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ABSTRACT

A CASE STUDY OF THE NORTH DEARBORN HEIGHTS
TEACHERS' STRIKE

by
William John Rogers

Statement of the problem. In this study it was
attempted to analyze the events of the 1967 North Dearborn

Heights teachers! strike. An effort was made to determine
the critical factors that led to teacher-board of education

confrontation, the dissolution of the North Dearborn Heights
Federation of Teachers, and the loss of approximately fifty-
six teachers to the North Dearborn Heights school district.

An effort was also made to identify alternative bargaining
procedures that would be helpful to boards of education

and teachers in avoiding difficulties similar to those experi-
anced in North Dearborn Heights.

Methods, techniques and data used. In conducting a
case study of the North Dearborn Heights teachers'! strike
literature in the generay areas of the historical background
of collective bargaining for teachers, the role of conflict
and the teacher strike in collective bargaining, and collec-
tive bargaining in the private and public sectors was first
reviewed. A structured interview schedule was then prepared

and structured interviews were held with all members of the
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North Dearborn Heights Board of Education and with three
members of the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers
bargaining team. Data pertaining to the strike was also
taken from newspaper articles, board minutes, bargaining team
notes, and public documents.

Major findings of the study. An analysis of data
resulted in the following findings which were reported in
the study: '

l. A teacher strike does not serve the same function
as does a strike in private industry. A teacher strike is
not an economic weapon against the employing board of educa-
tion. Rather, it is an exertion of power against an entire
community. Because teacher strikes are assumed to be con-
trary to the public‘interest they are generally prohibited
by law.

2. If legal prohibitions against teacher strikes
are to be continued, an alternate measure such as binding
arbitration must be substituted as a means of protecting
the interests of teachers.

3. Mediation and fact finding can be effective in
avoiding impasses in collective bargaining. They cannot,
however, be relied upon to settle all differences between
teachers and boards of education.

Le. Public opinion can be a powerful influence in

negotiations but it cannot be depended upon to be supportive

of a fact finder's recommendations.
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5. The court injunction in a teacher-school board
dispute is only as powerful as it is allowed to be by parties
to the dispute. M"Resignations™ in the face of an injunction
can render it almost useless.

6. A school board's bargaining team should have
authority to make decisions and binding agreements in nego-
tiating sessions. A board not wanting to delegate that kind
of authority to its bargaining team might have to assume a
bargaining role or set up guidelines within which its bar-
gaining team would be free to function.

7. A board and its bargaining team should never
allow a situation to develop in which a tentative agreement
reached by the bargaining team might be rejected by the
board.

8. The use of power in collective bargaining by
either side is a tactical error that can easily causs the
other side to increase its opposition to any agreement.

9. A major recommendation resulting from the case
study was that a procedure be developed for the resolution
of impasses in collective bargaining through mediation,
fact finding, and finally, binding arbitration of differences

in contract negotiations.
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- CHAPTER I
A DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM AND THE STUDY

Introductory statement. The introduction of collec-
tive bargaining to the educational scene in recent years has
had a powerful impact on school policy making and administra-
tion. It has added a vast new dimension to the entire educa-
tional profession and has raised many questions concerning
methods and procedures to be adopted by teachers, administra-
tors and boards of education in dealing with each other under
the terms of collective bargaining laws.

Following the adoption of Act 379 of the Public Acts
of 1965 by the Michigan legislature, collective bargaining
for teachers in that state became more vigorous and wide-
spread. Teachers, administrators, and board members seemed
generally unprepared for collective bargaining under the
terms of the act. There was evidence of the lack of nego-
tiating experience on all sides.

One of the immediate results of collective bargaining
was the formal confrontation of boards of education and
teachers across the bargaining table. In many cases con-
frontation led to conflict and eventually to strikes.

The problem of teacher strikes reached a climax in

September, 1967, when about one-fourth of Michigan's public
1l
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school children, over 400,000 of them, did not go to school
because of teacher strikes. These children lost 5,000,000 stu-,
dent days as the result of the strikes, according to a letter
written by State Board of Education member Leroy Augenstein to
State Board of Education president Edwin Novak.l

This major disruption of educational services for chil-
dren was the product of an unhappy bargaining relationship be-
tween boards of education and teachers. It was evident that
efforts must be made to improve bargaining procedures for both
boards of education and teachers as a means of avoiding a con-

tinuation of labor-management difficulties in the schools.

I. The Problem

Background of the problem. There was no doubt that
collective bargaining has brought many advantages to the
teachers of the State of Michigan. It was also evident that
problems have developed as the result of collective bargain-
ing under Act 379. Nowhere has this become more evident than
in the School District of North Dearborn Heights where on
September 5, 1967, a teachers' strike began. It was the
second such strike to take place in that district during the
first two years of collective bargaining under Public Act
379.

The North Dearborn Heights Teachers! strike was only

lLetter from Leroy Augenstein, member, State Board
of Education, October 4, 1967.



one of a large number of strikes that began in Michigan on
the same day, but it was destined to assume major signifi-
cance in the field of collective bargaining in education.

It was especially significant because it ended in the disso-
lution of the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers
as an organization and in serious disruption of educational
services for boys and girls in the district. In addition

it created conditions that nearly led to the actual dissolu-
tion of the school district. '

The strike followed a long series of collective bar-
gaining sessions between the North Dearborn Heights Feder-
ation of Teachers and the board bargaining team. These
sessions amounted to over three hundred hours of across the
table negotiations. A tentative agreement had been reached
between the federation and the board bargaining team in
June, 1967, but this agreement was subsequently rejected by
the board at its ratification meeting.

Following a summer in which teachers would not meet
at the bargaining table because of vacation commitments,
negotiations began late in August. Union and board bargain-
ing teams could not reach agreement by September 4, so on the
5th of September, when schools were scheduled to open, the
strike began.

During the course of the strike the board went to
court seeking an injunction to send the teachers back to

the classroom. On September 18, a temporary restraining
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order was issued by the Circuit Court sending the teachers
back to work. At that point, seventy-nine teachers of a
total staff of one hundred fifteen decided to resign rather
than to obey the court order. The teachers'! resignations
were apparently submitted as a means of avoiding the court
order. The teachers appeared to have every expectation of
returning to work when the strike was settled, but the North
Dearborn Heights Board of Education chose to accept the
resignations and to operate the schools with the remaining
teachers and with newly recruited staff members.

This unexpected action by the board was in response
to the tactical move of submitting mass resignations by the
union and was at first probably just a counter move in the
collective bargaining pfocess. The events that followed,
however, served to intensify the critical situation. The
resignations became final in the minds of all parties con-
cerned, and a majority of the teachers who had resigned found
positions in other school districts, while the North Dear-
born Heights district found replacements for its former
teachers.

¢ This strike which began as only one of many in the
fall of 1967 became unique when it ended with the dissolu-
tion of the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers.
Because of this unique quality, and because the strike also
contained elements that were common to strikes in other

districts, it has become a most interesting and important



subject for study. This strike had all of the features
common to such work stoppages. It had issues, slogans, per-
sonality conflicts, power struggles, picketing, crossing of
picket lines, violence, threats of violence, property damage,
misunderstandings, continuing negotiations, mediation, fact
finding, a court injunction, and a lawsuit to close the
schools. In fact, it became an ideal laboratory for the
purpose of studying conflict as it interfered with effective
collective bargaining for teachers.

Statement of the problem. In this study it was at-
tempted to analyze the events of the 1967 North Dearborn Heights
teachers' strike through the case study technique. It was
attempted to determine the critical factors that led to the
teacher-board of education confrontation, the dissolution of
the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers, and the
loss of approximately fifty-six teachers to the district. It
was also attempted to identify alternative bargaining pro-
cedures that would be helpful to boards of education and
teachers in avoiding difficulties similar to those experi-
enced in North Dearborn Heights.

Significance of the problem. Confrontation and con-
flict between boards of education and teachers under collec-
tive bargaining procedures in the State of Michigan have
become a source of major concern to board members, admin-
istrators and other educators throughout the state. Conflict

between boards of education and teachers can lead to mutual
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distrust, low staff morale, and reduced effectiveness in the
classroom, even when there is no actual work stoppage. When
conditions lead to an actual teachers' strike, there can be
little doubt that children become disadvantaged as their edu-
cational programs are disrupted.

Collective bargaining was a very new experience for
the vast majority of educators and there was evidence that
the practice would become more widespread. Most of those who
have engaged in collective bargaining in the schools have had
little or no actual training for that responsibility and few
have had much experience. Collective bargaining procedures
failed to be effective in reaching contract agreements in many
Michigan school districts before school was scheduled to open
in September, 1967.

The strikes that took place in Michigan schools in
the fall of 1967 seriously interfered with the educational
processes that should have been going on in the affected
school districts. Predictions have been made that collective
bargaining conditions may become even more critical in future
years. We have little assurance that similar unfortunate
situations will not be repeated in the same or other school
districts.

It appeared that no matter what advantages collective
bargaining held for teachers, there was always a possibility
that bargaining would lead to conflict between teachers

and their boards of education when they find themselves on



opposite sides of the bargaining table. Miller commented:

It is most unlikely that teachers and admin-
istrators can work as a team to identify and solve
problems together and at the same time be creating
a labor-management bargaining climate which puts
them poles apart.?

In his article on "Group Conflict and School Organi-
zation,”" Wildman pointed out how conflict can so easily be-
come a part of the collective bargaining situation. He
wrote:

It is now quite clear that the theory and prac-
tice of collective bargaining are based, first, on
the assumption of significant and continuing con-
flict between the manager and managed, in any enter-
prise, and, second on the corollary assumption that
there will be a strong identifiable community of
interest and consensus within the employee group
with regard to large numbers of items and areas of
judgment on which there will be conflict with the
managing authority.

Collective bargaining as it is practiced in
industry, and at least in some school systems, is
essentially a power 5elationship and a process of
power accommodation.

During the past two years we have seen increasing
evidence that Wildman's warning concerning the element of
conflict in collective bargaining was well founded. Conflict
resulting from collective bargaining disputes led to a few

%4i11iam C. Miller, "Curricular Implications of Ne-
gotigg%ogé" Educational Leadership, XXIII (April, 1966),
pp. 233-36. .

3Wesley A. Wildman, Charles R. Perry, "Group Con-
flict and School Organization,™ Phi Delta Kappan, XLVII
(January, 1966), pp. 244-51.



isolated strikes in Michigan schools in 1966. One of these
occurred in North Dearborn Heights. Then in September,
1967, strikes broke out in more than forty school districts
throughout the state.

Most of the labor disputes that led to teachers!
strikes in 1967 were settled after a few days or weeks. In
the School District of North Dearborn Heights, howsver, agree-
ment between the board of education and the striking teachers
was never reached. In that district conflict that material-
ized during collective bargaining became so great that im-
passes could not be resolved. The school lost the services
of many of its teachers and classes were disrupted even
after school was reopened. The district faced the possi-
bility of being dissolved as the result of the labor dispute.

Of all the school districts in Michigan that ex-
perienced teachers' strikes in 1967, North Dearborn Heights
was among those most seriously affected. It became a de-
sirable location for a case study to be conducted in order
to study the conditions which resulted in intensive conflict.
Such a study could be helpful to both teachers and boards of
education in developing more sophisticated bargaining pro-

cedures for future negotiations.

II. The Study
Importance of the study. Collective bargaining in

education provides a relatively new means of conflict
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resolution in the schools, and a relatively new approach

to the process of securing cooperative action within school
systems for the achievement of educational goals. Since
collective bargaining may be a permanent feature on the
educational scene, it is most important that it not be used
as the basis for a power struggle that could result in dis-
aster for both a teaching staff and a community as was the
case in North Dearborn Heights.

In 1961 Charles and Mary Weber pointed out some of
the hazards created by collective bargaining in education.
They described collective bargaining in terms of a power
struggle and pointed out that should an event take place
that would upset the equilibrium of power, the bargaining
situation would disintegrate into that of compulsion.

They advocated mutuality as a democratic method of
securing cooperative effort. This could be achieved, they
wrote, by means of intelligent and uncoerced consensus.’

Stinnett wrote that negotiations constitute another
evolutionary step in the democratizing of school admin-

istration.5

kcharles A. Weber, Mary E. Weber, Fundamentals of
Educational Leadership (New York: Exposition Press, 1961),
PPe. 23-2 .

5T. M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinmann, Martha L. Ware,

Professional Negotiation in Public Education (New York: The
Macmillan %ompany, 1966), p. 1.
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If bargaining or compromise can be approached through
democratic processes, it can become a powerful influence for
the improvement of education and the teaching profession. If
it becomes little more than a power struggle, as it did in
North Dearborn Heights, much of its effectiveness will be
lost and it could lead to highly unsatisfactory results for
teachers, school boards and communities.

This study is important because analyzing the North
Dearborn Heights strike and identifying the critical factors
that led to confrontation and conflict in that district will
help to avoid a repetition of those unfortunate events in
that district and others as teachers and school boards pre-
pare for a new round of collective bargaining.

Limitations of the study. There were six limitations
of this study that should be noted. First, the study was
limited to a case studj and analysis of the 1967 collective
bargaining and teachers' strike crisis in the School District
of North Dearborn Heights and to the factors that led directly
to the labor crisis in that district.

Second, while it was possible that seeds of discontent
and clashes of personality could have their roots far in the
past, there was no attempt to trace possible causative factors
of the labor crisis back beyond the beginning of collective
bargaining for teachers under Act 379 in the school dis-
trict in 1966.
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Third, the study did not become involved with the
possible influence of outside factors such as the existence
of strikes in other school districts. It was recognized,
however, that some outside influences such as advice from
parent, teacher or board organizations may have been im-
portant to the events in the district. Only when cutside
sources exerted a clear and identifiable influence on the
collective bargaining process were those influences con-
sidered in this study.

Fourth, no attempt was made to assess blame for the
breakdown of collective bargaining against any individual
or group. A clear understanding of the goals and activities
of the parties as they related to the course of events in
the labor crisis was sought.

Fifth, there was no attempt to compare the North
Dearborn Heights labor dispute and strike with those that
took place in other school districts. The scope of this
study would not allow true comparisons because of the great
differences in both type and volume of information available
concerning the North Dearborn Heights dispute'and those of
other school districts.

Finally, it was not the purpose of this study to
evaluate Michigan's Public Employees®' Relations Act (Act
379 of the Public Acts of 1965).

The structured interview. Since great importance
was given in this study to information obtained through a
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structured interview, that procedure should be reviewed.

The structured interview was chosen as the means
for obtaining information from the parties involved in the
labor dispute for the following reasons. First, it could
be used as an exploratory device to help identify many di-
mensions of the dispute, thus revealing important phases
of the study. Second, the structured interview could be
used to record the perceptions of certain known events by
the different parties to the labor dispute. Third, only by
interviewing the parties to the dispute would it be possible
to examine unanticipated consequences and to probe the moti-
vations of individuals and groups as they made critical
decisions during the collective bargaining crisis.

The structured interview schedule can be found in
appendix A at the end of this study.

Overview of the study. In chapter one the study was

introduced. The background of the problem was reviewed and
some of the events and consequences of the North Dearborn
Heights teachers! strike were described. The significance
of those events and of the problem and the importance of
the study were pointed out.

In chapter two of this study, literature related
to coilective bargaining for teachers was reviewed.
Literature of primary importance to the study was involved
with the historical development of collective bargaining

in education, the process of collective bargalning between
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teachers and boards of education, and conflict between
teachers and boards of education in the collective bargain-
ing process.

The third chapter will contain data relating to the
strike in North Dearborn Heights. The data was drawn from
notes of bargaining team members, newspaper accounts of the
strike, minutes of the board of education, administrative
memoranda, correspondence between individuals and organiza-
tions involved in the dispute, special reports relating to
the dispute, and structured interviews with representatives
of the parties to the collective bargaining dispute.

In chapter four the data cited in the previous two
chapters was analyzed in an attempt to point out concepts
in collective bargaining that will be useful to both teachers
and school boards as the means of helping them to avoid future
labor-management confrontations similar to the omne experi-
‘enced by North Dearborn Heights.

Chapter five of this study will include a summary
of findings and in that chapter an attempt was made to

identify areas for future study.



CHAPTER II

A REVIEW OF PERTINZNT LITEZRATURE

Three pertinent areas of literature were related to
this study. The first was related to the historical back-
ground of collective bargaining for teachers. This area
of literature was reviewed in order to establish a frame of
reference from which the North Dearborn Heights teachers!'
strike could be better analyzed in a case study.

A second area of literature that was reviewed was
involved with the teacher strike and conflict in collective
bargaining. A review of this literature was undertaken in
an attempt to identify concepts that would be helpful in
understanding the event s surrounding the strike in North
Dearborn Heights.

The third area of literature that was pertinent to
this study related to the special problems of collective
bargaining in the public sector, particularly in education.
Similarities and differences in collective bargaining in
the public sector as compared with the private sector of
employee-employer relationships were explored.

I. The Historical Background of Collective

Bargaining for Teachers

Teacher organizations. Two main teacher organizations

14
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are active in collective bargaining. They are the National
Education Association and its affiliates, and the American
Federation of Teachers. The National Education Association
is the older and larger of the two. It had a membership of
over 940,000 and had some 8,275 local affiliates, while the
American Federation had over 110,000 members and about 450
locals.t

The NEA Handbook states that:

The NEA is an independent, voluntary, nongovern-
mental organization available to all professional
teachers. It believes that all educators, regardless
of position, rank, or authority are workers in a
common cause. It cooperates with all groups in Amer-
ican life who seek to improve education. It works for
better schools, and to further that end, for the im-
provement of the professional status of teachers.
Under such policies the National Education Association
has become the largest professional organization in
the world and the only over-all professional associ-
ation for teachers in the United States.?

Membership in the National Education Association is
not limited to teachers, although teachers do account for a
majority of memberships in the organization.3

The National Education Association is a huge and

diverse organization. The diversity of its functions has a

1Myron Lieberman and Michael H. Moskow, Collective
g otiations for Teachers (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,
» PPe 29-34.

2National Education Association, NEA Handbook (Wash-
ington, D. C.: National Education Association, 1965), p. 15.

3Ibid., p. 13.
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significant influence on its role in collective bargaining.
Representing teachers in negotiations with boards of educa-
tion has not been its sole or even primary function, although
interest in negotiations has increased recently. Most of
the NEA's resources are devoted to matters of curriculum and
instruction. Also, various departments of NEA are virtually
autonomous and may adopt policies on collective bargaining
(or professional negotiations) that are in conflict with
those of other departments or the association itself. b

The American Federation of Teachers holds a differ-
ent viewpoint of the teaching profession and collective
bargaining from that of the NEA. 1Its stated objectives are:

l. To bring associations of teachers into rela-
tions of mutual assistance and cooperation.

2. To obtain for them all the rights to which
they are entitled.

3. To raise the standards of the teaching pro-
fession by securing the conditions essential to the
best professional service.

4. To promote such a demonstration of the schools
as will enable them to better equip their pupils to
take their places in the industrial, social and
political life of the communitye.

5. To promote the welfare of the childhood of the
nation by providing grogressively better educational
opportunity for all.

The AFT claims to be the only organization specifically

bLieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 32.
5anstitution of the American Federation of Teachers
(Chicago: American Federation of Teachers, October, 19647,

Pe 3.
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6

devoted to the interests of classroom teachers.

The emergencg of collective bargaining for teachers.

There is some confusion as to where and when collective bar-
gaining between teachers and school boards actually began.
According to Stinnett, the first known negotiation agreement
between teachers and a board of education was the Norwalk,
Connecticut group contract between the board of education
and the Norwalk Teachers®' Association in 1946. That agree-
ment followed a teachers' strike. In 1951 the Connecticut
Supreme Court of Errors ruled that teachers were entitled
to organize and that boards of education could negotiate
with them. The court denied the right of teachers to strike,
however.’

Lieberman claimed that, "For most practical purposes,
1960 marks the beginning of the collective negotiations
movement in public education."8 He referred to the events
surrounding the strike of the United Federation of Teachers
in New York City on November 7, 1960, That strike was noted
in the American School Board Journal with the comment that

6Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 34.

77, M. Stinnett, Jack He. Kleinman, and Martha L.
Ware, Professional Negotiation in Public Education (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1966), pe 7.

8Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 35.
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"The New York Strike « « « indicates that we are entering a
new phase in the relations of boards of education and their
organized teaching staffs.n?

Charles Cogen wrote that collective bargaining was
achieved in New York City not through legislation or vol-
untary agreement with the board of education but by the
ultimate weapon, the strike. The strike of 1960 did not
lead immediately to an agreement with the board of education.
Before that was achieved, New York teachers voted in a refer-
endum in favor of collective bargaining in June, 1961l. A
new school board then arranged a collective bargaining
election and the United Federation of Teachers was elected
bargaining agent for the teachers in December, 1961l. A
second strike took place in April, 1962 before a final con-
tract agreement was reached in August, 1962.10

Between the years of 1946 and 1962, many agreements
which were in reality what are now called collective bargain-
ing agreements were reachsd between boards of education and
teacher organizations. Most of thesé were informal in nature,

but were formally adopted by the boards of education.ll

9"Teachers Strikes," American School Board Journal,
CXLI (December, 1960), p. 34.

10

Charles Cogen, "Departure from the 0ld Ways," Am-
erican Teacher Magazinz, XLVIII (October, 1963), ppe. 5-6.

118tinnett, Professional Negotiation, pp. 7-8.
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The success of the United Federation of Teachers in
New York had a far-reaching effect on teachers and their
organizations throughout the country. The prestige of the
American Federation of Teachers (joined by the United Feder-
ation of Teachers shortly after its victory in New York)
rose dramatically. The National AFT organization was pressed
into action by the demands of the locals for repressesntation
elections and collective bargaining assistance as other
teachers sought to follow the example of the New York
teachers.1?

With success in New York, the AFT was encouraged to
continue to advocate collective bargaining for teachers and
it did not preclude the use of the strike, as evidenced by
the writings of Harrison.13 Fewkes added that, "The sooner
all of those who have contributed to the submissive obedi-
ance, compliance, and meekness of teachers realize that they
must deal with a new breesd of teachers, the better.nls
Reuther encouraged the AFT by saying that the teachers of

America are on the march and that, "They have made up their

12Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, pp. 41-42

13George M. Harrison, "Procedures in Collective
Bargaining," American Teacher Magazine, XLII (October, 1957),

Pe 20,

ll’John M. Fewkes, "The Dawn of a New Era for Teachers,™
American Teacher Magazine, XLVIII (October, 1963), p. 13.
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minds that they have been second class citizens long
enough."l5

Changes within the NEA as a result of the New York
strike and collective bargaining agreement have been much
more dramatic than those that took place in the AFT. It
had been apparent for years that collective bargaining in
education would provide the AFT with major organizational
opportunities if the NEA did not change its policies on
teacher-school board relationships. The victory of the
United Federation of Teachers in New York in 1960-1962 con-
vinced NEA leaders that new policies were needed. As a re-
sult the NEA has undergone a change of position from oppo-
sition to collective bargaining to support for collective

16 Stinnett agrees that 1962 marked

bargaining since 1962.
the official entry of the NEA into professional negotia-
tions.17

Gibson wrote that during this century collective
action has become more formalized and that it is stressing
more and more the welfare of the membership of teachser or-

ganizations. He cited the development and growth of the

l5Walter P. Reuther, "The Road to a Brighter Tomorrow
{gg ?eachers," American Teacher Magazine, XLVIII (April,
l&,p’S’

16Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 42.

17Stinnett, Professional Negotiations, p. 12.
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American Federation of Teachers and -the growing emphasis of
the National Education Association upon "professional nego-
tiations™ to illustrate his point.18

Legal aspects of collective bargaining for teachers.
For over thirty years, the United States Congress has, as a
matter of national policy, granted employees in private in-
dustry the right to bargain collectively with their employers.
Following passage of the National Labor Relations Act of
1935, the states quickly responded by enacting "labor" laws
which established procedures for the settling of labor dis-
putes between employees and employers. The National Labor
Relations Act specifically excluded public employees from
its provisions, however.l9

Early statutes in America were hostile to unions
among public employees, and membership in unions was gen-
erally denied to such employees. Teachers could and did
lose their jobs because of union membership. In 1917 the
Chicago Board of Education passed a resolution prohibiting
teachers from membership in the Chicago Federation of Teachers.

Several teachers were dismissed for union membership and the

18R. Oliver Gibson and Herold C. Hunt, The School
Personnel Administrator (Boston: Houghton MiffIin Company,
5), Pe 375

19M. Chester Nolte, "Teachers Face Boards of Educa-

tion Across the Table--Legally " American School Board Jour-
nal, CL (June, 1965), pp. 10-11. — —— —
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board was upheld by the Illinois Supreme Court which held
that union membership "is inimical to proper discipline,
prejudicial to the efficiency of the teaching force, and
detrimental to the welfare of the public school system."zo

As late as 1955, Thomas wrote that there was no
legal opinion which would indicate that a school board must
recognize any labor union as the exclusive bargaining agent
for its teachers. In his article he pointed out the fact
that Michigants labor legislation "expressly excludes™ the
state or any of its political subdivisions from provisions
of its labor law. Further, Act 336 of the Public Acts of 1947
prohibited strikes by public employees and it also contained
no provisions which would require a board to recognize any
union as a bargaining agent. Thomas also concluded that
since a board of education would be unjustified in refusing
to discuss a grievance with an individual employee, it should
not enter into an exclusive arrangement with a union.Z2l

In 1960, Seitz wrote that Supreme Court rulings
favor public employees! right to organize and that legisla-
tion toward mandatory collective bargaining might be forth-

coming. He wrote:

20
Ibid. s Po 11.

21Wesley E. Thomas, "The Must and May on Bargainin
Ageng," Michi gan Education Jourmal, XXXITI {October, 1955),
p. [ ]



23

- The greatest obstacle to acceptance of the

right of school boards to engage voluntarily in col-

lective bargaining culminating in contract agreements

is the position of many public officials that the

public employer is under a sovereign disability to

emulate the practice in the private employment rela-

tionship. The outlook of the public bodies which

follow such a philosophy is based upon the doctrine

that the determination of employment conditions in

the public service is an inherent legislative func-

tion, and that neither the executive nor legisla-

ture may delegate to any outside group, such as a

labor organization, the functions entrgsted to it

under the basic scheme of government.2

Seitz said that in spite of such prevailing attitudes
many governmental units have gone a long way to fashion their
labor relations policies similar to those in private indus-
try. He said that no discussion of the right of teachers
to engage in collective bargaining would be complete without
mention of the strike. %All courts and authorities agree
that the right does not exist,"” he added. He also thought
that a state could halt strikes and picketing through police
power and that that should be done because continued opera-
tion of schools is certainly vital to general welfare.?3
The first state to enact a statute granting collec-

tive bargaining rights t6 teachers was Wisconsin. A declara-
tion of rights for municipal employees was passed in 1959,

and in 1962 a comprehensive labor relations statute for all

22Reynolds Ce Seitz, "School Boards and Teacher
Uniogs,“ American School Board Journal, CXLI (August, 1960),
p. 1ll. -

231bid., pp. 12-13.
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municipal employees was adopted.24 The 1962 legislation
provided the right to join labor organizations, to be repre-
sented by them in collective bargaining, and the right to
refrain from such activities. Strikes are prohibited but
mediation and fact finding with public recommendations are
provided for in impasse situations.??

In 1965 six more states adopted laws requiring boards
of education to negotiate with teachers. Those states were
California, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Oregon,
and Washington. Similar legislation was enacted in Rhode
Island in 1966 and in Minnesota and New York in 1967.26

Lieberman goes on to say that legislation is not
all-important in the effect it has on negotiations. For
example, the California, Oregon and Washington statutes
have not yet resulted in a significant number of contract
agreements. This is in contrast with the states of Con-

necticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, Rhode Island and Wisconsin.

2hppvid Anderson, "State Regulation of Employment
Relations in Education," Readings on Collective Negotiations
in Public Education, ed. by Stanley M. Elam, Myron Liebarman,
and Michael H. Moskow (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company,
1967), pe. 104.

25Michael H. Moskow, "Recent Legislation Affecting
Collective Negotiations for Teachers," Phi Delta Kappan,
XLVII (November, 1965), p. 139.

26Myron Lieberman, "Collective Negotiations: Status
and Trends," American School Board Journal, CLV (October,
1967), Pe 8.
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Some states, however, such as New Jersey have school boards
that are deeply involved in collective bargaining even
though there is no statute specifically authorizing or regu-
lating collective bargaining for teachers in those states.?’

Anderson relates that of the above states having
legislation which grants collective bargaining rights to
teachers, California, Connecticut, Oregon, Rhode Island, and
Washington have separate statutes regulating teacher-board
relationships, as opposed to general legislation covering
all municipal employees.28 He states that these statutes
generally protect the right to organize and the right of em-
Ployees to be represented in collective bargaining by repre-
sentatives of their own choosing. They establish the duty
to bargain and define certain unfair labor practices. They
do not grant the right to strike but provide mediation and
fact finding services usually with public recommendations
as the result of fact finding. He believes that in Wisconsin,
after five years of experience, the system is working ade-
quately.29

Anderson's optimism is not entirely shared by Parker,

who wrote that after one year under the Michigan Employment

27 1bid.

28Anderson, "State Regulation of Employment Rela-
tions," p. 103,

291bid., p. 104.
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Relations Act, 1966 was characterized as "The Teachers' Revo-
lution" and "The year the teachers went to war for higher
wages, better working conditions and a voice in educational
policy."30 He said that despite the fact that strikes are
prohibited by the act, nine school districts were struck
during the year. Collective bargaining was impeded by a
lack of experience on both sides, reluctance of school
boards to yield traditional management rights, the demand by
teacher organizations to correct all inequities in the first
contract, and the financial inability of school districts
to mest collective bargaining demands. In spite of the
problems, however, Parker believed that the parties will
eventually learn to live with one anéther in a collective
bargaining relationship.3l

It is clear that the trend in legislation in the
area of‘teacher-board of education relationships is to make
available to the teachers many of the key elements of col-
lective bargaining. While a few states still prohibit the
right to organize, opposition has decreased. Legislation,

court decisions and executive orders have given a majority

30 yman Parker, "The New Michigan Labor Relations
Law and Public School Teachers," Readings on Collective Nego-
tiations in Public Education, ed. by Stanley M. Elam, Myron
Tieberman and Michael H. Moskow (Chicago: Rand McNally &
Company, 1967), pp. 125-26.

3l1pid., pp. 126-27.
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of teachers the right to join organizations of their own
choosing.32 As many as twenty more states have introduced
or will soon introduce collective bargaining legislation
for teachers, in addition to the ten states that presently
have enacted such laws.33
Changing attitudes toward collective bargaining for
teachers. According to Stieber:
The 1960's have already earned the right to go
down in labor relations history as the decade of
the public employee. At the federal, state and
local levels of government, employees are organiz-
ing, engaging in negotiations, and giving voice to
grievances against their employers; in short, they
are beginning to act like all other employees. Leg-
islatures are passing laws according public em-
ployees most of the rights_won by workers in private
industry thirty years ago.34
The dramatic emergence of collective bargaining for
teachers was accompanied not only by changing legislation
but by changing attitudes of educators and board members
toward collective bargaining itself. Much'of the current

approach to the problems of teacher-school board relationships

32Wesley A. Wildman, "Legal Aspects of Teacher Col-
lective Action," Readings on Collective Negotiations in
Public Education, ed. by Stanley M. am, Myron Lieberman,
and Michael H. Moskow (Chiago: “Rand McNally & Company,
1967), p. 89.

Trend ”33Ligberman, "Collective Negotiations: Status and
I‘Bn 3, p. [ ]

3l*Janck Stieber, "Collective Bargaining in the Public
Sector,"” Challenges to Collective Bargaining, ed. by Lloyd
Ulmgg tEngIewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967),
po [
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reflects the philosophy of the American Federation of
Teachers regarding collective bargaining.

The AFT has long advocated bargaining rights for
teachers and has claimed that collective bargaining is in-
evitable.3® Charles Cogen, president of the AFT said that
two centuries of labor relations history had paved the way
for the opportunity to raise the level of the educational
system and to improve working conditions of teachers.36
Janssen wrote that the major change in the AFT is not phil-
osophical, but amounts to "almost frantic growth."37

In contrast to the American Federation of Teachers,
the National Education Association has undergone tremendous
changes of a philosophical nature during the 1960's. In
1955 Thomas explained why boards of education were not re-
quired to bargain with teachers' representatives, and also
why they should not. He quoted Franklin D. Roosevelt as
writing in 1937 that the process of collective bargaining
could not be transplanted into public service.38 The NEA

opposed collective bargaining (or professional negotiations)

3SFewkee., "Dawn of a New Era," p. 13.

3600gen, "Departure," p. 5.

37Peter Janssen, "The Union Response to Academic
Mass Production," Saturday Review, October 21, 1967, p. 64.

38Thomas, "Bargaining Agents," p. 84.
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until 1962 when it changed its position. At its 1961 con-
vention the NEA passed a resolution which carefully avoided
the words "collective negotiations" and which called for
the right of professional education associations to partic-
ipate in the determination of policies of common concern,
including salaries and other conditions of professional
service. Arbitrary use of authority by boards of education
and the use of the strike by teachers was precluded by the
resolution.39 In 1962 the corresponding resolution was
changed to include the words "professional negotiation™ and
a statement that procedures should be established which pro-
vide an orderly method for professional education associ-
ations and boards of education to reach mutually satisfac-
tory agreements. The statement against arbitrary use of
board authority and the teacher strike was retained. In
the same convention a resolution advocated professional
sanctions as a means of preventing "unethical or arbitrary
policies or practices that have a deleterious effect on the
welfare of the schools.®40 1In subsequent conventions the

position of the NEA has become stronger in its demands for

39National Education Association, Addresses and Pro-
ceedings, 1961 (Washington, D. C.: National Education Asso-
ciation, 1961), pp. 216-17.

hoNational Education Association, Addresses and Pro-
ceedings, 1962 (Washington, D. C.: National Education Asso-
ciation, 1962), pp. 178-8l.
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professional negotiations. In the 1965 convention, for ex-
ample, the resolution that opposed the teacher strike was
changed to delete reference to the use of the strike.hl

By 1968 the NEA had adopted most of the philosophy

of the AFT. Even the strike was recognized by resolution.
Hazard wrote that:

The distinctions between strikes and sanctions;
between professional negotiations and collective
bargaining; between the goals for public education
as held by the NEA and the AFT are more illusory
than real. By semantic transfiguration, the AFT's
collective baréaining becomes the NEA's professional
negotiations.k

While teacher organizations have been pressing for-

ward in collective bargaining, boards of education have not
presented a unified position relative to the merits of bar-
gaining with teachers. Some have been opposed to collective
bargaining because to enter into bargaining would be to
delegate traditional board prerogatives to the teachers,
while others, prompted by sentiments of fair dealing or a
public relations sense, have bargained voluntarily with
representatives of the teachers.43

As evidence of a growing acceptance of collective

bargaining for teachers, Southworth thought it to be reasonable

hlLieberman, "Collective Negotiations," p. 46.

b2yj11iam R. Hazard, "Semantic Gymnastics?" American
School Board Journal, CLV (October, 1967), p. 19.

h3Seitz, "School Boards and Unions,™ p. 1l.
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for teachers to want to participate more fully in terms of
their employment, but that in some areas, such as teacher
recruitment, it would be more efficient to continue to leave
decision making in the hands of administrators who are
trained to do that kind of work.44
Another advocate of collective bargaining between
teachers and boards of education was Nolte, who thought in
1965 that it was imperative that boards of education cut
through red tape and seek to set up orderly procedures for
meeting with teachers across the bargaining table.45
A most interesting comparison of the writings of one
of the leading figures in the area of collective bargaining
for teachers can be made in the case of Lieberman who in
1960 wrote:
The foremost fact about teachers! organizations
in the United States is their irrelevance in the
national scense. Their futility in protecting the
public interest and the legitimate vocational aspir-
ations of teachers is a national tragedy, much more
dangerous to our democratic institutions than the
excessive power wielded by such familiar bogeys as
"Madison Avenue,"™ "labor bosses," "captains of in-
dustry," "military high brass," and the like. Be-
cause their organizations are weak, teachers are
without power; because they are without power, power

is exercised upon ghem to weaken and to corrupt
public education.k

blyilriam D. Southworth, "Teamwork is the Answer,"
American School Board Journal, CLIII (September, 1966), p. 65.

L5

héMyron Lieberman, The Future of Public Education

(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1960), pe 179.

Nolte, "Teachers Face Board," p. 12.
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In 1967 Lieberman wrote that teacher organizations
were spending several times more for negotiations than the
total National School Board Association budget. He added:

In brief, the teacher organizations are rapidly

escalating the local, state and national resources
being devoted to negotiations. Unless there is a
comparable effort by school management, at local,
state and national levels, the outcome will be dis-
asterous for it. Indeed, an across-the-board effort
by school management to organize for collective ne-
gotiations is absolutely essential at the present
time. l'7

Summarye. The first section of this chapter was de-
voted to a review of literature related to the historical
background of collective bargaining for teachers.

Two teacher organizations were described. The NEA
is larger and more diversified. Historically it has been
more intent on matters of curriculum and instruction than
on negotiations. In contrast, the smaller but rapidly grow-
ing AFT has concentrated more on gaining benefits for its
members.

Success of teachers in early strikes and bargaining
agreements in Norwalk and New York led to increased interest
of teachers elsewhere in collective bargaining and teacher
organizations have responded to that interest.

Great changes have taken place in legal thought and

practice as they relate to collective bargaining for teachers.

47Lieberman, "Collective Negotiations: Status and
Trends," p. 10.
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Early statutes were hostile to unions among public employees
and as late as the 1950's it was generally assumed that
teachers did not have the right to bargain collectively with
boards of education. By 1968, however, at least ten states
have adopted legislation granting public employees the right
to organize and to bargain collectively with their employers,
and as many as twenty more states are considering similar

legislation.

ITI. The Role of Conflict and the Teacher
Strike in Collective Bargaining

Evidences of conflict in collective bargaining for

teachers. While there are many ways in which conflict in

collective bargaining can be expressed other than through
the strike, the expression that is best understood and that
is the ultimate expression of conflict is that of the strike.
Traditionally, teachers have been reluctant to use the
strike, but with its success first at Norwalk and then at
New York, it has become increasingly popular with teachers.
In Michigan, for example, there were nine teacher
strikes by June, 1966, the first year in which the state's
new Public Employment Relations Act was in effect;.l*8 In
September, 1967, at least thirty-six school districts in

bsParker, "Michi gan Labor Relations Law,"™ pp. 125-26,
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Michigan were struck by teachers. Included among those
thirty-six districts was the state'!s largest, Detroit. Over
400,000 children were affected by the strikes.49 According
to Janssen, teacher militancy reached a new high in 1967,
when teacher strikes also broke out in other states such as
Illinois, Kentucky, Florida, and New York. He said the
strikes were caused by teachers trying "to reverse the dismal
spiral of low salaries, crowded classes, and assembly-line
working conditions."50 The news section of the American
School Board Journal commented on the New York and Detroit
strikes in 1967. It stated that in New York the settlement
cost $135.4 million and raised the salaries of New York
teachers to a range of from $6,750 to 313,750, one of the
highest scales in the nation. In Detroit it was projected
that the settlement would cost $18.7 million in added
teachers?! pay over two years. The Detroit board, which
faced an $8 million deficit in the first year of the con-
tract alone, may have been hoping for assistance from the
state legislature.

In New York, as a result of the strike that netted
$135.4 million, the United Federation of Teachers was fined
$150,000 (about $3.00 per member) and its president, Al

49peter Janssen, "Teacher Strikes: Who Won?" Satur-
day Review, October 21, 1967, p. 66.

501p14.
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Shanker, was sentenced to jail for fifteen days.51

The importance of conflict situations in education
was pointed out by Brodinsky, who in listing the ten major
educational events of 1967, gave first place to the New York
City teachers?' strike. Second place on his list went to
the situation in Florida, where about 32,000 teachers of
the 55,000-member Flori&a Education Association submitted
resignations forcing the governor to call a special session
of the legislature to provide additional funds for edu-
cation.’?

Evidence of continued unrest among teachers and
conflict between teachers, and school authorities continues

to appear. The March 11, 1968 issue of U. S. News and World

Report indicated that strikes are continuing to occur across
the country. According to that article, teacher strikes
took place in Florida, Albuquerque, New Mexico, San Francisco,
Pittsburgh, and in Wellston, a suburb of St. Louis.>3

Causes of teacher militancy and strikes. There are

no simple explanations that can be given for the increasing

51"News," American_School Board Journal, CLV (Nov-
ember, 1967), p. 2.

52Ben Brodinsky, "The.Ten Major Educational Events
of 1967," Education Summary, January 15, 1968, p. 5.

53uTeacher Strikes Across the Nation--Who Wants
What," U._S. News and World Report, March 11, 1968, p. 10.
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evidence of teacher militancy and strike activity. The lit-
erature in the field of collective bargaining for teachers
yields observations but no answers to the question, "Why?"
Steiber comments, in explaining reasons for organi-
zation of teachers, that labor unions have devoted more
energy and resources to the task of organizing teachers. He
wrote:
They [teacher organizations] became more mili-
tant, they organized demonstrations, picketed,
talked tough to public officials and on occasion
called strikes to back up their demands, even though
they knew such action was prohibited. A few dram-
atic breakthrough agreements, such as the 1961
contract covering 44,000 New York City teachers
helped union organization in other cities and
states.54
Corwin found that professionalization is a militant
process. According to him, professionalization is a drive
for status. It represents efforts of members of a vocational
group to control their work. In attempting to gain that
control, the vocational group will seek to wrest power from
those groups which have traditionally possessed it. He
stated that this process is beginning to take place among
teachers. 2>

In 1961 Bahou wrote that, "American teachers are

SAStieber, "Collective Bargaining," p. 68.

55Ronald G. Corwin, "Militant Professionalism, In-

itiative and Compliance in Public Education,™ Sociology of
Educatjion, XXXVIII (Summer, 1965), p. 313.
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atomized and hence powerless in a pluralistic society. Con-
sequently they have occupied a position of subservience, and
inferiority in the community power structure."56 His state-
ment agrees with Corwin's position that a vocational group
that lacks power will have to take it from those who hold
power as the group aspires to professional status.

Cass does not view the problem in terms as simple
as those of Corwin and Bahou. He cited a many faceted com-
plex of factors leading to increased teacher militancy. He
reported that the growing militancy of teachers could be
explained primarily in terms of competition for members and
power between the American Federation of Teachers and the
National Education Association, but that other factors also
contributed. The question of take-home pay was important,
but equally crucial was the issue of job satisfaction.

He stated that a large number of men entered teach-
ing after World War II. Salaries became more important
then, but so did the demand of teachers to have a stronger
hand in determining their professional destiny. Once a
reasonable salary level is reached many teachers will accept
lower salaries if other job satisfactions are high.

Cass added that other forces have converged on the

schools to reduce teacher job satisfaction. The National

56

Victor Bahou, "Must Teachers Remain in the Shadows?"
Educational Forum, XXV (May, 1961), p. 473.
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Defense Education Act and the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act promised great improvements for education. Added
local funding seemed to offer better conditions in the near
future, but expectations of teachers were not realized.

He related that many occupational groups have learned
that justice of demands does not win increased salaries, but
that power does. Also, the wide acceptance of civil dis-
obedience as an appropriate means for protesting social
wrongs has not been lost to the thinking of teachers and
their organization leaders.

According to Cass another major factor in the rela-
tionship between teachers and their employers is the grow-
ing impersonality of the schools as they have become larger
while at the same time a new breed of teachers, better edu-
cated, less dedicated, and more pragmatic is taking over in
the classrooms.>’ _

Wildman also holds that teacher militancy must be
attributed to many interrelated causes. He points to argu-
ments that even a dramatic improvement in teacher salaries
will not put an end to teacher discontent, and that demands
for money are "more symptomatic than causative." According
to this line of reasoning, teachers are seeking a significant

voice in school policy determination.

~ 373ames Cass and Max Birnbaum, "What Makes Teachers
Militant," Saturday Review, January 20, 1968, pp. 54-56.
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Another view that Wildman discusses is one that col-
lective bargaining for teachers is not really very revolu-
tionary and that when the teacher organizations have reached
their goals relative to wages and improved working conditions
they will assume the traditional role of the labor unions in
this nation and will be mainly interested in protecting
positions won in collective bargaining agreements.

After reviewing these points, Wildman attributes
strikes in Michi gan schools to inexperience in bargaining,
rivalry between the NEA and AFT organizations, a political
climate highly tolerant of overt and dramatic action by
employee organizations even when in violation of the law,
reluctance of school boards to be the first to agree to
precedent-setting demands and failure of the Michigan statute
to make fact finding a specific and terminal procedure to be
invoked by either party.58

General observations were that collective bargaining
is a power relationship ih which conflict is involved, and
that in collective bargaining the teacher organization feels
obligated to "deliver something™ to its membership. Often
attempts are made to do too much in the first contract.

Competition between teacher organizations tends also to

: 58Wesley A, Wildman, "What Prompts Greater Teacher
Militancy?" American School Board Journal, CLIV (March, 1967)
ppe 27-31.
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increase overt conflict between the teachers and the admin-
istration or board.’?

The inevitability of conflicte The inevitability
of conflict between teachers and boards of education seems,
for a time at least, to be established through collective
bargaining relationships. In addition to the tensions
created by competition between NEA and AFT60 and the rising
aspirations of teachers secsking better salaries and greater
professional identity61 thare is the possibility that con-
flict can be created by the collective bargaining process
itself.

Campbell described a situation in which conflict
seems likely when he indicated that with teachers demanding
bargaining rights, it is clear that they are going to have
a greater voice than ever before in determining school policy
and that boards can no longer expeét to get by with a policy

of paternalism, no matter how beneficent it might be.62

>91bid., pp. 31-32.

6OArnold M. Bloom, ™A More Militant Profession,™
American School & University, XXXVII (October, 1964), p. 17.

6l1piq.

62

Roald F. Campbell, "Is the School Superintendent
Obsolete?" Phi Delta Kappan, XLVIII (October, 1966), p. 53.
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Heisel wrote that the process of collective bargain-
ing is "essentially a conflict between management and the
union."” He stated that it is futile to seek harmony be-
cause management has what the union wants, and union gains
are management?'s losses. "Conflict is inevitable™ is his
way of describing the situation. He added that the process
does not have to be acrimonious. The bargaining process
was likened to a basketball game before which the opponents
shake hands and then do their best to defeat each other in
the contest.63

Wildman raised the question of the development of a
form of group conflict as the result of collective bargain-
ing. He described group conflict as:

Those situations in which large numbers of per-

sons in an organization may share perceived depriva-
tions, frustrations, or dissatisfactions and develop
consensus on igsues in.oppositign to consensus on
another level in the hierarchy.b4

Wildman stated that it is widely accepted that col-
lective bargaining can allow legitimate power to be acquired
by an employee organization. However, in assessing the
appropriateness of bargaining to education, "the disutilities

that can accompany the introduction of adversary procedure

must be considered."™

63w. D. Heisel and J. D. Hallihan, Questions and
Answers on Public Employees Negotiation (Chicago: ic
Personnel Association, ¥§67), p. 68.

6liy11dman, "Group Conflict," p. 24k.
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He cautioned that the establishment of a "formal
collective employee-employer relationship" sets in motion
processes which may cause assumptions of conflict to become
self-confirming hypotheses. The employee organization, for
example, might develob a vested interest in seeking out and
maintaining conflict situations. Also, the superintendent
might have to appear to be opposed to teacher demands in
order to give the union a bargaining function.65

Wilson agreed with the idea that teacher organiza-
tions, both "union" and "professional,™ are forced to create
a climate of conflict in order to justify their existence.
He also stated that NEA organizations are widening the
division between teachers and administrators in order to
"present a facade of classroom teacher orientation to the
unions, the public, and its own members in its struggle to
represent teachers in negotiations with boards of educa-
tion,n66

Hall's writing adds concern over the possibility
that conflict can be generated in collective bargaining
even though participants might not really want it to occur.

He wrote:

651bid., p. 245.

66Charles F. Wilson, "Whose Man is the Superintend-
ent?" Phi Delta Kappan, XLVIII (December, 1966), pp. 156-57.
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Open conflict can turn out to be irresistibly
attractive to the participants. They may enjoy it
wholeheartedly even while they feel guilty over
their enjoyment. On occasion, it is almost impos-
sible to extricate oneself, or one's group, from a
conflict situation, as seems to be the case after
thirteen years of entrapment in Vietnam. And when
conflict does terminate, it leaves gcars that last
long and seem not to heal properly.07

Hall also wrote that a mood of conflict can so

settle over an organization that it could be "as little sub-
ject to control as an equinoctial storm." He said that there
are times when the atmosphere of an organization seems
charged with conflict. At these times it seems that par-
ticipants "are mutually oriented to get into a scrap without
delay and with a minimum of provocation."68

Results of conflict and teacher strikes. Some of

the results of teacher strikes have already been referred

to earlier in this chapter. It seems apparent that by mak-
ing use of the strike, teachers have been able to force
boards of education to grant dramatic salary increases. The
strong probability that salary improvement will be beneficial
to education in general as well as the teaching profession
is obvious and need not be studied deeply at this point.

Some of the less obvious results should be considered,

6
7Oswald Hall, "The Social Context of Conflict,™

Grievances and Their Resolution, ed. by Frank W. Lutz, Lou
Kleinman, and Sy Evans (Danville, Illinois: Interstate
Printers & Publishers, Inc., 1967), p. l.

681bid., p. 10.
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however, because they could be of equal or greater impor-
tance in the future.

There is the probability that collective bargaining
victories won by the strike have brought to many individual
teachers a sense of accomplishment and a voice in determin-
ing their own professional status.69 The days of paternal-
ism are gone, according to Braun in his review of the strike
in Woodbridge, New Jersey.7o It seems likely that additional
teacher involvement in curriculum matters and in determina-
tion of class size will hold promise of better schools in
the future as envisaged by Jackson. /1

On the other hand, there appear to be negative
effects of collective bargaining including conflict and
the strike that should also be considered. One involves the
personal relationship between teachers and school adminis-
trators. Lillrose described changes that had taken place
in a school where the entire staff had worked together
happily in the past, but where conflict in bargaining had

torn teachers and principal apart. According to her, the

69Reuther, "Road to a Brighter Tomorrow," pp. 5-6.

70Robert Jo Braun, "What Happened in Woodbridge,"
School Management, XI (May, 1967), p. 122.

7100rnelia P. Jackson, "Professional Negotiation and
a New Image,™ Michigan Elementary Principal, XLI (March,
1967), P lie
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principal and the staff are now in separate camps because of
the union?s need to maintain strength by "salient or assumed
conflict."7’?

Rice maintained in 1965, before the recent rush of
teacher strikes took place, that teacher unrest was damag-
ing to school public relations programs. He said that
spokesmen for teacher organizations argue that coercive
schemes have brought results and that "the end would justify
the means.™ He expressed concern over "long-range ill
effects and the resentment of the public."73

Another negative effect of collective bargaining is
that in the face of conflict between teachers and adminis-
trators, who find themselves designated to be in the manages-
ment group, it appears that educational leadership by ad-
ministrators, at least in some instances, might be in
jeopardy. That was Miller's contention,7h and it is a posi-
tion in harmony with that of Neagley who wrote that, ™The

establishment and maintenance of satisfactory human

72Bernice Lillrose, "The Squeeze on Principal-Teacher
Relationships," Michigan Elementary Princi al, XLII (Febru-
ary, 1968), p. 9.

73Arthur H. Rice, "Teacher Unrest has Damaged>School
Pgblic Relations," Nations Schools, LXXV (March, 1965), p.
L6,

7l’William C. Miller, "Curricular Imp%ications of
Negotiation," Educational Leadership, XXIII (April, 1966),

pe 533.
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relationships among all staff members is primary,"75 in a
school supervisory program.

S rys In section II of this chapter literature
related to the role of conflict and the teacher strike in
collective bargaining was reviewed.

It was found that teacher strikes have occurred with
increasing frequency, especially in Michigan during 1966-
67 and 1967-68. In general, teacher strikes have been fol-
lowed by significant salary increases for teachers.

Teacher unrest that seems to lead to strikes is
attributed to many causes including a desire on the part of
teachers to participate in making decisions affecting their
professional work, the growing impersonality of schools and
rivalry between teacher organizations as well as increasad
salary expectations.

There is evidence that conflict results from the
collective bargaining situation because of the adversary
roles that are played by parties to the negotiations. In
this reference conflict tends to become a self-confirming
hypothesis.

There is concern that conflict and teacher strikes

will be damaging to school public relations programs and

75Ross L. Neagley and Dean N. Evans, Handbook for
Effective Supervision of Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., L), pe 5.
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that it will interfere with educational leadership activi-

ties of school administrators.

IIT. Collective Bargaining in the Private

and Public Sectors

Similarities between collective bargaining in the

private and public sectors. In order to understand the dif-

ferences between collective bargaining in the private and
public sectors it is helpful to first look at the similar-
ities between bargaining in the two areas.

Most arguments to the effect that there is or should
be little difference between bargaining collectively in the
private and public sectors revolve around the relationships
between the employee and his job and do not give important
consideration to the interest of the public or the acquisi-
tion of funds. These argumsnts can be compelling, however,
because the interest of the public employee in his own
conditions of employment are great, just as are those of the
employse in private business or in&ustry.

Steibar wrote that devaloping trends in collective
bargaining for public employees generally follow existing
laws governing labor-management relations in private industry,
except that strikes are prohibited and alternative settle-
ment procedures are provided. Most unions see littls dif-
ference between employment in the private and public sectors.

The unions focus their attention on "the individual employee,
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his economic needs, his job and his fundamental rights as a
citizen in a democratic society." The unions believe that
public employees do not differ from those in private indus-
try "in terms of economic requirements and the desire to
have a voice in determining their conditions of employment."
The more militant unions assert the right to strike.76
In discussing "Procedures in Collective Bargaining,"
Harrison emphasized similarities between bargaining in the
private and public sectors of employment when he wrote:
It was the need for democracy on the economic
side of mants life that brought into being the idea
of collective bargaining. In practice, collective
bargaining has proved so successful in democratiz-
ing the employer-employee relationship that it has
become an established institution in every free
democratic nation in the world.
It is the instrument successfully utilized by
wage earners, salaried groups and professional
people to humanize the employer-employee relation-
ship. Collective bargaining is equally successful
in this role with people employed by governmental
units as with private employers.77
Reuther told teachers that their right to organize
and participate in collective bargaining was the same as
that of millions and millions of other workers in both pri-

vate industry and government.78

783tieber, "Collective Bargaining," p. 77.

7Harrison, "Procedures in Collective Bargaining,"
Pe 50

78Reuther, "Road to a Brighter Tomorrow," p. 5.
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Cogen agreed with both Harrison and Reuther that
bargaining rights for teachers wers the same as those for
workers in private industry when he wrote that collective
bargaining--the process of economic democracy that had been
developed in centuries of labor relations history--enabled
teachers to participate in the determination of their own
working conditions.”?

Most discussions of collective bargaining in the
private and public sectors of employment become involved
at sometime or another with the use.of the strike as a
bargaining tool.

Lieberman conceded that strikes should not be allowed
in certain areas of government service such as the armed
forces or the police. He stated that in other areas of
public employment workers should have the same right to
strike as private employeses. He wrote:

The public welfare or safety is hardly threat-
ened by strikes of gardeners in public parks. In-
consistently, employees of a privately owned utility
can strike, whereas employees of a publicly owned
utility, providing the same service cannot strike.

And there is not much logic in permitting teamsters
to close a school by not delivering coal to it but

not permitting teachers to close it by refusing to
teach.

7900gen, "Departure,”" p. 5.

80Myron Lieberman, "Teacher Strikes: Acceptable
Strategy?" Phi Delta Kappan, XLVI (January, 1965), p. 238.
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Continuing, Licberman said that no teacher strike
recorded has ever lasted long enough to result in irrepar-
able educational harm to children. Schools are closed for
vacations, football games, harvesting, teachers' conventions,
inclement weather and for many other reasons and no one gets
very excited about it. But reople become very excited if
school is closed for one day because of a strike. There is
no evidence that teacher strikes have had any lasting imgpact
on children because of the illegality factor either.

He argued further that since strikes cannot be pre-
vented in the private sector even when they clearly threaten
national welfare or safety, it is hypocritical to say that
teacher strikes cannot be permitted because they would en-
danger public safety or welfare. He holds that the "public-
private dichotomy" is not a 1ogical.basis for deciding what
group can or cannot strike. Some strikes in the private
sector are more threatening to the public than some in the
public sector. "Teacher strikes may be inconvenient but
they do not endanger the public welfare or safety."81

Lieberman noted elsewhere that in some Canadian
provinces teachers have the right to strike by statute. He
emphasized that he does not advocate strikes in violation

of law or an appropriate court order.82

811ys 4.

82Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 301l.
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Differences in collective bargaining in the private

and putlic sectors. There is a great deal of evidence that

the conditions under which collective bargaining functions

in private industry are not entirely the same in public

employment. There has been some reluctance on the part of
public employers to grant bargaining rights to employees.
Spero summed up one argument against granting bargaining
rights as follows:

Government asserts that its relation to those
who earn their livelihood in its service is dif-
ferent from the relation of private employers to
their employees. To private employees government
guarantees the freedom to organize, to bargain col-
lectively with their employers and to strike. It
claims, however, that the means used by workers in
private employ to bring pressure upon their employers
to improve their conditions have no place in the
public service and that their use would represent a
derogation of sovereignty and an attack on the
authority of the state. Government insists that,
in order to preserve the integrity of public author-
ity, it must possess the right of final determina-
tion in all its employment relations.83

Spero pointed out, however, that in spite of their
reluctance to grant legal authority to bargain to their em-
ployees, agencies of the government have been dealing with
employees and coming to understandings with them for many
years, without thinking of this action as being related to
collective bargaining.gh

838tirling D. Spero, Government as Employer (New
York: Remsen Press, 1948), p. l.

841bid., p. 341
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There has been a great deal of reluctance on the
part of legislative bodies in this country to give up their
rule-making jurisdiction. Because of this there is a tend-
endy to treat the legislative process that governs the em-
ployment‘relationship in the public service as reserved
territory, to be excluded from collective bargaining.85

The United States Government took a step toward bar-
gaining collectively with its employees by means of Presi-
dent Kennedy's Executive Order 10988 in 1962. That order
granted some bargaining rights to federal employees, but it
limited matters that could be bargained and denied employees
the right to membership in organizations "which assert the
right to strike against the Government of the United States
or any agency thereof." Executive Order 10988 actually main-
tained the right of government to final determination of
policies while granting to employees the right to participate
in the determination of certain working conditions. It did
not break down the major differences between bargaining in

public and private employment.86

85George He Hildebrand, "The Public Sector,™ Frontiers
of Collective Bargaining, ed. by John T. Dunlop and Neil W.
Chamberlain (New %orE: Harper and Row, 1967), p. 127.

86The White House Executive Order 10988: Employee-
Management Cooperation in the Federal Servica, cited by
Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, pp. 493-99.
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Other arguments that there are fundamental differences
between collective bargaining in the private and public sec-
tors are more convincing than those relating to the mere fact
of governmental prerogative.87

Many writers agree that there is an important eco-
nomic difference between private and public bargaining,
based on the market. The potency of the consumer power of
choice has been recognized by union and management repre-
sentatives in the private sector. The amount that consumers
are willing to pay for a product under competitive conditions
ultimately determines wages and other benefits for employees,
and profits for employers. The market serves as a restraint
on collective bargaining in this case.88 Weber agrees that
the market is important in collective bargaining.89

That restraint does not exist in public employment.
For one reason, government services are generally monopolis-
tic. There is usually no suitable substitute for a govern-
ment service. Because of this the sanctions of the competi-
tive market are not able to provide a measure of discipline

to the behavior of bargaining parties in public employment.

7St1eber, "Collective Bargaining," p. 8l.

88 . lor, "gh Publlc Interest,"” Phi Delta
Kappan, XLVIII ?Septem er, 1966 ?, p. 17.

9Arnold Re. Weber, "Stability and Change in the Struc-
ture of Collective Bargaining," Challenges to Collective Bar-
gaining, ed. by Lloyd Ulman %&ngIewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), p. 15.
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There is no assurance that én agreement rzached under these
conditions will not be made at someone else's expense.90
The only economic restraint to collective bargaining in the
public sector is the refusal of the public to support the
levying of taxes to pay for economic gains won by employees
in collective bargaining.91 That public restraint can be
exercised most easily in the area of education, especially

in school districts where voters are required to approve

tax rate increases.

Hildebrand found four main elements distinguishing
collective bargaining for government workers from bargain-
ing in the private sector. First, the right to strike or
to lock out is usually taken away by law or by force of
public opinion. Second, most governmental services are pro-
vided free and are financed by taxes levied by the appro-
priate form of government. No income is lost to the employer
in the event of a work stoppage. At the same time, public
opinion can powerfully influence both parties to a disagree-
ment. Third, the employer immediately involved in collec-
tive bargaining may lack final power to reach an agreement.
Finally, there is the tendency, already mentioned, for legis-

lative bodies to want to retain as much of their rule-making

%1 1dman, "what Prompts Militancy?" p. 30.

91Taylor, "Public Interest," p. 18.
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jurisdiction as they can.??

Lieberman also pointed out four distinguishing fea-
tures of bargaining in public education as opprosed to the
private employment area. He found that boards of education
were less inclined to delegate the management of the schools
to administrators than is true in private business organi-
zations. A second point was that in business, managerial
employees are often members of boards of directors, often
eliminating a separate power structure. This situation is
not found in the school board-administrator relationship. A
third difference is that board of directors members in busi-
ness are not closely related to and observed by stockholders
while board of education members are elected by members of
the community who are often deeply concerned with the opera-
tion of the public schools. A fourth major difference be-
tween public and private bargaining recognized by Lieberman
is the fact that constituents of a school district have the
opportunity to influence bargaining by voting on taxes in
most states.93

Lieberman wrote that because of the above differences
between private and public employment, boards of education

take a more active interest in school operations, and that

92Hildebrand, "The Public Sector," pp. 126-27.

93Lieberman, Collective Negotiations, p. 271.
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they have less economic pressure but more social and politi-
cal pressure to reach bargaining agreements with employees
than do members of boards of directors in private business
or industry.94

Stieber pointed oﬁt some of the differences between
public and private employment when he described the argu-
ments of some students of industrial relations who hold
that it might not be wise to transfer all of the legal frame-
work, concepts and institutions from the private sector of
collective bargaining to the public sector. He wrote that
while the proponents of this view believe that public em-
ployees have the same basic rights as others, there are
certain constraints operating in the public sector that
interfere with the transfer of private industry laws, prac-
tices and institutions to the public sector. Among these
are the following: Many terms of employmant are determined
by law or civil service regulations. This limits the scope
of bargaining. Second, there is a diffusion of decision-
making authority to a greater extent than in private in-
dustry. Third, the legal framework of collective bargaining
in industry was devsloped in response to conditions that
existed at that tims and in that application. Those same

conditions do not always exist now in public employment.

41pid., pp. 271-72.

————
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Fourth, cognizance should be taken of two typss of employee
organizations existing now in ths public sector. They are
the "association" and the "union" type of organization. The
same set of laws may not apply properly to both types of
organizations. Finally, the strike is illegal and should
not be allowed.??

In discussing the strike in public employment as com-
pared with the strike in the private sactor, Stieber said
that government employes strikes are prevented by federal
law, by many state laws and by court decisions. It is gen-
erally agreed that strikes by government employees cannot
be allowed. In spite of law and general support of such laws,
however, strikes have occurred. He commented that too often
strikes are treated as "an unmitigated evil to be exorcised
rather than the symptom oé a malady which needs treatment."
At the same time, "some unions have used the strike as if it
were the first rather than the last resort in collective bar-
gaining."96

‘Stieber is sure that, in contrast with smployeses in
private industry, policemen, firemen and prison guards should
not have the right to strike because of the "essential ser-

vices" theory. He is not as sure, however, that the theory

958tieber, "Collective Bargaining," p. &l.

9%1pid., pp. 79-81
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applies to school teachers. He stated that there are dif-
ferences of opinion on that question.

He believed that a better reason for not allowing
the strike in public service is that it does not serve the
same purpose in public employment that it doss in private
industry. He wrote:

The countervailing right of the lockout and the

ossibility of going out of business do not exist
Fin public employment]. Extended suspension of opera-
tions depriving the community of needsd or even de-
sirad non-essential services is not politically
feasible, even when possible from an economic view-
point. « ¢ « The economic and market pressures which
operate in prigate industry do not usually exist in the
public sector.?7

Stieber also said there is a feeling that the strike
should not be allowed in public employment when its use is
being questioned in private industry.98 That point of view
is at least being considered by a branch of the AFL-CIO. The
maritime trades department of the AFL-CIO initiated a study
of problems of fixing wages and working conditions of state
and city government employees. Representative Dominick
Daniels (Dem.) of New Jersey said, at a meeting called on
February 28, 1968, for the purpose of launching the study,
that "public employees ought not to be permitted to strike."

At that meeting only Charles Cogen, president of the AFT,

97Ibid.’ ppo 82-8'30

981bid., p. 23.
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spoke out strongly in defense of the right to strike.?9

Resolution of the impasse. There is a need for a

satisfactory means of resolving'impasse situations in col-
lective negotiations. When one party to collective bargain-
ing feels that its interests are endangered, that party is
likely to force or attempt to force an improvement of its

100 When both parties feel equally threatened, or

position.
when both parties are overly optimistic about their chances
of improving their positions in collective bargaining, an
impasse is likely to occur.

The strike is the best known sanction available to
employees to use in protecting their own interssts. The
strike is a right given to private employees but it is
denied to public employees on the grounds of the sovereign
authority of the government, or more logically, because of
the vital importance of certain public services.10l

If the right to strike is denied to public employees,
then it will have to be replaced by a system that will allow

employees to bargain with theair employers on a basis of

equalitye.

99"Labor Debates City-Worker Strikes," U. S. News
and World Report, March 11, 1968, p. 95.

lOOGibson, School Personnel Administrator, p. 392.
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Lieberman favored some procedural restrictions on
teachers!' strikes but advised against punitive anti-strike
legislation. He stated that realistic equitable procedures
for resolving issues should be developed.102 Wildman wrote
that where conflict exists it can be handled through medi-
ation, fact finding and arbitration. Reason and not power
then would become the decisive factor. He predicted that
the acceptance rate of recommendations would be high.103

Slavney advocated ‘the use of a neutral third party
to mediate differences between parties in the event of an
impasse. He indicated that mediation should be initiated
only at the joint request of both parties. If mediation
should fail to end in an agreement then Slavney would recom-
mend that the dispute go to fact findinge. The fact finding
hearing as described by Slavney would be formal and open
to the public. The award of the fact finder would be made
public because the real effectiveness of fact finding in a
teacher-board dispute would be the public reaction to the
results of fact finding.

Slavney did not recommend the use of final binding

arbitration because the parties would be deprived of their

102
Lieberman, "Teacher Strikes," p. 240.

lOBWildman, "Wwhat Prompts Militancy?" p. 30.
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responsibility to reach a final determination of their
dispute.loh
Taylor suggested that parties to negotiations work
out their own provisions for impasse settlement prior to
reaching the impasss. If they do not accomplish this, then
he would have a public employment relations board step into
the dispute with mediation services. If mediation would
prove to be ineffective the board would authorize fact find-
ing with recommendations for a resolution of the dispute.
A show cause hearing would be held to give each party an
opportunity to state its position with respsct to the recom-
mendations of the fact finding board in case those recommend-
ations were not accepted by the parties.lo5
Hildebrand recognized two standard solutions to the
problem of resolving the impasse. The first is compulsory
arbitration. This he objected to because the responsibility
of governmental officials cannot be delegated to a board of

arbitrators. Also, he indicated that the knowledge that

arbitration would be available would prevent parties to

lOz*Morris Slavne¥, "Impasse Procedures in Public Edu-
cation," Readings on Collective Negotiations in Public Edu-
cation, ed. by Stanlevy M. Elam, Myron Lieberman and Michael
H.6Moiﬁow (Chicago: Rand McNally & Company, 1967), pp.

[42 "30

105George W. Taylor, "Public Employment: Strikes or
Procedure?" Industrial and Labor Relations Review, XX (July,
1967), pp. 633-35.
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collective bargaining from actually bargaining effectively
and in good faith. Hildebrand then turned to fact finding
with recommendations as the best ultimate procedure for
resolving impasses. H2 speculated that fact finding would
be "a useful and even powerful device."106

Moskow wrote that while no procedure can be guar-
anteed to be successful, fact finding with public recommend-
ations appears to be the best impasse procedure available,lo?
and Jamieson recommended "fact finding arbitration" with
"non-binding re commendations."108

Ruskin indicated in rather careful terms that he
believed that full-fledged arbitration should be used as
a final step in impasse resolution. He admitted being aware
that many constitutional experts question the authority of
governmental agencies to delegate control over public funds
to any other individual or committee. He wrote that along
with the idea of arbitration goes the fact that citizens must

be prepared to pay the price of economic justice to state

and municipal employses.l09

106yi1debrand, "The Public Sector," pp. 145-47.
107Moskow, "Recent Legislation," p. 140.

l08Robert. A, Jamieson, "The Board's Positive Approach,"
American School Board Journal, CLV (November, 1967), p. li.

109A. He Ruskin, "Collective Bargaining and the Pub-
lic Interest," Challenges to Collectivs Bargaining, ed. by
Lloyd Ulman (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1967), p. lé6.
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Gibson wrote that in 1963 Bernard Baruch advocated
compulsory arbitration through a court of labor-management
relations which would have jurisdiction in disputes that
might jeopardize the national interest. He stated that
Baruchts idea might well be applied to teacher-board dis-
putes.llo '

Fleming said that collective bargaining problems in
Iichigan schools seem to be such that impasses will have to
be broken by a decision made by some sort of administrative
tribunal. He said that to call this decision-making pro-
cess "arbitration" would be unwise because of some negative
connotations to the term. He recommended that the process
allow first for recommendations and then for a binding
decision if the recommended solutions to the impasse are not
accepted by the bargaining parties.lll

A final resolution of the problem of bargaining be-
tween teacher organizations and school boards was suggested
by Lieberman who predicted in 1960 that collective bargain-
ing in the field of education would eventually lead to bar-
gaining at the state level between teacher organizations and

state legislators. He predicted that teacher organizations

110Gibson, School Personnel Administrator, p. 395.

lllRobben W. Fleming, Speech delivered at the semi-
annual meeting of the Michigan Association of School Boards
in Ann Arbor, Michigan on March &, 1968.
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would be so strengthened by collective bargaining rights and
by the ability to present a united front to many individual
boards of education that they would overpower the local
boards. The matter would then have to be turned over to
state authorities.ll?

Summary. In section III of this chapter literature
pertaining to the similarities and differences between col-
lective bargaining in the private and public sectors of
employment was reviewed.

It was found that the problems of public employees
are similar to those of employees in private industry. They
have similar economic needs and similar desires to partici-
pate in determining conditions of their own employment.

Emrloyment in the public sector differs from that
in private industry, however, when the public interest in
essential government services is considered. Also, economic
factors such as the effect of productivity and the market
apply to private employment but not public employment.

Resolution of the impasse in collective bargaining
in the public employment sector requires a procedure other
than the strike which is generally illegal for public em-
ployzes to use. Fact finding with recommendations is sug-

gested by many writers and some recommend binding arbitration.

112
Lieberman, Future of Public Education, pp. 163-

67.
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Both have advantages and neither procsdure appsars to be

without disadvantages in some situations.



CHAPTER III
THE NORTH DEARBORN HEIGHTS TEACHER STRIKE

Data related to the strike and conflict between the
North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers and the North
Dearborn Heights Board of Education were compiled from bar-
gaining team notes, minutes of the board of education, ad-
ministrative memoranda, correspondence between parties to
the dispute, the news media, special reports related to the
dispute, and from structured interviews with all board mem-
bers and with three members of the federation's bargaining
team,

The structured interview was very important to the
.study. -The interview schedule can be found as Appendix A
at the end of this study. All interviews were recorded
and transcribed to make data readily available to the re-
searcher. Transcriptions, except as noted below, are not
printed in this study because of their length.

The structured interviews with members of the fed-
erationts bargaining team, however, were given special treat-
ment because of tha adversary position of the researcher who
was superintendent of the North Dearborn Heights school dis-
trict during the time of the dispute. These three interview

transcriptions were reviewed and approved by the persons who

66
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were interviewed. In order to help insure the objectivity of
the study and to give ample opportunity to members of the
federation's bargaining team to state their positions, the
three interview transcriptions are attached as appendix
items B, C and D following this study.

Pre-bargaining conditions. Early in the 1966-67

school year, before bargaining on the 1967-68 contract be-
tween the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers and
the board of education began, labor-management relationships
in North Dearborn Heights were relatively éatisfactory, even
though a short strike had occurred in June, 1966. In that
earlier strike the question of how much time the board should
devote to collective bargaining and what items should be
negotiable were disputed by the parties.l By late summsr,
however, a contract between the North Dearborn Heights Fed-
eration of Teachers and the board of education had been con-
summated. School opened on schedule in the fall of 1966
and both teachers and administrators began to learn
how to work effectively under the terms of the district's
first collective bargaining agreement.

Both teachers and the management group (board mem-

bers and administrators) indicated that the first contract

lState of Michigan, Labor Mediation Board, Labor
Relations Division, Trial Examiner Pisarskit's Decision and
Recommended Order, June 28, 1966.
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was satisfactory. Several grievances were raised under that

contract by the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers.
The first three grievances were not resolved at the lower
lavels in the grievance procsdure and the federation de-
manded that they be settled by binding arbitration under the
terms of the contract agreamsnt. Later grievances were re-
solved at ths superintendent's level in the grievance pro-
cedure as the parties gained experience in the handling of
grievances. It was recognized that in the grievance pro-
cedure neither party was completely happy with the outcome
of the settlements, but compromise settlements that both
parties could accept were reached.

Both the teachers and the board indicated they bs-
lieved that the grievance procedure was functioning in a
healthy manner and that the two sides were learning to ad-
just to ths contract agreement.

Both teachars and board members indicated that they
did not expect serious difficulties in negotiating a new
contract agreement for the 1967-68 school year. Exceptions
were noted, however, as one board member expressed a belief
held early in the year that the district had been marked by
the Michigan Federation of Teachers to be tested. Another
board member said that he had expected that bargaining would
be bitter but that hes did not expect anything more than a
short token strike.

When consideration is given to the amount of progress
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that had been made by the teachers and the board in working
out the problems of their first contract experience in 1966-
67, it is surprising that they were not able to reach agree-
ment on a new contract for tha 1967-68 school year. There
were a few scars and some suspicions that could have been
expected to cause some minor difficulties in negotiations
between the two bargaining teams, but there was no indica-
tion that a major labor dispute was about to occur in North
Dearborn Heights.

Selection of the board's bargaining team. Prior to
the beginning of collective bargaining on the 1967-68 con-
tract between the North Dearborn Heights Federation of
Teachers and the board of education, the board met to appoint
its bargaining team on January 11, 1967. After several pro-
posals had been considered and rejected, it was decided that
attorney Royal Targan would be named chief negotiator and
that William Rogers, superintendent and John Koczman, assist-
ant superintendent would be members of the bargaining team.
The resolution did not mention whether one, two, or all three
bargaining team members would be required to be present for
bargaining sessions.? It had been proposed that attorney

Targan be required to be present for all bargaining sessions,

2
School District of North Dearborn Heights, Minutes
of the Board of Education, January 11, 1967.
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but that proposal was rejectad by the board and the matter
was left to the discretion of the bargaining team. The bar-
gaining team was instructed to meet and bargain with the
teachers! bargaining team in an attempt to reach a tentative
contract agreement. .

The beginning of negotiations on the 1967-68 con-

tract. On January 16, 1967, the bargaining teams represent-

ing the teachers and the board met to open negotiations on
the 1967-68 contract. The teachers! bargaining team pre-
sented its initial demands and these were discussed briefly.
While there were a few totally new items in the proposal,
the majority of the proposal was a continuation of, or a
revision of, items in the then current 1966-67 contract.
The demands presented at that time did not include a salary
schedule prOposal.3

During the next four months the two bargaining teams
met as often as four times a week. Bargaining sessions
lasted from early afternoon until at least 6:00 p.m. and,
when evening schedules permitted, from 8:00 p.m. until nearly
midnight.“

The 1966-67 contract called for fifty hours of bar-
gaining during the school day to be matched by fifty hours

3School District of North Dearborn Heights, bargain-
ing team notes, 1967.

bTpig.
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of bargaining after school. After tha first one hundred

hours of bargaining were :ompleted the remaining negotiating

sessions were held entirely outside the school day.5
By the middle of May, 1967, after approximately two

hundred fifty hours of bargaining, all non-economic issues

to be negotiated had been resolved. At that time it appeared

that a great deal of progress had been made toward reaching

a final agreement 2ven though bargaining had been slow and

difficult.
Salary schedule proposals. On May 19, 1967, after

all other bargaining issues had been resolved, the North
Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers presentad its salary
demands to the board'!s bargaining team. The initial salary
schedule proposal called for salaries ranging from 37,500
to 518,500, During the bargaining process that followed,
salary proposals were exchanged as the two bargaining teams
gradually moved toward agreement.6
After several days, however, bargaining progress
slowed. The teachers'! demands and the board's offers re-

mained many dollars apart as an impasse began to develop.

As points of reference, the 1966-67 salary schedule

5

Contract Between the School District of North Dear-
born Heights and the North Dearborn Heights Federation of
Teachers, 1966-67.

6School District of North Dearborn Heights, bargain-
ing team notes, 1967.
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is shown as table 1, the teachert's initial salary demand
appears as table 2. For the salary positions of the two
bargaining teams after several days of bargaining and as
the impasse began to materialize, see tables 3 and 4.

The tentative agreement. By the first of June it

was becoming evident that neither bargaining team was will-
ing to move from its position on salaries as represented by
tables 3 and 4. It began to appear that agreement on sal-
aries and a total contract was not likely to bz reached by
the time that school was to close for summer vacation on
June 9th.

On the 5th of June the president of the North Dear-
born Heights Federation of Teachers wrote to the stata
madiator, who had been assigned to the dispute, and to the
board bargaining team that between the dates of June 10,
1967 and August 27, 1967 the teachers! bargaining team would
not be available due to prior commitments. She indicated
in the letter that if the school board!s bargaining team
would be ready to move on the salary package on or before
June 9, the federation would be happy to meet with the
board.”’

It appeared that both bargaining teams had reached

7Letter from Rita McGowan, President, North Dear-
born Heights Federation of Teachers, June 5, 1967,
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a point where they did not feel abls to make a further con-
cession without some assurance that the other side would
make a corresponding offer.

In an attempt to move toward an agreement, the
mediator called the union president and the school surper-
intendent to a private and unofficial meeting with him on
June 8, At that time the union president and school super-
intendsnt were instructed that an attempt should be made
by each side to bring out its best possible offer with the
knowledge that if an agreement could rnot be reached in this
manner, the offers would never be made official and nz2ither
side would lose its bargaining position.

During discussions that then took place it soon be-
came apparent that an agreement might be possibls. The dif-
ference between the salary positions of the two sides had
been reduced sharply. One serious problem remained to be
solved before the negotiating parties could reach an agree-
ment, and that problem could not be entirely resolved without
raference to teacher salaries in other school districts.

Each bargaining team represented another group--
teachars and the board. Nz2ither bargaining team appeared
willing to reach a salary agreement that would appzar to be
disadvantageous to its group when compared with salary
schedules yet to be determined in other school districts
in the metropolitan area. In order to cope with that prob-

lem, a basic salary schedule tlLat the superintendent could
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agree to as being financially feasible and safely in line
with what other districts might be expected to ray was
workaed out. To protect the interests of the teachers, a
clause was added that would raise teacher salaries in the
event that salaries in other districts in the area would
prove to be higher than those in North Dearborn Heights.
According to the clause, North Dearborn Heights would rank
no lower in salary than 13th in a group of 32 selected com-
parable school districts.8
When the above salary scheadule arrangaments had
been worked out by the union president and the school super-
intendent with the assistance of the mediator, the mediator
reminded the others that the salary proposal was still un-
official and that it would remain so until approved by the
two bargaining teams. The union president was instructed
to meet with members of her bargaining tzam to determine
whether or not they would accept the salary proposal as it
2xisted. The superintendent was instructed to contact
bargaining team members and board members for ths sam2 pur-
pose. A meeting of the two bargaining teams was scheduled
for the afternoon of Monday, June 12, for the purpose of
officially offering and approving the salary proposal, but

only if there were no objections from the parties on either

side.

8School District of North Dearborn Heights, bargain-
ing team notes, 1967. ‘
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For a summary of the tentative salary schedule agree-
ment, see table 5.

Rejection of the tentative contract agreemente. Fol-
lowing their unofficial meeting with the mediator, the union
president and the superintendent contacted their appropriate
parties to inform them concerning the unofficial agreement
that had been reached. The union bargaining team accepted
the arrangement and gave avery indication of being satisfied
with it.

On the morning following the unofficial meeting
which had resulted in a tentative agreement, the superin-
tendent called six of the seven board members. Ths seventh
member was out of town and could not be contacted. The pro-
posed salary schedule and the ranking clause were reviewed
in each of the telephone conversations. In each case it
was pointed out by the superintendent that a copy of the
salary schedule, ranking clause and other pertinent informa-
tion would be deliverad to the board member's home that
afternoon along with the regular packset of information sent
to each board member every Friday. It was also pointed out
that the salary proposal was not yet officially on the bar-
gaining table and that it would not be placed there if there
were an& objections to it on the part of board members.
Board members were urged to report any objections to the
salary proposal to the superintendent before noon the follow-

ing Monday. A note included in the materials sent to the
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board members! homes Friday afternoon repeated the requast

that objactions to the salary schedule, if any, be reported
to the superintendent by noon on Monday, June 12, in which

case the salary proposal would not be officially offered at
the bargaining table.

On the morning of June 12, one board member called
to express concern over the recognition in the schedule of
credits earned beyond the Specialist in Education dégree
level, but he indicated that his objection was not strong
and that he would support the proposed salary schedule. No
other board member expressed any concern, so the board bar-
gaining team (at this time not including attorney Targan who
was out of town) proceeded to place the salary proposal on
the bargaining table that afternoon.

The completion of details relative to the total con-
tract took a short time, and by the end of the afternoon of
June 12 a tentative contract agreement had been finalized.
The tentative contract agreement was to cover a two year
period except for economic items which were to be renegotiated
after a one year period. Both bargaining teams expressed
happiness that the agreément had been reached at an early
date.

That evening at a scheduled board meeting, however,
opposition to the contract began to develop. One board mem-
ber expressed dissatisfaction with the proposed salary

schedule in very strong terms and some of the others indicated
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concern over the ranking clause. They indicated that it
would probably result in higher salary costs that could not
be determined until other districts reached their salary
agreemants. Other board members felt that the district
would pay competitive salaries and that salaries would be
about the same under the ranking clause és they would be if
the district would wait until a clearer picture of salary
conditions in the aresa would bz available before bargaining
a salary schedule.

The board dzscided not to act on ths proposed con-
tract that night because the membeés wanted to have completz
copies of the entire contract availabls to study and these
were still being prepared.

A week later, on Monday, June 19, the board met
again in a special meeting to consider the proposed contract
on an item by item basis. After studying most of the non-
aconomic items the meeting was adjourned until the following
evening. The adjourned meeting was reconvened on the evan-
ing of June 20 and study on the contract was continued.
Finally, after midnight, a resolution to reject the contract
was approved unanimously by thz board, primarily because of

the structure of the salary schedules.?

9
School District of North Dearborn Hzights, Minutes
of the Board of Education, June 20, 1967.
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An unofficial poll of board members taken at that
time indicated that four wers opposed to the ranking claussas
and thres were note. Five board members indicated that thay
wanted to reject the proposad contract while two indicated
that they did not want to do so even though they had voted
rublicly with the majority in order to make the action unani-
mous.

The board's action in rejecting the proposad con-
tract caused a reaction of shock and anger on the part of
the teachers! bargaining team members. Bargaining was broken
off for the summer in accordance with tha2 union's previous
position and letter to that =ffect.

There was an attempt on the part of ons board membar
to bring about a reconsideration of the board'!s action, but
that board member was not able to attend the next meeting
and no resolution for reconsideration was proposed.

The unfair labor practiczs chargs. On June 30, 19€7,

the federation filed charges that the board's bargaining
tzam was not given adequate authority to bargain and that
the board had withdrawn and revoked agreements rzached in
collective bargaining which it had approved in conversations
with its bargaining team,10

At the commencemant of the haaring on August 15, 1967,

lOState of Michigan, Labor Mediation Board, Labor
Relations Division, Trial Sxamingr McCormick?'s Decision and
Recommended Order, August 23, 1967.
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the school district filed an answar to the charges. Thz dis-
trict's statement indicated that th2 board had appointed a
negotiating team to sesk solutions to the union's demands
subject to ratification by the board of education convaning
in a manner proparly prescribed by law, and that the feder-
ation's bargaining team had been advised at the beginning
of nzgotiations and at several timass later that tha solu-
tions negotiated to the demands of the union would be sub-
mitted to the board for its sole and exclusive evaluation.
The board had, according to the statement, convened in a
manner prescribed by law and had exercised its right to
evaluate the entire proposed contract as it had been nego-
tiated and had voted not to ratify the prorosad contract as
submitted.ll
On August 23, 1967 the trial examiner issued his
decision and racommanded order in the above case. In his
findings of fact, he reconstructsd the facts of the bargain-
ing procedurss up to and including the board's rejection of
ths proposed contract. He concluded that the faderation had
urgzd two szemingly inconsistent theoriss at first. They
ware: (a) that the board's team was not given adequate
authority to conduct bargaining, and (b) that the board

raneged on a binding salary agresment made by its team acting

11
Ibid.
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with full authority from the board. The federation had with-
drawn its first charge during the coursz of the hearing.

The trial examiner found that ths board can not be
bound by informal statements made outside a formal session
and that the board members had not given any meaningful
approval to the complex contents of a salary schedule through
t2lephone conversations with the superintendent.

According to the trial examiner, efforts of tha
surarintendent to bring about an agreement might have mislzad
the federation tzam concerning the views of board membars,
but not to the point of violating the school district's
obligation to bargain in good faith.

The trial examiner rscommsnded that the Labor liadi-
ation Board issue an ord=sr dismissing the charges and com-
plaint in their entirzty.l2 That order was issued on October
17, 1967.13

Final negotiations bsfore the strike. During the

summer of 1967 no negotiations were schadulad to tak: ;laca
until August 28. As alresady indicated, a letter from ths
union bargaining team to that effect had been rzsceived by

the board bargaining team and the msdiator. Attempts on

127hi4.

13State of Michigan, Labor Mediation Board, Labor
Relations Division, Decision and Order, October 17, 1967.
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the part of the board team to schedule bargaining s=2ssions
ware unsuccessful. On August 25 a call from the mediaﬁor
was received by the superintendent, informing him that the
trial examiner's decision and recomma2nded order had been
favorable to the board and that the presidant of ths North
Dearborn Heights Federat{on of Tesachsrs was now r2fusing to
besin nagotiations again on August 2€ unlzss th2 full board
of education would b2 presante.

Th2 reason given for the demand that the board b2
rresent was that by rejecting the proposed contract in Junz,
the board had proved that its nagotiating t=am was without
authority to reach4an agreement with the teachers. Ths
teachers, therefore, would bargain only while the board was
present in order to avoid a possible second rejection of a
tentative agresmente.

At its regular mseting on the evening of August 28
the board indicated to its team that it would be impossiblez
for all members to be present for negotiations because of
their own employmsnt responsibilities. They agreed, howaver,
that ona or two members would be abla to be prasent if that
would help get negotiations under way again.

A letter was sent to the local federation president
the naxt morning advising her that every effort would be
made to have the board representad by somz of its members

at bargaining meatings and that the board would meet as soon
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"

as it possibly could tc ratify a contract agreement.lh A

salary proposal was included with the letter to the union
rresident (see table 6).

On August 31 nspgotiations began again, but not until
thz suparintendent gave a signed statement to the teachers?
bargaining tzam that one or praferably two board members
would be present for negotiations, and that ths board presi-
dent had already called for a special meeting on September
3 to consider a contract agrz2emant if ons should be ready
for board action. |

Tha tesachers' naw salary proposal was than presantazd
(see table 7). It reprasented significantly increased salary
demands and retained thz ranking clause which had been ths
basic causa of tha board's sarlier contract rajection.

With the presentation of these naw demands an impasse
again materialized. A mebting was called by thz State Labor
ladiation Board in its Detroit offices for lMonday, Septembar
L, 1967 (Labor Day). That msstinz endad at about €:00 F.M.
with an offer on tha part of the tzachers to raturn to th:
salary schadulz that had bsen nzagotiated by thz2 teams and
Jactzd by the board in Jurnz (table 5) and to changz the
ranking clause from thirtsanth position among thz thirty-two

—— e e e e — -

thatter from William Rogars, Superintendent, School
District of North Dezarborn Heights, Auzust 29, 19€7.



w0

*pautedaeq
SBe QWES ey3 utewea TTIM suoTisTAoxd OTwouod@ IO SqTFeusq oJUTIy JeYlQ
*eA0Q® Pe3BOTPUT SB SHO00TQ UT pred eq 03 sanoy Jeqsswes JOJ Juswesanqurey e30N

008¢2T . €1
00%¢2T 000¢2T . 4!
00021 00911 002 1T 008 /0T 1T
009, TT 002 1T 00801 007¢0T 000 0T 00L6 0T
002 {11 008 0T 00%¢0T 000 0T 0096 00£6 0506 6
008 0T 00%¢0T 000 ‘0T 0096 0026 0068 0998 8
00%¢0T 000 0T 0096 0026 0088 0053 0528 L
5 A
050°0T 0596 0526 0583 05%3 0ST18 0064 2
0046 00€6 0068 0058 00T8 0084 0554 9
05€6 0568 0558 0S18 09LL 0874 0024 i
0506 0598 0428 058L 0544 0§ TL 0069 £
04438 0§€8 0564 0554 0STL 0939 0099 4
0548 0508 0594 052 0589 0559 00£9 T
0$T3 0SLL 05¢€L 0569 0599 0529 0009 0
*s°pa 0E+YI ST+VI vyl 0z+vd 0T+YeE ve *dxg
QE+Yg saeeg

=

89-L96T--eTnpeyos LaeTes aeyorel pesodoad uoTlednpe jo parog--*g e1qe]



*sq0Ta3sTp Jutledwoo T¢ ey3 Juowe uotrqtrsod ya€T 03 Jurpaodde

L9=996T JO 3EY3l uey3 SseT ou Juljuea &yl 03 puodsalaod 03 juswisnfpe-3ulyuey :@30N
000 ‘T 00821 00%‘2T 00021 009°TT  00Z°‘1T 006°0T 059°0T 0T
00S‘€T  00€°2T  006°TT  005°‘TT 00T‘TT 004°0T  00%‘0T  0ST°DT 6
000 ‘€T 008°TT 007 1T 000°1T 009°0T ooz‘0T 0066 0596 8
00§ ‘2T 00€°‘TT 006 ‘0T 005 ‘0T 00T0T  00L6 0016 0ST6 L
00T‘2T 006 0T 005 ‘0T 00T‘oT 00L6 00€6 0006 05.8 9
00L‘TT 005 ‘0T 00T 0T 00L6 00€6 0063 0098 05€8 S
00€‘TT 00T‘0T 00L6 00¢6 0068 0058 0028 0956L gl
056°0T 05L6 05€6 0563 0948 0$13 098L 0094 €
009°0T 00"6 0006 0098 0028 0084 005. 052l Z
052°0T 0506 0998 0923 0$3L 0SYL 0STL 0069 T
00L6 0048 00€8 0064 0054 0014 0089 0$$9 0
*a*ud @mwmm 0Z+YA OT+VH 44! 0Z+Yg 0T+ve vg  sdeag

89-L96T--9Tn

-peyos Laeres aeyoee3 pesodoad sasyoee] JO UOTIBIeped SIYITey uxoqaesq YaJdopN--°/ eTqEl



90

districts to sixteenth position.15 A board mesting was
alrsady schaduled for 8:00 F.M. to consider any last minuts
contract proposals that might be made.

At the board meeting that evening the board's bar-
gaining team urged that the union proposal including the
sixtzenth position ranking clause be accspted. The board,
howevar, rafused to accept the sixteenth or any other rank-
ing prosition on the basis that the cost of any ranking
clause could not be determinad in advanca and the board did
not want to havs its expenditurass budgzt set by any outside
influznces beyond its control.

Both ths teachers' bargaining team and the board and
its bargaining t=2am were warnad by the mediator of tha con-
sequences of the strike that was threatened on the following
morning; and finally, after midnight, the meeting ended with
a strike scheduled for the following morning when school was
to open.

On Tuesday, September 5, 1967, school was schaduled
to open in North Dearborn Heights. The board and its ad-
ministrators had been warned that a strike would takes placz,
but plans were made to open school as usual, in case there

would be a change in thinking or strategy on the part of the

15School District of North Dearborn Heights, bar-
gaining team notes, 1967.
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union. A tz2acherst! oriantation mesting was plannad for
the morning of Septambar 5, and the znrollment of students
was scheduled that afternoon.

Only twenty-five tzachars of a total of one hundred
fiftzan rerorted to the morning teachers' meeting, and it
became certain then that a strike was taking place. o
picksts appearsd at that tims, howevar, and no one inter-
ferad with those teachers who camz2 to school to begin teach-
inge.

The suparintendent diracted that students be enrolled
as schaduled, by administrators with the assistance of any
of the teachers who would remain for the afternoon session.
Thz teachers and students were informed in the afternoon
that school would be closzd on Wednassday, September €, and
until further notice, bacause of the strike.

As the strike began in North Dearborn Heights there
was little to distinguish it from strikes that existed in
mors than forty other Michigan school districts at that time.
Thare aprearad to be no thought that an agreement would
not eventually be r=2achad.

During the first few days of the strike no further
negotiations took place. No bargaining meeting was callad
by the mediator during the first week of the strike and
none was officially requasted by either the board or the
teachers. The board was reluctant to hold negotiating

meatings until the teachers ware back on the job because
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of a position recommended by the Wayne County School Board
Association. That position was that a board of education
should not recognize an illegal strike by negotiating with
employees who were illegally strikinge. At the same time
the teachers were refusing to come back to work without a
contract agreement. It was obvious that something would
have to be done to break down the impasse or whzther or not
to bargain if any progress was to be made.

Following its regularly scheduled meeting on Sep-
tember 11, the board offersd a guarantee to the teachars
that any benefits to be won by future negotiations would be
made retroactive and that teachers could come back to work
without loss of pay if they would do so at once.16 That
proposal was rejected by the teachers with the explanation
that they would not work without a contract, and the stale-
mate continued.

The injunction. During the second week of the

strike ths board of education instructed its attorney to
seek an injunction to send the teachers back to their class-
rooms. It was recognized by the board that the injunction
would not solve any of the bargaining problems facing the
district. Board members indicated their hopes, however,

that in addition to allowing the children to be back in

) léLetter from William Rogers, Superintendsnt, School
District of North Dearborn Heights, to all district teachers,
September 13, 1967.
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school the injunction would pave th2 way for fruitful nego-
tiations. They said this could be dons by ending thz2 strike
and by allowing the two bargaining teams to meet unhampered
by the position of the éoard which was one of opposition to
nzgotiations during an illegal strike.

At this tims the board decided that it had inad-
vertently lockad out those teachers who wsre willing to work
by closing school to both teachers and pupils as the result
of the strike. Accordingly, teachers were informesd that
any of them who wished to do 50 could come back to work and
that the board would also seeck an injunction to bring
teachars back to work.

A request for an injunction was filed by the board's
attorney on Friday, September 15, and the case cams to court
on Monday, September 18. Instead of proceeding with tasti-
mony the judge attempted to madiate the dispute in an effort
to reach an agreement. As a result of his efforts tha two
bargaining teams were able to resach essential agrzement on
a salary schedule and it appeared to somz of the partiss to
thas dispute that a contract agresment was very closs. By
this time, howaver, the federation had decidad not to acczapt
a contract for longer than a one year period and thz board
was intent on avoiding a strike again in the near future
and would accept nothing less than a two yzar contracte.

‘Then the impasse continued on into thes late afternoon ths

court was called to ordsr and a temporary restraining order
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was issued sending the teachers back to their classrooms.t’/

Teachar resicnation. 4As soon as the court was dis-

missed and the judge had left the bench, the attorney for
the federation approached the secretary of the board of edu-
cation, and handed him a large envelope containing the
written resignations of eighty teachers. Later that even-
ing the board met in its offices to consider th2 resigna-
tions and their significance to the district. It was de-
cided that no hasty action should be taksn. The board
wanted to give careful study to all possible alternativas.
The possibility of accepting the resignations was considersd
briefly. A meeting was called for the following evening,
Tussday, September 19, for the purposs of considzring the
resignations and othar ralated questions.

On Tuesday morning, nzagotiations betwsen the attornsys
for th2 two parties to thz dispute resumad in the board
offices. The superintendent and tha board attornz2y dis-
cussed the possibility of opening school without the servicss
of thoss teachers who had resigned. The superintendent
commentad that although it would be difficult, it could be
done. It was recognized that if the school could operatz

without the striking tesachers the bargaining position of

1
7Circuit Court for the County of Wayne, Order for
Injunction, John M. Wise, Circuit Judge, September 18, 1967.
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the board would be greatly anhanczad.

This approach to the problem of the teachsr resigna-
tions was then suggestad to the attornay for the federation.
From his reaction it appeared to bz a very sffactive bar-
gaining point for the board team, and althousch no progress
wa3 mads in negotiations that day, the matter was relatad
to the board that evaning whan it met to consider the resig-
nations.

The board agreed that thes ability to open and opar-
ate thz schools would at least put it in a bettar bargain-
ing position. Further, since tha strike had continuad on
into its third week and thers was no indication that it
mizht end soon, th2 board was anxious to do something to
gat the children back in school at least on a part time
basis. Tha superintendent was asked if he could gat the
schools back in operation. He answered that it could bs
don2 on a half time basis with tha cooperation of the
thirty-five teachers who did not resign and with ths assist-
ance of available substituts teachers. The board than
ordered the schools to be opened on Thursday morning, Sep-
tambar 21.

Resignations of seventy-nine teachers (onz had bean

withdrawn) were then accepted by official board action.18

18School District of North Dearborn Heights, Minutes
of the Board of Zducation, September 19, 1967.
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This action was taken to allow new teachzars to be hired to
replace thosz who had resigned. The board made it known
that so long as there ware vacancies available thosz
teachers who had resignsd were welcome to return to their
former vpositions.

The opsning of school. On Thursday, Sertember 21,

the schools in North Dearborn Heights opened for the second
time in tha 1967-68 school yzar. They had been clossd since
anrollment day which was September 5. Thirty-five teachers
who had not resigned were on hand as wsre. twenty-fivs sub-
stitute teachers. Th2 total staff of sixty teachers was
approximately one-half as large as the district's regular
teaching staff of one hundred fifteen. In order to kzep
rupil-teacher ratios at a normal level, children were
assigned to classes on a half day basis. All high school
students attaended classes in the morning and junior high
school students cam2 to school in the afternoon. Childran
in 2l2mantary grades ware assirmzd by their building rrin-
cipals to either morning or aftzrnoon classes. INo kindergar-
ten classes warz held during the first week of school.

" Teachers taught both morning 2and afternoon classaes
tharzby doubling their class loads without incresasing the
number of students per teacher at any givan time.

At first there was no picketing, but rumors bagan
to circulate through the district indicating that a major

affort would be madz to prevent tzachers and studants from
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entering school on Friday, Septembar 29. That day was tha
official count day on which state financial aid to school
districts was based (state aid in Michigan is based on the
number of students enrolled--not in attendance--on the fourth
Friday after Labor Day each yzar).

As expected, there was a picket line at Riverside
High School on the morning of September 29. Some violance
flared as pickets shoutaed at teachars and students who
arrived at school that day. Cars were slowed and stoppad
as they approached the school parking lot. Some picksts
bsat on cars with their fists and with picket signs as the
cars entered the parking lot. A massiv2 traffic jam occurred
on Yarren Avenue in front of the school as cars war2 delayad
in moving from the strset to the parking lot .19

In othar incidents later on, one non-striking teacher
report2d an automobile engine ruinsd by sugar bzsing added
to the fuel tank, and another tsacher reported that har car
had bzen spray painted with a can of yellow praint one night.
These latter two incidents were presumed to b2 the result
of th= labor strife but thers was no proof to that effect.

Other teachers, administrators, and board members
received harrassing telephone calls during thz night, and

orne substitute teacher reported that har baby had bazn

—— !

19
Dearborn Guide, October 5, 1967.
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thrzatzanad as the result of her tz=2aching in Rivarside High
School.

Mz2anwhila, 2fforts to recruit tzachars war2 m22ting
succasse while th2 district was drawing attantion through-
out the state becausz of its labor difficultizs, it was
r2c2iving many job aprlications from rrospactive tsachsars.
Iany of thasz arrlications were from poorly qualifizd par-
sons who w2re evidently hoping to take advantage of tha
situation to find employment. Some applicants ware well
qualifisd tsachers who reportad that they ware anxious to
hzlp the district through its difficult problems. By tha2
20th of September twelva teachers had been screensd by
administrators and were recommended for full tims employmant
in thas district. Some of them had besen working temrorarily
on a substitutzs basis pending thz chacking of thzair teaching
certificates and other teaching credentials. It was ap-
rarent that if they were to be officially hired by the board,
the problem of reaching a contract agreement with the strik-
ing teachers would be greatly magnified, so ths mattar was
delayed over the weekend by the superintendent pending nego-
tiations that weekand and the board meeting on ths follow-
ing Monday.

The fact findsr'!s report. On September 14, 1967,

the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers requested
fact finding in the dispute. A fact finder was appointed

to the case that same day and a fact finding hearing began
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on Septembar 19. Fact finding hearings includesd only a
part of the teachers' testimony and no testimony at all
from the board's bargaining t2ame. Instead of continuing the
fact finding procedure, the fact finder bagan to madiate
the dispute in an effort to reach an agreemant between tha
teachars and the board. Two further meestings wesre attended
by the fact finder on Septamber 22 and 23, but no attempt
was made to continue the hearings. Instead, efforts were
made again to mediats tha dispute. On Septembar 23, the
fact finder was joined by the mayor of Dearborn Heights

who had been invited to thz meeting, and togsther they
trizd to help the rarties resolve their differencas.

After failing to find any progress toward reaching
an agreement, the fact finder issued his rsport. He stated
that only the school calendar and its salary implicétions
for teachers who had been on strike and had then resignad
stood in ths way of an agreement. The school calendar would
detzarmine whether or not ths striking teachears would bs able
to put in a full year's work and receive a full ysart's pay.
The fact finder pointed out that schools had been opan only
on a half time basis, and that the teaching staff of only
65 teachers, some of whom were substitutes, was inadequata.
He also indicated that the parties had agreed to a total
salary schedule imrrovemsnt cost during mediation in the
judgets chambers, and that agresmant on dstails of the

salary schaduls would not bz difficult.
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The fact findzar then presantsd a rscommandation that
tha school yesar bs extanded to allow thz tesachars who had
resignad the opportunity to work a full yzar and receiva
full salary for the year's work. while he did not mention
the rzhiring of teachers, it was implicit in ths recommenda-
tion that they should be rehired by the board. It was also
assumed according to the report that once the calendar issue
would be settled all other matters could be settled easily.zo

The fact finder's recommendations were accepted by
the teachers but rejected by the board because the board
felt that the report was unfair and incomgrletz.

Negotiations under mediation by the Stats Labor Medi-

ation Board Msmbers. On the night of September 28, 1967,
what turnad out to be the most critically important bargain-
ing session of th2 North Dearborn Heights labor dispute took
places The negotiations were he2ld in ths State Labor Madi-
ation Board offices and two mambers of the State Labor
lediation Board joined the state mediator in an effort to
help the disputing parties reach an agreement. Only once
before in Michigan State Labor Mediation Board history had
members bsacome actively involved in trying to settle a

dispute.21

20State of Michigan, Labor Mediation Board, Report
of Fact Finder Leon J. Herman, Sertember 23, 1967.

21Detroit News, Septamber 28, 1967.
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In addition to the two bargaining teams, the board
of education was present, as were two attorneys (one of
them a state senator) for the teach@rs.

Early in the bargaining session compromise agree-
ments were reached on two issues that had develcped as a
result of the strike. One issue was the assignment and
transfer of teachers concerning which it was agreed that if
the superintendent's decision relative to an assignment or
transfer was not satisfactory to the teacher or teachers,
the matter would be referred to the Wayne County Intermedi-
ate School Office for final determination. The other issue
involved procedures used in calling substitute teachers.

In this matter each regularly employed teacher was given
the right to name one person who would be called first as a
substitute teacher when the regular teacher would not be
present.

Other issues remaining included the salary schedule,
the rehiring of teachers who had resigned, and the school
calendar for 1967-68, which involved a determination of
whether or not teachers who had been on strike would be
able to earn a full yearts salary.

The two sides had already neared agreement on the
salary schedule. During mediation in court they had agreed
on a schedule that called for an improvement of $80,120
for the total teaching staff in addition to regular incre-

ments and fringe benefits. There were differences in the



102

interpretation and structure of the salary schedule, but
the total cost was no longer a matter of dispute.

During negotiations that night, the board and its
bargaining team originally took the position that twelve
new teachers had been hired and that it would not be possi-
ble to rehire that number from among those who had resigned.
When asked whom the board did not intend to rehire, no
answer was given. The board was not sure who would be
available to fill vacancies and did not want to name any
individual who might possibly be available for reemployment
through transfer from a former assignment that was filled
to a new assignment that was vacant.

The teachers maintained a constant position in this
dispute that all teachers who had resigned must be reemployed
if any settlement were to be reached.

In the dispute over the school calendar it was the
board?s position that the school year could not be extended
to provide a full year of employment for teachers who had
been on strike because of the costs involved. The board
reasoned that if the school year were to be extended, the
cost of the year's operation would be increased by the amount
that had already been spent in operating the schools for a
two week period. The teachers were willing to work a normal
number of days to earn a full salary, but they were unwilling

to accept anything less than a full year's salary and thus
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lose the benefits of their efforts to improve their salaries.

After several hours of discussions in which the
attorneys met with the mediators and in which the mediators
met separately with each side in the dispute, the board
presented a final offer to the teachers by way of the medi-
ators. That offer included the following points.

1. Salary schedule improvement amounting to $80,120
(already agreed to by both parties).

2. A salary schedule structure as proposed by the
board (not yet agreed to by the federation).

3. Within that schedule, greater salary improvement
for those teachers having a master's degree than those with
a bachelor?'s degree and thirty additional semester hours
of credit (not yet agreed to by the federation).

4« A two year contract with a wage reopener for the
second year. If a salary schedule for the second year could
not be reached by the two parties the matter would be settled
by arbitration (already agreed to by both parties).

5. A revised assignment and transfer policy (already
agreed to by both parties).

6. A revised substitute calling procedure (already
agreed to by both parties).

7. The board would rehire all teachers upon receipt
of individual applications to nullify the individual resig-

nations (not previously offered).
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8. The school calendar would not be extended but
striking teachers would be paid the equivalent of 25% of
salary for the fourteen working days lost to that date (not
previously offered).

9. The above points were offered only as a complete
package.22

Upon receiving that offer the mediators went to the
teachers to discuss the matter with them. Since this was
recognized by the mediators as a final offer by the board
and one that the board would not be willing to negotiate
further, the mediators were not able to present it as they
would a normal counter offer which would be open to further
negotiation by the federation. Instead, it was presented
in the manner of a question as "If we can get the board to
rehire all teachers will you accept the following condi-
tions « « « ," and the remaining conditions were repeated.
Members of the teachers'! bargaining team reported later that
they did not understand that the board had actually offered
to rehire all teachers who had resigned. The proposal as
presented to the teachers by the mediators was refused,
apparently because it was not understood.

The replacement of striking teachers. Upon hearing

that its final offer had been refused, the board instructed

22
School District of North Dearborn Heights, bar-

gaining team notes, 1967.
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the superintendent to present the employment applications
of the twelve new teachers to the board for official action
at the board meeting on the following Monday (October 2,
1967). At that point it was evident that agreement between
the teachers?' bargaining agent and the board of education
would be almost impossible to achieve.

A week later the board's proposal was accepted by
the teachers, but by that time the board had already hired
the twelve new teachers and could no longer reinstate all
former teachers to their positions.

The investigation by the Department of Education.

On October 2, a four member investigating team was sent by
the superintendent of the Michigan Department of Education
to the North Dearborn Heights School District. The investi-
gating team arrived unannounced, met briefly with the school
superintendent and then spent most of the day inspecting

the schools.

Following the investigation, a press release was
issued and a telegram was sent to the North Dearborn Heights
Board of ZEducation by the superintendent of the Department
of Education. The press release and telegram indicated
that the investigation resulted from telephone calls and
telegrams received by the superintendent of the Department
of Education. It referred to a report of the investigation
and listed "grave deficiencies.™ These included a greatly

curtailed elementary school program, the lack of continuity
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of teachers in elementary classes, the questioned use of
substitute teachers if fully qualified teachers were avail-
able to the district, and the elimination of some twelve
high school courses. The board of education was urged to
take every step necessary to remedy conditions which existed
and to provide the type of education children of the com-
munity needed and deserved.?3

The return to normalcy. As the school district be-
gan to return to a normal school operation aided by the
employment of new teachers, classes gradually were opened
for full time scheduling. High school students returned
to full time class sessions on September 29, and junior
high school students resumed full day schedules on October
6. Under the full time schedules, however, there were
still some classes such as physical education and some shop
classes that were not offered. Students who were scheduled
for these classes were sent to study halls or were assigned
to other classes.

Elementary school pupils returned to full day sched-
ules as soon as individual teachers were employed rather
than on any one particular day. The last elementary class

to return to a full day schedule did so on November 6, 1967.

2
3Telegram from Dr. Ira Polley, Superintendent,
Michigan Department of Education, October 5, 1967.
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By early November a visitor to the schools who had
not heard of the labor difficulties the school had gone
through would not have noticed anything unusual about the
school or its instructional programs.zh

The Association of Professional Teachers. On October

10, 1967 the board of education received a telegram to the
effect that a new bargaining agent had been selected by the
teachers of the school district to represent them in nego-
tations with the board. The new bargaining agent was an
independent organization called the Association of Pro-
fessional Teachaers. Tha new bargaining agent presented
signatures of over 50% of the district's teachers at the
board meeting on October 11, 1967 as proof of its right to
negotiate with the board. After checking with the State
Labor Mediation Board as to its legal obligations to the
new bargaining agent, the board officially recognized ths
Association of Professional Teachers and instructed its
bargaining team to enter into negotiations with representa-
tives of the new organization. Negotiations began at once.
A contract was completed by the bargaining teams and was
ratified by the board on November 22, 1968.25 The salary

schedule included in that agreement appears in table 8.

2k Dearborn Prass, November 16, 1967.

25Dearborn Heights Leader, November 30, 1967.
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The dissolution of the North Dearborn Heights Fed-

eration of Teachers. Meanwhile, the teachers who had re-

signed and had}not returned to the district realized that
the district was going to be able to keep its schools open
by hiring new teachars. An ultimatum was sent to the board
on October 12, warning the board that unless all resigned
teachers were rehired by October 14 they would take posi-
tions that had been arranged for them in other school dis-
tricts.26 The board did not respond to the ultimatum and
the remaining teachers voted to dissolve the North Dearborn
Heights Federation of Teachers. It was reported in the
Datroit News that this was the first time in Michigan history
that a public employee's bargaining unit had failed to sur-
vive a contract dispute with a governmental agency.27

Attempts to dissolve the school districte On

October 16, 1967, petitions were turnad over to the super-
intendent of the Michigan Department of Education declaring
that an emergency existed in the School District of North
Dearborn Heights and callihg upon the State Board of Edu-
cation to reorganize the district under the provisions of
Public Act 239 of 1967. The petitions were signed by three

hundred seventy-eight persons, more than five per cent of

26Telegram from North Dearborn Heights Federation of
Teachers Bargaining Team, October 12, 1967.

2TDetroit News, October 18, 1967.
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the registered voters of the district.28 Under the law an
investigation and decision relative to thas existence of an
emergency and the need to reorganize the district was thus
required.

Beginning with the verification of signatures on
October 21, and continuing through most of November, an in-
vestigation was made in the district by members of the De-
partment of Education.

School buildings in the district were found to be
fairly new, well maintained, and adequate for educational
purposes according to a report issued on December 21 by the
Department of Education. The financial structure was found
to be sound with a general fund equity of $126,000 projected
for the end of the fiscal year.

The staff was found to consist of one hundred thirteen
certificated employees. Of these ninety-two were full time
contracted employees. There were twenty-one full time sub-
stitute teachers, at least fifteen of whom had degrees. One
substitute teacher had a sixty day teaching permit, fourteen
had ninety day teaching permits, one had a full year special
permit, three held life certificates and two had secondary

provisional certificates.

283tate of Michigan, Department of Education, Study

by the State Reorganization Committee, December 21, 1967.
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The schools were evaluated as to their instructional
programs. They were found to be quite typical of suburban
schools. Course offerings were inclined to be conservative
although a building program then under way at Riverside High
School gave promise of a more comprehensive educational pro-
gram. Educational offerings were found to be commensurate
with those in other Michigan schools.??

A hearing was held on January 4, 1968, at which time
the citizens of the district were given the opportunity to
voice their opinions concerning the existence of an emergency
in the district. Most of those who spoke indicated a belief
that no emergency existed. A number of persons called for a
merger of the district with other school districts, if not
through the emergency procedure of Act 239, then through
some other method.

On January 11, 1968, the State Reorganization Com-
mittee met as required by Act 239 to review the report on
the North Dearborn Heights District and the transcript of
the hearing concerning the existence of an emergency con-
dition. The committee unanimously voted that no emergency
requiring the immediate reorganization of the district

existed.30 The matter was then ended as no action on the

29114,

3OLetter from Roger Boline, Secretary, State Re-
organization Committee.
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part of the State Board of Education was called for by the
act after such a finding by the State Reorganization Com-
mittee.

The decision of the State Reorganization Committee
was the final important hurdle the school district had to
cross in its effort to survive the teachers! strike. In vhat
had literally become a life and death struggle between the
school'district and the teachers! union, the school district
had apparently won because it still existed and the teachers?
union did not.

Summary. In this chapter data relative to the con-
flict surrounding the North Dearborn Heights teachers! strike
in the fall of 1967 was reviewed.

Following lengthy contract negotiations that spring
a tentative agreement was rejected by the board of education
in June. When agreement still had not been reached by Sep-
tember 5, when school was scheduled to open, the strike
began.

In an attempt to open school the board sought and
wés granted a court injunction, sending the striking teachers
back to work. Rather than be subjected to the court order,
however, eighty of the teachers chose to submit their resig-
nations. These resignations were then accepted by the board
and school was ordered opened. Other teachers were hired to

replace those who had resigned.
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When agreement between the union and the board could
not be reached, and when it appeared that the schools would
remain opan, the union was dissolved and teachers who had
resigned took positions in other school districts. Attempts
to dissolve the school district failed, and the district

returned to an essentially normal school program.



CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA

Chapter four of this study contains an analysis of

data relating to the North Dearborn Heights teachers'! strike.

Data was drawn from literature relating to collective bar-
gaining and strikes in public employment, and especially in
the public schools, from records of events in North Dearborn
Heights, and from structured interviews with members of the
federation?s bargaining team and the board of education. In
this chapter emphasis was placed on the consideration of de-
cision making processes in an attempt to identify concepts
that would be helpful to teachers and boards of education in
avoiding similar problems in the future.

Authority of the board's bargaining team. One of
the differences between collective bargaining in the private
and public sectors involved the extent of authority vested
in the group negotiating for management to make binding
agreements at the bargaining table. Generally, those who
negotiated for management in the public sector tended to have
less authority to make binding agreements than did those who
bargained in the private sector.

It was clear that in North Dearborn Heighﬁs the

employee and management groups had contrasting conceptions

114
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of the extent of authority that should be vested in the
board?!s bargaining team.

Members of the federation's bargaining team appeared
to be basing their thoughts and actions on the traditional
collective bargaining model borrowed from industry. They
indicated that they considered it appropriate for the man-
agement team to make firm commitments at the bargaining
table.

The board of education, on the other hand appeared
to base its thoughts and actions on its past experiences
and traditions. The board indicated that it would and should
assume ultimate responsibility in negotiations through its
right to review and either accept or reject the results of
its bargaining team's efforts.

The board members all indicated that they believed
that the board's team had sufficient authority to negotiate
a contract agreement with the teachers! union. They all
maintained the board's right and obligation to make a final
decision on any proposed contract.

The positions of the teachers and the board relative
to the authority of the board's bargaining team can be sum-
marized as follows: the teachers maintained that the board's
bargaining team should have the authority to make firm com-
mitments and that it did not have that authority, while the

board maintained that its team had adequate authority to
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bargain but that the team could not commit the board to a
firm agreement.

As the result of the contrasting positions of the
teachers and the board relative to the board'!s team and its
authority, the teachers were reluctant to bargain with the
boardt's team, especially after the board?s rejection of the
tentative agreement. The federation's bargaining team did
not want to make concessions in the "give and take"™ of col-
lective bargaining, because it feared that corresponding
gains for the union agreed to by the board's bargaining team
would be rejected by the board.

Following the board!s rejection of the proposed con-
tract in June, 1967, it was evident that for all practical
purposes the board's bargaining team could function only as
a figurehead. The teachers would no longer accept a proposal
from the board's team without some evidence of the board's
willingness to support that proposal. Likewise, the board's
team was forced to get approval from the board of any pro-
posals it made in order to prevent a repetition of the con-
tract rejection. Even though the board'!s right to reject
the contract proposal agreed to by its bargaining team had
been upheld in the unfair labor practice decision, a practical
effect of the board's action was to reduce the effectiveness
of its bargaining team.

The problem of the authority of a bargaining team
to make binding agreements in negotiations in the public
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sector was well illustrated in North Dearborn Heights. It
is a problem that resulted from applying collective bargain-
ing in the industrial framework to the public sector of
employee relations without appropriate adaptations. It
would appear that a board of education should make every
effort to give its bargaining team authority to make bind-
ing agreements in collective bargaining sessions. Two pos-
sible methods of reconciling the granting of such authority
with the board's responsibilities as elected officials to
make decisions would be (1) for board members to serve on
the bargaining team or, if that is impossible, (2) to estab-
lish certain limits beyond which its team could not bargain
without further authority from the board, and then to accept
agreements reached by its bargaining team within those lim-
itations.

Consequences of the rejection of the proposed con-

tract. When the board of education began to be concarned
by provisions of the proposed contract agreement it was
faced by several serious problems. One was the fact that

a proposed contract including a new salary schedule had
been agreed to by the board's bargaining team. ~Further,
board members had been contacted by the superintendent and
had either indicated approval of the salary schedule or had
failed to notify the superintendent of any objections to
the salary schadule before the matter was agreed to at the

bargaining table.
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To reject the proposed contract would be a diffi-

cult act from a political point of view. It would be a move
that could be expected to alienate at least some of the
teachers. It would also be an act that could not easily be
defended in view of the advice of the board's bargaining
tcam.

In spite of these problems the opinion expressed at
first by one or two board members that a ranking clause
should not be accepted began to be shared by other board
mzmbers. That opinion held that the board should not commit
itself to a salary schedule that could vary in cost because
of salaries being paid in other school districts. Admin-
istrators argued that the district would be forced to pay
salaries that would maintain the district's position in the
job market anyway, and that to put such a factor in the
salary scheduls to eliminate future bargaining would be ad-
vantagaous to the district. Tha board decided, however,
that it could not be bound by salary conditions as they existed
in other districts. Board members indicated that it was
for that reason that the board decided to reject the proposasd
contract.

It is impossible to fully evaluatz the wisdom of
the board's decision to reject the contract proposal since
that decision was based on a long range view of the district's
financial abilities. Sufficient time has not elapsed to

maks such a judgment. Based on the experiences of the
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district immediately following that action, however, it
appears that the board's action was costly both in terms of
salary schedule costs and in terms of the disruption of edu-
cational services for children.

The basic salary schesdule improvements agreed to by
the two bargaining teams would have cost épproximately
367,000, assuming that the same staff would have returned
for the 1967-68 school year. This cost of salary schedule
improvement was in addition to all fringe benefits and regular
increments based on teaching expsrience. Tha clause that
would have raised ths salary schadule further if necessary
to maintain a ranking position of thirteenth among thirty-
two comparable school disiricts would have eventually cost
an additional 325,500, for a total salary schadule improve-
ment of approximately 392,500,

Months later, after experiencing a bitter strike
along with the accompanying educational disruption and loss
of teachers, the board scsttled with the new bargaining agent
for a salary scheduie that had a salary improvement cost of
approximately $101,350 based on the same factors as mantioned
above.

Since many of the naw teachars hired to rsplace thossa
who had resigned were less experienced, they were placed in
lower rositions on the salary schedule. As a result, the
actual salary costs to thzs district did not increase as much

as would have bezn the case had tha teaching staff not
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experienced such a change betwesen the 1966-67 and 1967-68
school years.

In addition to having to settle for a more costly
salary schedule because it rejected the proposed contract,
the board was faced by a serious labor disputs that would
never have occurred had the contract been accepted in June.

Of critical importance to the dispute was the board's
action which did not necessarily precipitate the dispute but
which made the dispute possible. Tha proposed contract fol-
lowed a year of relatively peaceful labor relations in the
district. It was a two year pact that would have insured
two more years in which the board and teachers could have
worked to improve application of the contract to the school
system.

tWhile the board did not, and probably could not,
anticipate tha events that would follow its rejection of the
contract, it now appears that that rejection of the contract
with the North Dearborn Heights Federation of Teachers was
a serious and costly error.

The use of power in collective bargaining. Events

that took place during the North Dearborn Heights labor dis-
pute illustrated some of the consequences that can result
from a power struggle.

To a certain extent collective bargaining is based
on an aséumption of conflict between the employee and man-

agement groups. Collective bargaining can help to resolve
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conflict but it can also serve to create conflict by forcing
individuals and groups into adversary roles.

In North Dearborn Heights there was an atmosphere
of restrained conflict surrounding bargaining sessions prior
to the rejection of the contract proposal, as indicated by
suspicions of the other side and expectations of minor
negotiation problems reported by both teachers and board
membars. This restrainad conflict may have been disagree-
able to some of the individuals who participated in the nego-
tiations, but it did not interfere to any great axtent with
progress on the contract proposal.

A great change involving greater conflict and much
distrust took place, however, in the bargaining climate
after the board rejected the proposed contract. That change
did not appear to be the result of the wishes of either party
to the negotiations. It appeared to have been more the re-
sult of bargaining circumstances and particularly the result
of the use of bargaining power by both groups.

The first important show of strength, other than
through verbal fencing across the bargaining table, took
place when the board rejected the proposed contract. No
matter what the board's reason might have been, that act
was perceived by the teacherst bargaining team to be an
aggressive act directed against the teachers.

Response to contract rejection was shock, anger,

and distrust. There appears also to have been a felt need
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to punish the board and point out its "misdeeds" especially
when the unfair labor practice charge was denied by the
trial examiner. As a result there was an insistent demand
that all board members be present for all bargaining sessions
before the union's bargaining team would resume negotiations
during the final week before school was to open. Three valu-
able days of possible bargaining time were lost for that
reason.,

The next show of strength was made by the union when
the strike was called. The board responded to that action
not by yielding to pressure but by seeking a court injunc-
tion to force the teachers back to their classrooms.

The teachers!'! response to the injunction was to
resign. This was the ultimate power that the teachers could
wield against the board. The board then brought its greatest
power to bear against the union, not by acéepting resigna-
tions, but by opening the schools and operating them without
those teachers who had resigned. The act of accepting resig-
nations was much less significant than that of opening school.
Other school districts had accepted resignations during a
dispute and had subsequently rehired their teachers when the
dispute was over. The act of opening and operating the
schools without teachers who had resigned was a much greater
display of power.

It appeared that in the North Dearborn Heights case
the application of power by both sides went out of control.
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Whan the board applied power by rejecting the proposed con-
tract it forced the union to reply by means of a stronger
show of power. It is important to note that each subsequent
escalation in the use of power by one party or the other
brought a corresponding reaction from the other group.

The main lesson that can be learned from the power
struggle in North Dearborn Heights is simply that the use of
powar by eithsr party to negotiations can reduce the possi-
bilities of reaching an agreement by causing the other party
to respond in terms of power rather ‘than reason.

In North Dearborn Heights there was steady progress
toward contract agreement as long as the board's team refrained
from the use of power in attemptirg to find solutions to the
unionts demands. When that restraint was wiihdrawn by the
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