independent status of its
own by the Council. Therefore, consideration
of this specific element is appropriately in-
cluded in the larger question of the role of an
organization like the American Chemical
Society in the broad area of professional
relations.

In any consideration of the role of an orga-
nization like the American Chemical Society
vis-a-vis the activities of unions as organizations
serving the same group of people, it is import-
ant to start by recognizing what the American
Chemical Society is and is not. It is an organi-
zation of people directly involved with the
science of chemistry working together to ensure
the effective development of the science and
its useful application in all its aspects. A num-
ber of separate elements can be identified in
these broad goals, as, for example:

1. Dissemination of chemical knéwledge (ac-
complished through meetings and publi-
cations). ’

2. Systematic organization of some elements
of the science to improve the effectiveness
of chemists (as, for example, establishing
nomenclature rules, developing safety rules,
etc.).

3. Limited direct support of research (adminis-
tration of the Petroleum Research Fund).

4. Creation of a climate conducive to effective
performance by chemists (promulgation of
Professional Employment Guidelines, opera-
tion of employment clearing house, conduct
of salary surveys, administration of scien-
tific awards).

The most important of these functions is
clearly the first (providing.a forum for dissemi-
nation of chemical knowledge). Second in im-
portance is the last (helping provide an environ-
ment in which chemists can operate effec-
tively). It is this last function with which we
are primarily concerned today.

Though there are obviously other scientific
and technical societies with similar functions,
there are a number of other “‘professional”
societies which one might be tempted to group

with the American Chemical Society but which
are really rather different; for example, the
American Association of University Profes-
sors. This is an organization of people with edu-
cational backgrounds and interests quite similar
to members of our Society. However, a major
difference is that an organization such as the
AAUP has no particular field of knowledge or
central discipline about which the association is
built. This does lead to a quite different nature
and purpose for such an organization. Thus, if
its members choose union representation, it
has relatively little purpose left. Conversely,
if the organization becomes a bargaining agent,
it drastically changes its character.

Similarly, a union inherently serves a dif-
ferent function and has a different central pur-
pose. It can be a useful organization for a
chemist to belong to under certain circum-
stances, and it is not inherently incompatible
with membership in the American Chemical
Society. A union is inherently designed and
legally designated to deal with a narrower role
than an organization like the American Chemi-
cal Society, i.e., the relationship of a specific
group of employees with their employers. Be-
cause of this narrower role, it normally deals
much more intensively with this function and
therefore has a much more specific and rigid
impact on its individual members. Whether



this is advantageous or deleterious for a particu-
lar individual depends on that individual’s
needs and objectives.

These inherent differences in nature and
function of an organization like the American
Chemical Society on the one hand and a union
organized for collective bargaining on the other
hand can be delineated as follows:

e ACS — operates by influencing the total

climate of the profession and not by taking
direct responsibility for the relationship
between specific employees and a specific
employer.
Union — given specific legal responsibility
for the relationship between an exactly
defined group of employees and their
employer.

e ACS — provides a forum for an expression
of opinion but does not have any function
in establishing binding, enforceable rules:
has no authority over any aspect of the
employment of any individual member.

Union — because the individual has dele-
gated the control of specific aspects of his
employment situation to the union, the
organization does have much enforeceable
authority to act for the individual.

e ACS - in employment situations, units of
the Society (committees or staft) have con-
siderable flexibility in responding to re-
quests or suggestions from individual mem-
bers to evaluate a situation; since such
Society evaluation cannot result in binding
action, a seasonable degree of cooperation
from employers usually is obtained.

Union it an individual member of the
American Chemical Society is a member of
4 collective bargaining unit, the American
Chemical Society is normally precluded by
law from any direct contact with the em-
ployer: in becoming a member of u collec-
tive bargaining unit, the individual has
delegated the responsibility tor his relution-
ship with his employer 1o the union.

e ACS - because of the nature of the Society.
it normally can serve to bring together
parties on all sides of an issue ~employer
end cmployee, student and faculty, industry
and academia, government and industry.

Union as an organization with a specific
legal responsibility to represent one side of
a particular relationship,  the employer-
employee relationship, and operating under
an extensive body of law, it is inherently
committed to an adversary approach, the
underlying principle of our legal system.

A question which is, and probably will be,
endlessly debated is whether an organization
like the American Chemical Society, with its
broad general approach rather than a specific
representation of individuals, can really accom-
plish anything worthwhile for the individual
member in the professional relations field. I
would suggest that the Society has been etfec-
tive in the professional relations area and that
its activities have been broadly beneficial to
the membership of the Society. A number of
specific activities have been quite valuable.
I'or example:

(1)Collection of salary and employment
statistics. Through surveys of the member-
ship, of new graduates, and other groups,
the American Chemical Society has pro-
vided a large body of reasonably reliable
data on a variety of parameters of the

employment situation, e.g., salary distribu-
tions, unemployment rates, distribution be-
tween types of employment and job avail-
ability. As a member of the Eeconomic
Status Committee, I will put in a littie
plug for our group here. I think our com-
mittee has been useful in building on and
expanding the work of the Professional
Relations Committee and in aiding the staff
of the Department on Professional Relations
and Manpower Studies in continuing to im-
prove the availability of hard data about
chemists, who they are, what they are paid,
where they work, etc. As I hope you are
aware, we are now publishing annually
“Professionals in Chemistry,” an extensive
compilation of all such data we gather.
While this type of statistical information
does not specifically change the situation
of any member of the Society, it does pro-
vide a sound basis to each member for eval-
uating his own circumstances. The first
step in any program of action which the
individual might want to undertake cer-
tainly has to depend on a reasonably factual
understanding of where he is. A specific
example ot the importance of statistical
information in providing a basis for de-
veloping American Chemical Society pro-
grams is the situation with regard to
postdoctoral positions. Because the Society
has been surveying new graduates in chemis-
try at all degree levels for almost 20 years,
we can document the fact that the number
of new PhDs going to postdoctoral positions
directly after receiving the degree has risen
from 16% in 1960 to §7% in 1975. The
exact significance of this change is a worthy
subject for debate — does it indicate a
healthy desire for broadened professional
experience or does it represent a steadily
declining market for regular employment
tor PhDs? but the debate will certainly be
more meaningful because it can start with
some hard tacts. Similarly, the statistics
show that the average postdoctoral salury
has increased only 6577 from 1960 1o 1975,
while the BLS cost ot Jiving index increased
79, and ACS members median salary in-
creased 11077,

(2) Publicize problem arcas. Though publiciz-
ing a problem can sometimes be g frustrat-
ingly slow approach to alleviating it, it can
also  sometimes be surprisingly effective.
One example of the American Chemical
Society activitiy which I think seems to
have had an effect genuinely usetul to the
membership of the Society is the program
of publicizing layoft problems carried out
by the Committee on Professional Rela-
tions. There is factual data showing a sub-
stantially smaller number of layofts in the
most recent recession period than in the
1969-71 recession period and a lower per-
centage  of unemploved chemists. The
reasons behind the difference can be de-
bated but certainly one legitimate hypo-
thesis is that the reduction in the number
of layoffs and the lower unemployment rate
among chemists can be-attributed in part
to the cffectiveness of the Americgn Chemi-
cal Society in bringing to employer’s atten-
tion the undesirability and serious con-
sequences of using layoffs of research
people as a way of reducing expenditures
in a recession.

(3) Provide a forum for discussion. Because the
American Chemical Society does encompass
all those interested in the discipline of

chemistry, it can effectively provide a forum
for discussion by people with a variety of
points of view. An example of such a
forum was the Symposium on the Compen-
sation of Employed Inventors jointly spon-
sored by the Committee on Patent Matters
and the Economic Status Committee of
the American Chemical Society in Chicago
at the 1973 fall meeting.

(4) Influence legisiation. Since activities of
government at all levels can have a major
impact on many aspects of the careers of
chemists, involvement of the American
Chemical Society in counseling legislative
and other government bodies can have im-
portant effects. A specific example from my
own experience in Delaware: Several years
ago, the national office of the American
Chemical  Socicty made our Delaware
Section aware of the tact that the Delaware
State Legislature was considering a bill
which would have required that each clini-
cal laboratory in the state be headed by a
pathologist. By bringing together members
of the Legislature with local section mem-
bers knowledgeable in the field of clini-
members knowledgeable in “he field of clini-
cal chemistry, we were able to convince
them that this bill would not be in the best
interests of the public, and it was not
passed. On a much broader national level,
the American Chemical Society can cer-
tainly take some small measure ot credit
for helping promote the passage of FRISA,
the Federal legislation governing private
pension plans.

In summary. then, we see that the American
Chemical Society can make and does make
effective contributions to improving the profes-
sional situation of chemists. including a number
of facets of their relationships as employees
to their employers, but that the protessional
relations activities will never be the major
activity ot the Society because of its primary
emphasis on the science of chemistry. Because
ot ity nature, the Society will almost never be
able to provide more than a consultative role
in any problems between an individual em-
ployvee and employer, but for the broad range
ot the smembers, the Society is contributing to
improvements in the professional employment
climate.

Any group of members in a particular em-
ployment situation who conclude their prob-
lems in dealing with their employer are so
serious they nced collective bargaining can fol-
low this route, but they should recognize that
this brings with it all the arbitrariness and
rigidity of any procedure based on enforce-
ment via the courts. Recourse to the law is
often a useful and necessary process, but any-
one who has had experience with patents, been
involved in a lawsuit, or served on a jury has
encounteered  situations  where  “‘common
sense” seems to have been entirely ruled out
of order. While union negotiations don’t have
to reach that stage, it is inhcrently lurking
beneath the surface because the whole collec-
tive bargaining process is based on the legal
system. On the whole, expericnce seems to sug-
gest that professionals are not wise to give up
the flexibility and freedom of action typified
by the American Chemical Society approach,
unless their difficulties become so extreme that
the collective bargaining approach as a last
resort seems the only alternative.
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Dramatic changes have been occurring in the
make-up of the American work force over the
past several years. The most prominent change
has been the increasing ratio of professional
and technical employees to the number of
“blue-collar” workers. White-coltar workers cur-
rently constitute nearly one-half ot the total
job market. The professional and technical seg-
ment, which presently accounts for one-seventh
of the work force is expected to increase by
thirty percent during the next ten vears and
account for onesixth of the total working
populution.1

Coinciding with this increase in white-
collar employment has been a spectacular in-
crease  in  white-collar  union membership.
Some 40 percent of all professionals (excluding
self-employed and managers) are now covered
by collective bargaining agents.?

In contrast, however. unionization ot engi-
neers and scientists has not kept pace with
that of other professionals, although it seems
clear that an awakening is now taking place.

Until recent times, there probably were sev-
eral legitimate reasons for the reluctance ot
this segment of professionals to adopt collec-
tive bargaining as a way of life. These reasons
included: the relatively high payv and oppor-
tunitics for advancement they enjoved in addi-
tion to a high rate of joh security; a strong
professional-client relationship: a sense of be-
ing a vital part of the decision making process:
and, of course, the inherent trait of individual-
ity which may have led the engineer or scien-
tist to choose his particular field in the first
place.

Today. though, most of those advantages
have evaporated. Certainly, the relative pay
status of employed engineers and  scientists
has diminished sharply when compared to the
gains of blue-collar workers. For example, the
median salary gain for chemists (in current
dollars) between 1971 and 1976 has been 33%
while production workers” average pay has
increased 49% over the same period.® Qppor-
tunities for advancement into management and
administrative positions, the long-held goal of
many professional engineers and scientists,
have been drastically curtailed. Indeed, the
notion that any degree of job security exists
anymore is, for most, a false assumption.

And what about the professional-client
relationship that once prevailed? For most
engineers and scientists, the ability to deliver
one’s service to the client without the inter-
ference of others is almost extinct. Decisions
affecting thesc services are very often made by
those who control the corporate or agency
structure and, in many instances, by persons
with little or no knowledge of the particular
science.

Perhaps the most frustrating experience

encountered nowadays by the employed pro-
fessional in the sciences is the inability to
exercise the individuality that is so necessary
to the development of new ideas and concepts.
Regimentation has taken a firm hold where
it should thrive the least — in the laboratory
and the engineering office. Corporate policy
too often has thwarted the efforts of these
highly talented individuals. And yes, govern-
ment at all levels has been a culprit in this
process, too.

Another blow to individuality occurring
more frequently every day in the workplace
is underemploynmient. Chemists may be among
the most directly atfected in this situation.
Forcasts by the National Science Foundation
and the Burcau of Labor Statistics indicate
that Ph.D's are taking jobs away from M.S.
degree holders, who in turn are pushing B.S.
sraduates right out ot the job market. A maxi-
mum ot only 1077 to 1577 ot B.S. recipients
may he able to obtain professional jobs by
1980 4

Fhere cun be no denving that motivation
sutters under these conditions. The very ingre-
dients that have been responsible tor America’s
astronomical advancement could be destroved
unless solutions are found to counteract this
plunge toward mediocrity.

When the Russians first launched Sputnik
some fifteen years ago, there was o bue and cry
in America to not only get into the act, but to
be the first to reach the moon, Funding to en-
gage in this ambitious project became readily
available. In a very short, compressed, ten-year
period, we indeed did succeed in our objective.
The talents and dedication of thousands of
engineers and scientists were hurriedly assem-
bled and, almost overnight it seemed, America
was far out in tront in this trantic race. No
other event since the advent of television has
drawn the audience that watched Neil Arm-
strong first set foot on the moon. It wus an ex-
hilirating experience for one and all.

The tragedy of it all, though, was that be-
fore that space ship and crew had returned
safely to ecarth, the public’s interest in such
endeavors had already begun to wane. The poli-
ticians reacted promptly by beginning to cur-
tail funding of turther projects. Almost imme-
diately, muny of those wha were most respon-
sible for the success of the venture began to
feel the pinch. Engineers and scientists were
among the first to be adversely affected.
Although most of them had been lured by
government or industry engaged in the space
race from jobs they previously held, nobody
seemed to really care what happened to them
when the moon fever cooled.

The irony of it all is that, in the process
of succeeding in this once-important mission,
the medical, chemical and engineering sciences

learned much that could have a great impact
on our ability to cope with the severe environ-
mental and other problems that are expected
to reach the crisis stage before the turn of the
twenty-first century. Yet, much of data col-
lected is now gathering dust somewhere and a
large number ot those persons who contributed
so much have been left in limbo - forgotten,
if you will.

If T sound bitter about all of this, it is for
good reason. It is my considered judgement
that were it not for the fact that, among all
the professions, engineers and scientists have
been the most fragmented in terms of unity
of purpose, much of this waste of effort could
have been avoided.

While many of the professional societics,
and the American Chemical Society in par-
ticular, can be commended for their somewhat
recent efforts in meeting the social and eco-
nomic concerns of their employed members,
b strongly suggest that they have not, as yet,
tully realized that the well-being of these dedi-
cated servants will continue to suffer unless
they are encouraged  to o bargain collectively
on such matters.,

ACS efforts 1o induce employers to accept
suidelines  aimed  at minimizing  personnel
problems and generating greater mutual respect
for the tundamental needs of both the chemist
and his employer should not be discredited.
Your society has vone further than most by
imposing  sanctions against some employers
for grossly neglecting these guidelines.

We would be less than candid, though, if
we did not recognize the narrow limits within
which such aoble guidelines can be enforced
without the presence of a collective bargaining
agreement. When management’s policies are
controlled by phantom conglomerates as they
often are, or when nonscientific oriented
administrators exercise strong influence in the
decision making process in the corporation or
ageney, as often happens, it becomes increas-
ingly difficult to implement in a meaningful
way any kind of “voluntary” employment
guidelines. Our technical societies simply do
not have any effective means of enforcing these
guidelines.

Professionalism can survive only in a realis-
tic and equitable economic environment. It
can not be sustained for very long in an
atmosphere of financial insecurity and inade-
quancy. Yet, the ACS and other technical
societies continue to promote the idea that
they can effectively serve the socio-economic
needs of their employed members and to
discourage the collective bargaining approach.

There is nothing “unprofessional” in en-
gaging in the collective bargaining process.
Certainly, there are differences in negotiating
a contract for professionals as opposed to



rroduction employees. The application ot
seniority In promotions and reductions-in-
torce obviously have to be on a different
basis where professional jobs are concerned.
Monies available for salary adjustment must
be applied differently. Some matters, such as
pension plans and working conditions may
atfect professionals in a vastly different
manner than others in the work force. Legisla-
tive goals may also vary. While production
workers may consider occupational safety
and health regulations or minimum wage
standards of vital concern, professional em-
ployces may very well have as a primary
objective the creation of research and devel-
opment funds.

Other factors applicable mainly to pro-
fessionals contribute to union organization,
too. More than 3000 engineers and scientists
employed by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration are now represented
by the International Federation of Profes-
sional and Technical Engineers, AFL-CIO.
One of the chief reasons these highly
skilled professionals chose to be represented
by a union was the manner in which NASA
management sclected individuals for layoff
or transfer during periods of reduction-in-
force or recorganization. For instance, Marshall

Space Flight Center (Huntsville, Ala.) manage-
ment had created more than 1400 separate
“competitive levels” among some 1600
professional employees. Prior to the forma-
tion of the union, employees had virtually
no effective means of challenging this unfair
and discriminatory system.

Employer abuses of patent rights and the
excessive use of free overtime by professionals
as a result of their exemption from the maxi-
mum hours provisions of the Fair Labor
Standards Act have caused other protessionals
to seek unjon representation.

While there may be many differences in
the approach to collective bargaining, em-
ployed professionals should not be misguided
by distortions of these differences. Backed by
a properly drawn union contract, the truly
professional engineer or scientist is more
apt to function to his fullest capacity than
he might when no enforcable procedure
exists to guarantee fair and equitable
trecatment.

Our technical socicties and unions for pro-
fessionals can and should work together to
foster the economic and professional climate
that will not only protect the interests of
those already working in the profession, but
will encourage the many talented young

people in our schools 1o pursue careers in the
sciences.

The employed professional engineers and
scientists are at a cross-roads. They can elect
to continue following the road which dead-
ends in obsurity a short distance ahead or to
follow the one which leads to the fulfilment
and enrichment that will not only benefit
themselves but all of mankind.

But. time is running out. L. tor one, believe
wholcheartedly thut a4 genuine collective bar-
gaining relationship between employed pro-
fessionals  and thur employers is the best
insurance  for preserving the  professional
ethic.

Yhester Iovine. Da ot Manpower and Oc-
cupational  Ouwtlook,  Bureau of Labor
Statistics. U S, Depr ot Labor, 1975
2 A - . . . .
“Unionizarion 1 Protessional Societies, The
The Conterence Bourd. Report No. 690,
by Eitleen B. Horimgn
3 . e -
1976 Report op Chemists” Salaries and Eni-
ployment  Starus American Chemical
Society
4 L . . . - .
Professionals in Chemisiny 1975 Office of
Manpower  Studies.  American  Chemical
Society
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Collective bargaining new involves some
95,000 faculty members and exists at 289
institutions  with 482 campuses. Of these,
81 institutions involving 125 campuses are four-
year, 43 are public and 38 are private.

It is interesting to note that while several
major institutions (Kent State University and
the nine campus Florida University system)
adopted collective bargaining in 1975-76,
ten four-year institutions rejected bargaining
in 1975-76. The latter group includes Antioch
College, Manhattan College, Oberlin College,
University of Colorado, University of Miami,
University of Toledo, Fordham University,
Michigan State University, Seattle University,
and Villanova University. One previously
unionized college, New England College (N.H.),
abandoned its AFT affiliation in 1975-76.

Collective bargaining at academic institu-
tions, as with all such societal institutions and
agencies, involves both external and internal
factors. The feature that distinguishes academy
from the others is the nature ot these factors.

The principal external items are enabling
legislation, union characteristics, and job char-
acteristics; the principal internal items are
academic professionalism and the universities’
multicomponent governance system. Let us

consider these matters individually.

Academic institutions are either public or
private (azlthough recently the University of
Vermont was ruled by the National Labor
Relations Board, NLRB, to be a private univer-
sity for the purposes of collective bargaining,
and hence under the jurisdiction of the Board).
The National Labor Relations Act addresses
the private sector (employees of the govern-
mental divisions and subdivisions are specifi-
cally excluded) and hence could include private
academic institutions. The NLRB has vacillated
on this matter, and not until the Cornell Uni-
versity petition in 1970 did it decide to accept
jurisdiction and then later that year limited
consideration to academic institutions having
a gross annual income of over $1 million. On
20 April 1971 the Board asserted jurisdiction
of faculty in the matter of the C. W. Pox
College of Long Island University and the
United Federation of Teachers (later to merse
with the American Federation of Teachers,
AT, an AFL-CIO union). Last vear the Bosion
U. S. Court of Appeals uphetd the NLRE'«
jurisdiction over private colleges in the Wers-
worth College case. Thus private universities
and colleges are now subject to the NLRB -
collective bargaining matters.

Public universities and colleges are another
matter. There is no national legistation govern-
ing collective bargaining in this sector although
a number of bills have been introduced into
the House and Senate. These are of two general
types. One would simply include puNu em-
plovees under the NLRB while the by
establish a sepurate Nations =
Board and detine v
public emplovee v - o
of state by state deandenion, and oo
stutes have enscted loas enabhing facalty collec-
tve barzain Im postsevondan edecaton.
Here 18 & wumimary 7 the provesoss of these
statutes ooy :Je"m Collectre Bargaining
Intormiation Semve, Speczal Report =17
Moy 197+

1. Taentiame of the 24 laws were either
raved 1 amenmded within the last three

Trals

2 Uniy seven faws explicitly identify col-
‘ege ‘aculty as being covered under the
liw

3 Onby tour state laws expand the definition
¢ barzamming unit beyond “uppropriate
Jarit” noung  the differences between
refessienal  and  nonprotfessional em-
rlovees.



4. Five states have no provision for run-off
elections in their laws, while only one
state (Delaware) in effect, prohibits run-
off elections by requiring a one year
waiting period before a second election
when the original election does not result
in one choice receiving a majority of votes.

S. All states provide for exclusive represen-
tation by the elected agent.

6. Fourteen state laws, in defining scope of
bargaining, go beyond ‘“‘wages, hours and
terms and conditions of employment”
by including and/or excluding bargaining
subjects.

7. In one state (Kansas) the employer is
obligated by law to meet and conter
only; in two other states (Nebraska and
Washington) no specitic provision is made
for bargaining. Most states (21) require
that the employer bargain in “good faith.”

8. Four state laws (Alaska, Hawaii, Oregon,
Pennsylvania) permit strikes, but only
after fulfillment of impasse or grievance
procedures. In one state (Montana)
strike is permitted by court interpretation.

9. Fifteen laws require, and five laws permit,
the negotiation of a grievance procedure
thereby recognizing the need tor an
agreed-upon dispute resolving process.

10. Only twelve state laws narrow the scope
of bargaining by defining “muanagement
rights.”

11. Nineteen state laws require legislative ap-
proval of agrecments, ranging from
approval of the entire agreement to
monetary provisions only.

12. Only three ®f twenty-four state laws
permit any student involvement in the CB
process.

13. In at least four jurisdictions without legis-
lation (Illinois. Nevada, Ohio and District
of Columbia) governing boards have en-
acted policies enabling CB at their institu-
tions.

In terms of unions that have sought to
represent university faculties there are three
(although at one time the Teamsters forced an
election at a Michigan university): American
Association of University Professors, American
Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO, and the
National Education Association. They have
quite different philosophies and approaches
to unionization, [For a summarization of
history, negotiating objectives, strategies, and
politics for the three national faculty associa-
tions, see, for example, “FFaculty Bargaining,
Change and Conflict,” by Joseph W. Garbarino
with Bill Aussieker, McGraw-Hill Book Com-
pany, 1975; also, Academic Collective Bar-
gaining Information Service, Special Report
#12, February 1976.]

Table 2.

Projected New Ph.D. Ratio of
Time Period New Ph.D.’s Teachers Required Positions to People
1970-75 157,600 47,700 37
1975-80 104,100 44200 22
1980-85 258,000 27,100 11

Faculty perceptions of these three faculty
unions are quite interesting and were the sub-
ject of a Ladd-Lipset Sruvey (The Chronicle
of Higher Education, Feb. 9, 1976). A summa-
tion of results indicates that:

1. The AAUP is clearly identified as the most
professional and least militant organiza-
tion.

2. The AFT and NEA are more likely to be
seen as organizations for school teachers.

3. The AFT is perceived as the most militant,
radical, and politicized ot the three, with
the NEA falling between it and the AAUP.

4. More than 60 percent of those who sup-
port the AI'T identify the AAUP and the
NLEA as conservative organizations,

S. Thirty-nine percent ot the AAUP supporters
and 47 percent of the NEA supporters de-
scribe the AFT as “radical.” an image that
75 percent ot the AFT supporters reject.

6. Over two-thirds of the supporters of each
group describe the AFT as ‘“militant,”
while relatively few describe either the
AAUP or the NI'A that way.

7. Ninety percent of the AAUP supporters and
75 percent of the NEA supporters de-
scribe their groups as professional societies,
while two-thirds of the AT supporters
reject that description of their organiza-
tion.

8. Fifty-three percent of the NEA supporters
and 67 percent of the AI'T supporters say
the AAUP is “elitist.”

In reviewing the kinds of faculty members
who support each organization “AAUP” and
“no agent” have the similar patterns while
NEA and AFT are generally paired. For exam-
ple, faculty members deeply involved in re-
search support “no agent” (40%) or AAUP
(37%), as compared with NEA plus AFT (7%).
Also those teaching 4 hours or less per week
would support AAUP or “no agent” (44%)
against NEA or AFT (16%). However faculty
teaching 13 hours or more per week show
stronger support for NEA or AFT than for
AAUP, and few are disposed toward ‘“no
agent.”

Thus in general the choice in major research
universities is between ‘“no agent”and AAUP
while in two-year colleges it is between NEA
and AFT. Within these ditferent g¢roups ideo-

Table 1. Faculty Images of the Three Bargaining Agents

(Images)

Protessional society

Militant group

School teachers organization
Too heavily politicized
Unprotessional

I litist

Radicul

Conservative

Undemaocratic

AAUP AFT NEA
877% 247 597
97 677 197
47% 79% 89%
15% 5607 387
5% 397 174
4877 67 107
6 407 9%
49 9%/ 4017
497/ 234 177

logical position (liberal, middle, or conserva-

tive) plays a major role in affecting choices

(see Table 1).

Job characteristics are very important in
collective bargaining matters. The academic
market place is not large and it is not increas-
ing. On the other hand the number of Ph.D.’s
earned is increasing, and the fraction of Ph.D.’s
interested in academic positions is at least con-
stant. Thus there is mounting pressure on the
academic market place and this sharpens both
the pros and the cons of unionizations. One
projection of the market place situation has
been made by A. M. Cartter (from Science,
1971, see Table 2).

The internal considerations which can be
grouped under the general topics of profes-
sionalism and campus governance involve
individual and group dynamics. Consequently,
these internal factors are extremely com-
plicated.

Under the heading of professionalism one
must consider an individual’s self-perception
of his status and role. The academic profes-
sional is usually characterized as a person with
specialized training and a teaching and research
responsibility that is highly individualistic. A
Ladd-Lipset Survey (The Chronicle of Higher
Education, January 26, 1976) indicated that:

1. Faculty members at universities are from 11
to 14 percent less pro-union than those at
four-year colleges. The latter faculty mem-
bers in turn are somewhat less enthusias-
tic about bargaining than those at two-year
institutions.

2. Professors at the universities with the
most prestige are 9 to 15 percent less posi-
tive about bargaining than are those at in-
stitutions with the least prestige.

3. Professors who teach four hours or less
per week are from 14 to 21 percent more
opposed to bargaining than those who
spend nine hours or more in the class-
room.

4. Those who have published five or more
items in the past two years are 10 percent
less positive than those who have not
published anything in that time.

In many respects then, the collectivism
required by unionization is anithetical to pro-
fessional concepts. Thus, when faced with the
prospect of becoming organized the individual
faculty member is forced to weigh the trade-
offs between the possible advantages resulting
from collective actions to the possible dis-
advantages resulting from encroachment on
professionalism.

The matter of university governance is like-
wise quite complex. For one thing it has many
facets; for another it has wide variability of
torm from one campus to another. In general
governance involves six constituencies:
governing board, facuity, students, administra-
tion, alumni, and the public. These are assem-
bled in what may best be described as a deli-
cate, precartous, mobile system. The disadvan-
tage of such an arrangement is its unwieldliness
and lack of structure. But its advantages are its
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responsiveness and provision for all to be
heard. Typically the university governance
system centers around the Senate and its
array of committees established to interact
with the other constituencies, principally
students and administration.

Unionism creates a much more structured
organization with accompanying operational
advantages. However, in so doing, the collegial-
ity of decision-making involving the various
constituencies is lost and is replaced by a sys-
tem that is likely to be adversary in nature.
Certainly, the manner in which the constituen-
cies perceive academic governance to be func-
tioning is of major importance in determining
the tendency to adopt collective bargaining.
Ungquestionably, collective bargaining results in
a high degree of specificity and definition in
the matter of governance. This is often ad-
vantageous. At the same time however, lost
are flexibility and resiliency and this is often
disadvantageous.

Finally, a retrospective view of the opinions
of faculty who have unionized and persons who
are students of bargaining is quite revealing.
A Ladd-Lipset Survey (The Chronicle of Higher
Education. Veb. 23, 1976) showed the follow-
ing. Among the former:

1. Seventy-eight percent believe that “collec-
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tive bargaining is likely to bring higher
salaries and improved benefits.”

2. Fifty-four percent agree that “individual
salary bargaining for merit increases is
bad for college faculty as a group.”

3. Nonetheless, 78 percent reject the statement
that “the only basis for salary differentia-
tion among faculty in the same rank at a
given institution should be age or seniority.”

4, That 55 percent of all professors disagree
that “non-tenured faculty need the assur-
ance of fair treatment at the point where
the tenure decision is made, and oniy an
employee organization can provide this.”

5. The same percentage believe that “collec-
tive bargaining tends to substitute seniority
for merit and lower the standards for tenure
appointments.”

6. Sixty-two percent agree that “collective
bargaining results in over-emphasis on rules
and regulations.”

7. And 69 percent agree that “‘collective bar-
gaining reduves collegiality between admin-
istrators and faculty.”

Among persons who are “students of bar-

gaining”:

1. Salaries. Unionized faculties have gained
higher increases.

UNIONIZATION OF COLLEGE AND

UNIVERSITY FACULTY

Robert Nielsen

Director, Colleges and Universities Department

American Federation of Teachers
11 Dupont Circle
Washington, D.C. 20036

With all the rhetoric and cmotionalism sur-
rounding the topic of academic collective bar-
caining. there is a need to demythologize the
process. Collective bargaining is not i panacea.
4 magical hetb or witch hazel, nor is it snuke
oil. Quite simply, it is a reasonable and rational
problem-solving  device  which  provides an
cquitable  method  of arriving  at - mutually
agreed-upon solutions to a variety of complex
problems,

Now. there isn’t anything new about college
professors belonging to labor unions. fn 1922,
Upton Sinclair wrote The Goosestep. In it he
states

“A  humble beginning has been made.

The AFT. which is a lubor union, affiliated

with the AFL, has a local =120, at the

University of Montana. This union was a

result of the Levine case, and it comprises

practically the entire faculty . The all
important tact is this: Anytime the college
professors of America get ready to take con-
trol of their destinies, and the intellectual
lite of their institutions, they can do it

There is not a college or university in the

United States today which could resist the

demands of its faculty a hundred percent

organized and meaning business.”
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We should also be aware that the list of “pro-
union” academics contains some distinguished
public figures, among them, Professors Albert
Finstein (charter member of the AFT local at
Princeton), John Dewey (carried AFT card
no. by, Jerome Davis and George Counts of
Columbia and Yale, respectively. (past presi-
dents of the AL'T). United States Senators
George McGovern, Hubert Humphrey, Mike
Manstield. and Paul Douglas were all members
of AT campus locals. It is of interest to note
that betore the end of the 12th Century, the
masters at the University of Paris won the right
to strike from Louis VI This at the level of
higher education-was the first legalization in
history of the right of teachers to strike.

In the interest of honesty and candor. the
college contingent ot the AFT wus never veny
large and probably never exceeded 4.000 trom
1915 until 1965.

What is new, and [ think exciting, on the
campus is the fact that our college unions have
matured and grown out of the stage ot being
small political clubs and into the role of collec-
tive bargaining agents. The successful use of
the collective - bargaining process has been
attended by spectacular and unprecedented
growth in membership. AT coliege member-

2. Equalization of salaries. Generally, both
scholars and respondents agree that lower-
paid faculty ranks have benefited most.

3. Tenure. Unions have sought to limit the
power of those who award tenure. It is dif-
ficult to evaluate whether collective bar-
gaining has made it easier to get tenure,
since unionization has occurred during a
period of sharply declining job oppor-
tunities. But unions have increased the
attention given to due process in the pro-
cedures for granting tenure, and they have
made the whole process more time-con-
suming.

4. Governance. There has been an inherent
shift in power from self-governing academic
units, such as faculty senates. to unions.
This has resulted in an increase in the in-
fluence of the faculty in low-tier colleges
where, before unionization, power generally
was concentrated at the administrative level.

S. Adversary relationships.  Observers  argue
that faculty unionization has increased the
sense of an adversary relationship between
faculty members and administrators, as well
as between faculty unions and students.
It seems clear that the advent of collective
bargaining does change the role and image
of groups within the academic community.

ship doubled in the past three years (26,000
to 52.000) and NEA growth has been similar.
Membership in the American Association of
University Professors has declined during this
period, probably as a result of organizational
schizophrenia brought on in making the adjust-
ment  from professional association to  pro-
fessional union but it will increase as more
chapters opt tor bargaining.

In reporting the state of campus collective
bargaining. that is. where iCs happening and to
what extent, we must be a little caretul with
the “tucts.” There are three advocate groups
involved and cach will give you figures whit
cast their own organization in the best lizhe,
For example. the AAUP often reports thut n
iv the bareaining agent at more four-yeur 'n-
stitutions than the NEA and AT put to-
cether. True! if you count the thirty-two
campuses of SUNY, eighteen campuses of
CUNY. the eight state colleges of New Jersey,
the nine campuses of the State University of
Florida, etc.. as single instinitions. Thus, 1
prefer to report the number of campuses in-
volved in bargaining (ALT, 190; NEA, 200:
AAUP 37). Actually, the number of campuses
which have elected or rejected collective bar-
eaining is also a very crude and inaccurate mea-



sure of the degree of tfaculty unionism, because
it gives the same weight to a college with 20
faculty members as it does to one with 1.000.
For example, New England College (New
Hampshire), faculty size, 46, and New York
University, faculty size 1,100, rejected collec-
tive bargaining during this past vear. while
FSU, faculty size 5500, opted for collective
bargaining (AT as the agent).

The Tittle mathematician that remains in
me. compells me to say that the only “honest
numbers™ to look i are higher education mem-
bership in the national oreunizations (and there
is some difticulty in interpreting these). These
numbers are approximately, as of June 1976,
AT, s0on0; NEAL 30000 and  AALUP,
TOO00Notatl of these members are bargaining
collectively and not atl of the faculty who are
bareaining  collectively are reported in these
membership ficures tone need not be a union
member o be represented by g union).

Fhe only orher vdid number to ook at is
the number of tuculty represented by the vari-
ous arcanizations tor the purpose ot collective
barewinine. Azsing very approximately, there
are abour 350000 Colleee taeulty  covered
by coliective hureuining agreements (out of a
total  population of Slightly over 600,000,
These are split soushly as tollows: AFT, 60,00
NEA,S0.000: A AUP, 235 000,

Even though collective bargaining in higher
education hus u very hrief history (eight years),
one can idenuty g tew trends. irst, while it
originally wus o two-year public college pheno-
menon, it has become tirmly rooted in the
public tour-vear institutions, It is not wide-
spread among the private colleges, as only 63
private schooly bargain out of 4 total of more
than 500 and most of the rejections of collee-
tive bargaining have occurred in private institu-
tions. And. it is not a “major university”
phenomenon. The only major universities that

are bargaining probably are doing so as the
result of heing a part of a multi-university sys-
tem, e.g.. SUNY, CUNY. I'SU.

Two udditional questions remain: Why do
faculty seek collective bargaining? and What
have they gained or lost through the process?

With respect to the why. it is my belief that
faculties are joining the unions for basically
the same set of reasons as any other group of
employees ever did so. In many areas of higher
cducation, rthe faculty and institutions are
fucing some very difficult cconomic problems.
These problems, in turn, have caused university
“administration™ to take on the characteristics
of university  “manacement.”  As universin
management  attempted to solve the institu-
tional problems, they frequently alienated the
faculty by making  arbitrary and  unilateral
“hard decisions.” While most of these hard
decisions were made for reasons of institu-
tional survival  (from mandgement’s perspec-
tive), they did clarity the employee/employer
relationship on many  campuses. Once  this
refationship is recognized (it is fundamentally
adversarial and  noncollegial). the move to q
collective bargaining arrangement is inevitable.
Contrary to popular management mythology,
when the conditions are right for unjonization,
it will occur and faculty will oreanize with or
without assistance from the  internation:l
unions. Unionization and collective bargaining
result from a ground swell and need within the
institution, not by imposition by a fictitious
group of “outside labor agitators.”

Finally, what de faculties gain or lose
through the  collective  bargaining process?
Basically, this question addresses itself to the
topic of what do vou bareain tor and what the
trade-ofts are.

Simplistically . evervthing is negotiable, in-
dependent of what the coilective bargaining
law states about the “scope of bureaining ™

The classic example is that of class size. Several
states  prohibit public school teachers from
negotiating class size. claiming that is a school
board prerogative and limiting collective bar-
gaining to purely economic items. We. in tact,
negatiate class size in these states by making it
an cconomic issue. (Union proposal: “For every
student in excess of 25, the teacher will receive
§50 a month in bonus salary.” Management
response: “Let’s talk about ¢k ize.”). The
law frequently defines those areas in which
sood  faith negotiations are mandatory, ¢y,
wages, hours, other terms and conditions ot
employment. Tlow the next college president
witl be selected probably is not a mandatory
item of  negotiation; however, by  mutual
consent both parties faculty and adminis-
tration  can negotiate the ground rules for this
selection process.

I put in the phrase “what can you lose”
because itis the most frequently asked question
in any campus discussion of unionization and
collective  bargaining.  Usually, the fear ex-
pressed is equated with an anxiety about some
vastue “loss of individuality " as a result of
participating in - a “collective™ process. I'mi
sorry, Right-to-Work Committee, but neither
George Meany nor Al Shanker have the time.
energy, or desire to interfere with life on your
campus or the content of your next lecture.
You are as much an individual union member
as you are an individual faculty member.

Now there are trade-ofts. There have been
cases where faculty jobs have been saved at the
expense of faculty salaries and where library
funds have been increased to the detriment of
4 cost-of-living bonus, to name only two. But
these “trade-offs™ are usually in areas that
require the collective response of the institu-
tion as a whole faculty and administration -
as representatives of the public trust, for they
involve decisions that affect the future of the
nstitution and generations of tuture consumers.
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LETTERS

Dear Sir:

The articte by attorney Kolojeski ot the
EPA in the July Bulletin was quite interesting,
and he raises some perplexing questions. It
seems to me, though, that he takes a rather one-
sided view which is rather surprising tor an
attorney  except, perhaps, tfor one in a regula-
tory agency.

Let me raise the other side: does not the
professional also have a responsibility to em-
ployer or client? I and when there is a conflict
in responsibilities, must it always be resolved in
tavor of the regulatory agency? Is the position
of the agency to be presumed always identical
to the public interest?

I find Mr. Kolojeski’s argument particularly
disturbing in view of practice among attorneys,
where the client always comes first, regardless
of the public interest.

Sincerely,

APPLICATION FORM — DPR-ACS

Fam g member of the American Chemical Society. Please enroll me as a

member of the Division of Professional Relations. Enclosed is $4.00% Lo cover

dues through December 31, 197

*Make checks payable to DPR-ACS.

Signature

Printed Name

Last

Address

First

Mail to:
Rahway, N. J. 07065

If you are a member of the Division -

Division of Professional Relations ACS. P. O. Box 286

SUPPORT YOUR DIVISION, SIGN UP A FRIEND.
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