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The administration's ultimatum

The Chancellor presented the faculty of SIUC with an ultimatum.  She claimed that she
had the legal right to do so, because, in her view, bargaining was at an impasse.  A bona
fide impasse in bargaining would give SIUC, as any employer, the right to impose
terms on its workers. Certainly the administrative bargaining team has done all it can to
produce the appearance of an impasse, by repeatedly claiming to negotiate in good
faith while in effect refusing to negotiate at all.  

But an impasse in bargaining is a legal matter, not something the Chancellor is
empowered to conjure into existence simply because it suits her.  If one side refuses to
negotiate, this does not constitute a legal impasse.  It means that one side has failed to
meet its legal obligation to bargain in good faith.  

On March 31st, the Faculty Association's Departmental Representative Council, the
elected body that represents tenure and tenure-track faculty on this campus and has
supervisory authority over bargaining, voted unanimously to support our bargaining
team and reject the Chancellor's ultimatum.  Here we explain why. 

Our only demand

The Chancellor has repeatedly said that the Faculty Association is making multiple
“demands” or “final demands” in bargaining, or that it has “insisted” on its “final
positions”.  These statements are false.  

The FA bargaining team has made many proposals for a new contract, proposals that
we believe are in the best interest of the faculty and the best interest of SIUC.  The
difference between proposals and demands is not merely semantic.  We recognize that
good-faith bargaining requires flexibility from both sides; that sometimes an alternative
proposal may allow both sides to meet their legitimate interests better than our original
proposal could; that neither side in a negotiation will get everything it wants; that
compromise is necessary.  We recognize these things.  The administration apparently
does not.

We do, however, make one demand.  We will insist that collective bargaining reach its
legally mandated outcome: a contract based on the mutual agreement of the two
parties.  This is our right under Illinois labor law.  It is the reason our union exists. 
Given the history of this campus and the threats to public higher education across this



country, a genuine contract is the only way we can guarantee that shared governance
remains more than an empty slogan on this campus. That is why imposed terms are
absolutely unacceptable, and are not and can never be a substitute for a collective
bargaining agreement.  

Just saying no

The Chancellor argues that her teams have engaged in good faith bargaining.  They
have indeed met with us on many occasions.  Both sides did meet with a federal
mediator—as did three other campus unions, those representing non- tenure track
faculty, civil service workers, and graduate assistants.  Yet mediation failed to result in
substantial progress in any of these cases, and the administration has now claimed an
impasse and imposed its terms on the two faculty unions and the civil service union. 
These unions have different memberships and different priorities in negotiation, but the
administration's recalcitrance encompasses us all.  

To judge which side has bargained in good faith and which has not, let us briefly
consider the dispute over salaries for tenured and tenure-track faculty, a matter which
has at least the virtue of being concrete and readily quantifiable.  

Administration proposals would freeze salaries with possible raises in the future tied
only to the state appropriations portion of the budget.  Given the state's budgetary
woes, this is all but certain to result in 0% raises in any multi-year contract.  Note that
none of the substantial proposed tuition hike would go toward faculty salaries.  The
administration's last offer was for a one-year contract with no salary increases.  In
addition to a wage freeze, the administration's imposed terms result in a 2% pay cut this
year via four furlough days, and include the authority to impose in future years, at the
administration's discretion, up to six furlough days—a 3% pay cut.

Our original proposal called for a pay freeze this year followed by increases in the
subsequent years of a four-year contract.  This was our initial salary proposal, a place to
start bargaining.  A proposal, not a demand.  And in response to the administration's
call for furloughs, we called for a contractual procedure that would allow a joint
administration-faculty committee to determine whether furloughs were justified.  

The administration flatly rejected these options without any attempt at negotiating,
citing its budgetary woes.  We have disputed the administration's depiction of the fiscal
situation, but neither our arguments nor the fact that SIUC earned a record surplus of
$15.8 million dollars last year led to any change in the administration's position.  They
simply reported to our bargaining team that they were going to get $1 million from the
Faculty this year, and required the authority to take similar amounts in the future. 
Their position was essentially that their figure was non-negotiable.  It was, in short, a
demand, not a proposal.  



We kept trying.  We entered mediation with a proposal that would connect pay raises
to the overall fiscal condition of SIUC, as it is demonstrated in public records.  If the
administration was serious about tying faculty salaries to SIUC finances, this should
have been a proposal they could work with.  They flatly rejected it.  They did not
propose that SIUC finances be measured in some different way.  They did not come
back with any alteration of their initial proposal, or with any new suggestion of how to
reach agreement on salaries.  They just said no to our various proposals, always going
back to their constant demands: no increase, and four furlough days this year with the
possibility of more furloughs in the future.  

We have also proposed that SIUC set minimum salary requirements for faculty, in
order to set some decent and uniform minimum levels for SIUC faculty across
disciplines and colleges.  And we suggested a formula for rewarding faculty who had
worked at SIUC fifteen or more years, in order to address the chronic problem of salary
compression.  Contrary to the Chancellor's characterization, these were proposals, not
demands.  The administration's rejection of our proposals was, however, categorical.  In
both cases they said that they were “not interested” in addressing the problems we
raised.   

We do not demand that the administration agree to any of our proposals.  But we can
and must demand that they negotiate.  And negotiation requires more than simply
repeating your initial offer and saying that you're not interested in pursuing any issues
raised by the other side.  

Laying the groundwork for layoffs

Are the terms the Chancellor has imposed so very draconian?  Yes. Her imposed terms
not only mandate furloughs but also give her the power to lay off tenure-track and
tenured faculty.  These terms ready the way for layoffs like those our NTT colleagues
were threatened with in December.  

The new layoff policy does not require that the administration demonstrate that a
academic program is not required to serve the university's mission.  Nor does it require
that the administration demonstrate financial exigency.  It does allow the Faculty
Association to bargain about layoffs, but such mid-term bargaining would not be able
to protect faculty from layoffs: it could only strive to mitigate the impact of layoffs. 
This power to lay off tenured faculty would fatally undermine the tenure system.  

Have we for our part refused to bargain about layoffs?  No.  We proposed a very
different procedure, which would allow layoffs of tenure-track and even tenured
faculty, but only if a joint faculty-administration committee determined that the fiscal
state of the university was indeed dire. 
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Was our proposal a demand?  No.  It was a proposal.  We are willing to discuss it, and,
if necessary, modify it, in a good faith effort to set up a procedure that would give SIUC
the ability to respond to a truly dire fiscal threat.  

The tenure system doesn't simply mean job security for faculty; it protects our
intellectual freedom to pursue our research and teach our students in keeping with our
academic values.  The tenure system lies at the heart of any institution of higher
learning.  It is therefore vital to SIUC's research and teaching missions.  The
Chancellor's imposed terms would thus strike at the heart of this university.  

Conclusion

We hope the stakes are now clearer.  More is at risk than a few furlough days.

< Acceptance of these terms would put your job at risk.  

< Acceptance of these terms would undermine your intellectual freedom.

< Acceptance of these terms would mean abandoning your collective bargaining
rights. 

< Acceptance of these terms would mean surrendering to the wave of anti-union
activism across this country.  

For documentation and further discussion of these issues, see www.siucfa.org.


