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Introduction
The Detroit Public Sector after World War Il, 1947-1967:

An Overview of its History and Historiography

The rise of the labor movement in the public service to a
position of growing significance has now made imperative

a fresh appraisal of programs, which aspire to create a
measure of employee participation in personnel

management.

The rise of public employee unionism...is important in its
own right as a significant transformation in U.S. Labor
relations, and as one aspect of recent changes in the U.S.
Workforce and in the labor movement. It emerged in part
because of the baby boom, and forms part of the upsurge of
social movements of the 1969s.

Power to the Public WorkeiThese are the words that are emblazoned in the title

of a book of the same nam&hey embody an idea that public sector workers relentlessly

pursued during the immediate post World War 1l era. Deploying plower, public

workers, like those in the private sector following the enactroktite National Labor

Relations Act, wanted the power to bargain collectively for wagesefits, and working

conditions. It was a power embodied in the spirit of a Civil Rightsvement that

elevated the Fourteenth Amendment to heights never before achidwe=e rights did

not come easily and in some instances not at all. Like other tepggkes for rights, the

struggle for public sector unionism had many passionate advocatege group of them

Morton Robert GodineThe Labor Problem in the Public Service: A Study in
Political Pluralism(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1951), 2-3.

Robert Shaffer, “Where Are the Organized Public Employees? The Absence of
Public Employee Unionism from U.S. History Textbooks, and Why It Mattee)or
History, 43 (2002): 323.

®Richard N. Billings and John Greenygwer to the Public WorkéNew York:
Robert B. Luce, Inc., 1974).
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resided in Detroit. They did not rest until they made progresshiewang those rights
and the power that came with them.

Detroit's legacy as a city with a strong and enduring union meneisone about
which few could argue. Historian Steve Babson uses the term, “union ttawae’scribe
the city. Fellow historian Robert Zieger would agree. Writing alloathistory of the
Congress of Industrial Organizations, he refers to it as “theegsential CIO city*The
AFL and various employee associations contributed to the strehgtiganized labor in
Detroit, which led Babson to argue that “[flew places in Angeboasted a more self-
confident, combative working class than the Motor Cityifi 1965, Detroit News
journalist Peter R. Lochbiler referred to Detroit as “the tatapital of the nation®a
fitting moniker for a city that many saw as just that.

One area that has not received the scholarly attention tdasérves is public
sector workers in Detroit. In his historiographical article on lddstory in the city, labor
historian and archivist Michael Smith noted that there is atldexdrliterature on the
public sector that demands attention by historfafise purpose of this dissertation is to
fill this void. Following World War Il, the public sector began toypkn increasingly
important role in the life of Detroit. Like workers in the privatector, Detroit-based
public employees sought the benefits of union representation to adwanceconomic

standing. Inspired by the Civil Rights movement, Detroit's pubbitosdollowed a path

“*Robert H. ZiegerThe CIO, 1935-1958Chapel Hill: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1995), 242.

°Steve Babsor\Vorking Detroit: The Making of a Union ToWDetroit: Wayne
State University Press, 1986), IX.

®Peter R. Lochbiler, “Labor Writer DiesDetroit News 6 August 1965, 1.

"Mike Smith, “Let's Make Detroit a Union Town': The History of Labor and the
Working Class in the Motor CityMichigan Historical Reviev27 (Fall 2001): 169.
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from relative weakness in the mid-1940s and before to increasipgwamment in the
mid-1960s and beyond. The narrative that follows illustrates how puldiiorsenions
emerged and began to acquire political and economic power after World War 11.

While organized labor plays a vital role in Detroit, much of ibvershadowed by
the presence of the United Automobile Workers (UAW). To be sure, &AW Plays a
uniquely important role in the life and history of Detroit. Given figaifcance of cars in
American society, it understandable that a union representing alkerasarould enjoy a
good deal of attention. However, an examination of public sector unigrswdes an
opportunity to observe how another part of organized labor influences arfliénced
by the forces of history. Because of the differences betweeic @mddtor workers and
those represented by the UAW, research about them can only cantrdbat fuller
understanding of Detroit’s working class of which they are an important part.

This study hinges on two pieces of legislation. The first is Pulidt 336, better
known as the Hutchinson Act. Enacted by the Michigan legislature in 189&7law
prohibited strikes among public sector workers and applied punitive comsegu®
those who did. It criminalized the act of encouraging or coenmtiagbers of the public
sector to strike. In 1965, the second law, Public Act 379, referred theaBublic
Employees Relations Act, significantly amended the Hutchinson Kcteed, two
scholars have likened the second act to the 1935 National LabomoRglAgt, in that it
required state and local agencies in Michigan to engage in colléetrgaining with its
employees or their representatives. Advocates of the Publmlofees Relations Act
considered the Hutchinson Act overly punitive. The contrast between ehiews could

not be more stark. The prohibition against striking remained imabe second act, but
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lawmakers limited the penalties for engaging in strikes in the amendedla 1965 law
eliminated the provision requiring criminal prosecution of those who eagedror
coerced public sector employees to stfike.

After World War |II, organized labor in the public sector in Detraias
empowered by the enactment of the 1965 Public Employee Relatmindi#e public
sector welcomed the changes made in the 1965 law. In many Wwaysyhlic sector of
the mid-1960s followed the historical trajectory experienced bynargd labor within
the private sector thirty years before. After all, the 1935d4ati Labor Relations Act
(NLRA) empowering private sector employees parallelec dtatrs empowering public
sector workers during the 1960s. In both cases, legislators bestoveatiwlbargaining
rights upon these workers in response to oppressive laws enacted pyevibas, too,
public sector union membership grew exponentially after city and Ewas nationally
allowed for collective bargaining in the same way that uniombegship grew in the
private sector following the enactment of the Wagner Act. For Ipotrate sector
workers following NLRA and public sector workers in the 1960s, colledbargaining
agreements followed the passage of laws and union growth. At deastunion

representing public sector employees advanced the cause of puibdiic weions by

& Michigan, “Hutchinson Act,’Public and Local Acts of the Legislature of the
State of Michigar{1947), 633-634; Michigan, “Public Employees Relations Aetblic
and Local Acts of the Legislature of the State of Michi{d®65), 745-750; Russell A.
Smith, “State and Local Advisory Reports on Public Employment Labor Relafions:
Comparative Analysis,Michigan Law Review7 (March, 1969). 891-918; Gregory M.
Saltzman and Shlomo Sperka, “Public Sector Collective Bargaining in Michigan:
and Recent Developments,” in Joyce M. Najita and James L. SterrCellisctive
Bargaining in the Public Sector: The Experience of Eight S{&tew York: M.E.
Sharpe, 2001), 106-108 and 132-133; Doris B. McLaughlichigan Labor: A Brief
History from 1818 to the Presef&nn Arbor: The University of Michigan and Wayne
State University, 1970), 164.
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evoking the name of President John F. Kennedy and his 1962 Executivel(888rin
the same way union activists evoked Franklin Delano Roosevelt's namg daion
organizing of private sector employees following NLRA. Indeed, instrae way that
the Wagner Act owes its enactment to the New Deal, thedPtbiployee Relations Act
owes much of its success to the Civil Right moveme®peaking of this latter period,
historian Nelson Lichtenstein argues that, “Rights consciousrsgssénded most of the
usual demographic and occupational barriers, it spread to almost sxgmyent of
society, to just about every interest group and factibtie public sector represents one
such element shaped by the Civil Rights movement.

One key component differentiated Executive Order 10988 from theridti
Labor Relations Act: the provision allowing for strikes, which wlagrly outlined in the
latter measure. Indeed, many argued that in the absence déeapstivision, the mere
collective bargaining provision fell far short of what was neéddthere is some truth to
this outlook. Yet, Michigan's 1965 public sector collective bargaitéwg and those
elsewhere clearly spurred organizing efforts, transformed labatians, and prompted
strikes that the law presumed to prohibit.

Public sector workers represent a wide range of occupations. Dhargpstwar

°Sara U. Douglad,abor's New Voice: Unions and the Mass Me@iarwood,

N.J.: Ablex Publishing Corporation, 1986), 21; Irwin Ross, “Those Newly Militant
Government Workers Fortung August 1968, 107 and 131; Saltzman and Sperka,
“Public Sector Collective Bargaining in Michigan,” 106-108 and 132-133.

%Nelson LichtensteirState of the Union: A Century of American Labor
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), 199; Flyer regarding “Execdtder
10988,” ca. 1962, box 56, folder 12, accessioned May 2009, unprocessed collection of
the Service Employees International, ALUA.

130seph A. McCartin, “Unexpected Convergence: Values, Assumptions, and the
Right to Strike in Public and Private Sectors, 1945-20BGffalo Law Revievs7 (2009):
742-744,
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era in Detroit, they hauled garbage into trucks, taught public sdioldlren, served
meals in public lunch rooms, guarded public sites, worked as sooikers, provided
landscaping on the sides of roads and buildings, worked as steas) fiti@ntained
traffic signals for the Public Lighting Commission, maintaine@y and other equipment
as electricians for Detroit Receiving Hospital, drove and re@abuses and streetcars,
mopped floors and cleaned bathrooms in public agencies, and provided a piéthora
administrative services within city and state governmerRublic workers differed
dramatically in what they did, the skills and education that theies required, and even
the class status they held. The contrast between school teantdiisrarians on the one
hand and garbage workers and plumbers on the other brings into shefrpheekocial
gulf that sometimes separates public sector workers. At the s8me, public employees
have several related characteristics in common. They provide iabgritdilic services
where neither a profit motive nor competition exist and they déniie income from the
tax base of the governmental jurisdictions for which they work.

The following dissertation excludes some categories of Detred public sector
workers. Federal workers and classified state civil serwioekers are among these,
although a few reference are made to them. The study is thitotkis way to reflect the
centrality of the proposed and enacted laws in Michigan upon whishstbdy is
focused. More specifically, the two main laws upon which the followsngased do not
have any bearing on either federal public sector workers csifetgsstate civil service
workers.

Labor Historians and Public Sector Unionism

2Gordine, The Labor Problem in the Public Servidd, 17.
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Though a growing number of historians have come to understand amdiafgr
the significance of the public sector, public sector unionism has etaived the
historical attention that it deserves. Its general neglecinspired the ire of at least two
historians seeking to shame their colleagues into fully integraéihe public sector into
historical scholarship® In his review essay on the subject, Robert Shaffer refetseto t
sheer growth of public sector workers and their unions beginningeit350s as a main
reason why historians should devote more research to them. With a wabi force of
400,000 in 1955, employment in the public sector climbed to 4,000,000 by the 1970s.
The activism public employees demonstrated in their unionization,e8laaffues, drew
from and contributed to the “civil rights movement, the student moveithenteminist
movement, and the questioning of the established order normally asdoasisth the
1960s.** Even as manufacturing employment has declined significantbtortans
continue to write extensively and primarily about organized labor inmiseufacturing
sector, at the same time public sector unions experienced theexpsmential growth.
Some of the growth in government employment, Shaffer shows, wasodugndon
Johnson's Great Society programs, whose resources expanded the ectblicasd
prompted public employee unionization. The Civil Rights movement, he argues
prompted a flurry of strikes by teachers and postal worketseiri960s and 1970s. The
Civil Rights movement also inspired AFSCME and other unions repnegeptiblic
sector workers to adopt a more militant stance. Shaffer atigaethe study of the Civil

Rights and anti-war movements overshadowed many other developméms efa, but

13Shaffer, “Where Are the Organized Public Employees?” 315-334; Joseph A.
McCartin, “Bringing the State's Workers in: Time to Rectify an liabeed US Labor
Historiography,”Labor History 47 (February 2006): 73-94.

“Shaffer, Where Are the Organized Public Employees? 321.

www.manaraa.com



he stresses that the public sector played an important part & thogements, as
evidenced by the Memphis sanitation strike of 1968. This latter ,edanig which
Martin Luther King, Jr. was assassinated, should have beena ggnmistorians that a
fuller examination of public sector unions is in ordfer.

Shaffer reminds us, too, that the rise of the public sector has seen catilieeb
the Democratic and Republican parties. The former has arguegbtfexhment plays an
important role in American life while Republicans have maintaited the growth of
government has caused some of the nation's problems. Needlesg, tine enduring
debate over taxes has been central to the discussion of publiciseotw. Prominent in
Shaffer's analysis is the strike by air traffic contmsllevhoRonald Reagafired in 1981.
It hastened a retreat from and decline in unionization, which haadgltgegun in the
private sector in the 1950s. That public sector unions have continued tagspite the
overall decline of union membership warrants attention by histor#€s executive
order 10988 was, Shaffer argues, an important factor in the growth at elctor
unionization generally, noting that his executive order not only gaderde workers
limited rights to collective bargaining but inspired unions represgrdtate and local
workers to do likewisé® These individual and collective reasons reveal the basis of
Shaffer's argument: that public sector unionism demands morea@ttéam historians
than it has received.

In his review essay, historian Joseph McCartin exhibite lddncern about the
lack of attention public sector workers receive in textbooks, notingthieae are not

currently enough secondary sources from which textbook authors canLtkavihaffer,

Bibid., 315-334.
¥hid., 315-334.
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however, McCartin notes the growth of the public sector, the importankennedy's

Executive Order 10988, its association with the anti-government vak of the 1970s,

and the association that public sector unions had with the Civil Rigbt®ment. In

contrast to Shaffer, McCartin attributes the lack of attentigoubfic sector unionism to
five issues. McCartin convincingly argues that the purge of commnsuaisti other
radicals from organized labor during the Cold War, the uneven relajobstiveen

organized labor and the Democratic Party, and the bureaucratizaiibrinereasing

passivity of organized labor constitute reasons why historians tiawgissed public
sector unions. Other reasons include the debilitating affects tdwhand state on labor
and the inability of the labor movement to form cohesive relationstitpsthe civil and

women's rights movements.

None of these issues take on much importance when public sector nmisnis
placed in the context of history. While the Cold War had a chillifection organized
labor in general, many public sector workers did become militdotébés thaw. As to
the betrayal of organized labor by the Democratic Partyag s Democratic president
and big city Democratic mayors and governors that signed exeartlers, ordinances
and legislation permitting collective bargaining for public sectorkers. According to
McCartin, the general bureaucratization of unions did not affect psbktor unions

during the 1960s and 1970s either, although some may disagree. Duringitdstipey

Ybid.; for articles mentioning the relationship between the anti tax revolt and
public sector see Joseph McCartin, “’A Wagner Act for Public Employesdsir's
Deferred Dream and the Rise of Conservatism, 1970-19@6rhal of American
History, 95 (June 2008), 123-148; Joseph McCartin, “Turnabout Years: Public Sector
Unionism and the Fiscal Crisis,” in Bruce J. Schulman and Julian E. Zelizer, eds.
Rightward Bound: Making America Conservati@ambridge: Harvard University Press,
2008), 210-226.
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did not shy away from militant activities, including strikes. ikelwhat we observe in
the private sector, moreover, McCartin argues, “public workers giggethe distinct
liberalization of the labor laws that affected them between X%’ the mid-1970s,”
which labor historians who focus on the decline in organized laborthé&éraft-Hartley

Act largely ignore. Finally, public sector uniodsl form coalitions with the civil rights
and feminist movements, which runs counter to what unions representirgithtie

private sector did during this period, a point Robert Shaffer makeslad ike Shaffer's

essay, McCartin's essay lays the groundwork for this dedsertand reveals why it is
important.

Any serious discussion of public sector unionism’s history mustrate of the
important contribution that historian and attorney Joseph Slater ltestmthe literature.
While his 2002 monograpliublic Workers does not say much about Detroit, it is the
first full-length book in recent years to discuss the subjeat fa historical perspective in
a range of different unions. It has a breadth not found in the two bstofiAmerican
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees and the bigg@pformer
AFSCME President Jerry Wurf. IRublic Workers Slater addresses the 1919 Boston
police strike that had implications for the public sector for nerpsequent decades, the
importance of law and politics in the establishment of wages, agr&onditions and
benefits, and the unfavorable construction and application of the term, “ubipiikie
courts. Because Slater's book ends in 1961, it corresponds to the decattes of
dissertation while providing a meaningful backdrop. Slater’s |ash chapter focuses on
the Wisconsin public sector law, which paved the way for subsequeat|atet for

public sector collective bargaining. Michigan Public Employee tiela Act was among
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these™®

Like Shaffer and McCartin, Slater posits reasons why labor laeghave been
slow to see the public sector as a viable area of research. dflladbor history operates
out of a Marxist framework that ascribes importance to the ownfetee means of
production on the one hand and workers on the other. This relationship provides an
important key to the understanding of capitalism and the profitvenoThe reality,
however, is that the public sector does not fit into this frameworkpiidfé motive does
not play a clear and discernible role within public sector labatiogls, even while taxes
derived from profits secured from capitalist endeavors does detetiime extent and
nature of public sector work. As Slater notes, “public sector uniongaatid¢dontest the
distribution of profits within private businesses...[C]ollective actipmpbblic employees
were thought not to be battles against capitalists and capitabst rather merely
disputes over how to provide services to the pubfidri the introduction, Slater also
notes the dearth of literature by historians on public sector unidfi&ducational
historian James Earl Clarke agrees. In his dissertation on gteyhof the American
Federation of Teachers, he argues that, “Teachers had to regatiata public body
unable to increase revenues by increasing prices, becawseling no commodity was

sold.”** As a result of this framework, there may not be much of a desipirsue

830seph SlatePublic Workers: Government Employee Unions, the Law and the
State 1900-1962 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2004),;1Bliings and Greenya,
Power to the Public WorkdiNew York: Robert B. Luce, Inc.); Leo Kramé&®bor's
Paradox: The American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Empl@yees
York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.); Joseph C. Goulderry Wurf: Labor’s Last Angry
Man (New York: Atheneum, 1982).

19 Slater,Public Workers4.

“Ibid., 1-12.

“Ljames Earl Clarke, “American Federation of Teachers: Origins and History
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elements of labor history that operate on the fringes of capitalist labbonsl.

In addition to these reasons for the dearth of studies by hgtorians on public
sector unionism, there is another. For the better part of the twecgietury, the National
Labor Relations Act has played a major role in labor relations. Issuesmogcthe right
to organize, collective bargaining, and the right to strike ardieddwvithin this law and
its amendments. As a result, much of the historiography in lalsmitarly concerned
with this law and its amendments. Neither the NLRA nor the BbRrd apply to public
sector workeré? and labor historians of the period have been more inclined to study
subjects closely linked to this law and its amendments. The impertdiice NLRA as a
point of departure for labor historians aside, it has not preventedftbenwriting about
private sector labor relations before the NLRA. As Slateiarksy “While public sector
unions had few if any statutory rights before the 1960s, the amaodearth in the
private sector before the New Deal has not deterred histofiaihé relatively small
size of the public sector prior to the New Deal may also acdounivhy historians
refrained from in-depth studies of it.

A final reason for the dearth of studies on the public sectarecogs the nature of
the work conducted by public sector workers. Public sector unions oftemizngg
professionals like public school teachers, librarians and soci&evsorSuch workers do
not fit the image of blue collar workers, who often are imagimanufacturing cars,

working in steel mills, or digging coal. To be sure, these prisat¢éor occupations are

(Ph.D. diss., Cornell University, 1966), 388; “Should Teachers StiTkes"Detroit
Teachey January 20, 1947, 7.

22 Godine,The Labor Problem in the Public Servj& William Edward Eaton,
The American Federation of Teachers, 1916-1@drbondale: Southern lllinois
University Press, 1975), 43; Douglasbor's New Voiced0.

3S|ater,Public Workers3.
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important and deserve scholarly attention. The public sector, howevdredas major
employer and the site of labor struggles for over a ceAtuxy other indicator says this
more than the growth it has experienced in the last sixty yegr®wth that parallels the
private sector's decline.

Public sector workers represent an important element of $osiaty. The steam
fitters, plumbers, social workers, teachers, janitors, healtre ocaorkers and
administrative staff associated with local and state governmegmésent an important
growth sector in the economy and in politics. For that reasondés®rve the attention
of historians. In speaking of the 1960s in a book review, historiannkigoyle writes
that, “...there were millions of other Americans — children, pareetirees, factory
workers, secretaries, school teachers, and sales clerks, thiedliaad the mentally ill —
about whom we know very littl€. Moreover, the prominence of African Americans and
women in public sector work and unions during the period calls for theirdesason
beyond labor histor$f This dissertation hopes to contribute to that historiography.
Primary Sources Documenting Public Sector Unionism

Labor historians can no longer claim that there is a dearthadfible sources on
the public sector. Wayne State University’s Archives of Lalpolr @drban Affairs possess
extensive and available holdings on the public sector located in tleetiyis of the

American Federation of State, County, Municipal Employees, theridameFederation

**David ziskind,0One Thousand Strikes of Government Emplogiées York:
Columbia University Press, 1940).

*>Kevin Boyle, “The Times They Aren't A-changindzeviews in American
History 29 (2001), 308; see also Shaffer, “Where Are the Organized Public Employees?”
333.

®Joseph Slater, “Down By: Public Sector Unions and the State in America, World
War | to World War 1I” (Ph.D. diss., Georgetown University, 1998), 7-8.
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of Teachers and the Service Employees International Union, lassvihe papers and
records of lawmakers and other public officials. The records of puifficials are
located in numerous other repositories as well. The Meany Centgitver Springs,
Maryland possess the records of the AFL-CIO Public Employesgsaiment, which
provides rich resources for research. The Wagner Archivesvatyldek University has a
number of collections concerning AFSCME that are available feeareh as wefl’
Similarly, the records of the National Association of Letterri@es, located at Wayne
State University, will be a source for the research of the @sbbttor once they are made
available in the coming montf8.

In many instances, sources are easily accessible in pabbcds as well as the
records of unions located in any number of archival repositories. Inteedarrative
that follows draws from union records as well as the records of guiclic figures as
Michigan governors G. Mennen Williams, and George Romney, located biniversity
of Michigan's Bentley Historical Library, and those of Detroiyors Edward Jeffries
and Albert Cobo, held at the Detroit Public Library's Burton HistdrCollections, and
Jerome Cavanagh's records, in the holdings of the Walter P. Reuther Library.

In the last fifty years, unions representing public sector werkeperienced
significant growth, and many of the people responsible for thattrave living. As a
result, many of them are available to be interviewed. Indeed, orergae that now is an

ideal time to study public sector unions and the people they reprssini@ly because

*’Meredith Kolodner, “To Feature 50 Years of History: DC 37 Archiving Its
Growth,” The Chief17 August 2007.

285ee for example, the Web site of the Walter Reuther Library accessed on
October 16, 2009 alittp://www.reuther.wayne.edahd the Web site of the Robert
Wagner Archives accessed on October 16, 2009 at:
http://www.nyu.edu/library/bobst/research/tam/
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further delay might mean that we will not have the opportunityditeat their oral
histories. Taken individually or collectively, these archival sesir@nd potential for oral
history interviews will help to tell a story thus far treatsdsomething of a stepchild in
the historiography of organized labor.

Both the 1947 Hutchinson Act and the 1965 Public Employee Relations Act are
provided some context by tiMichigan Manual As an official government source, the
Michigan Manualprovides useful information, including biographical information on
individual Michigan legislators, the districts they represented and thems@ssvhich
they served. Given that the following hinges on two major pieces of legislation in
addition to other legislative measures, the Michigan House and Senate Journaks also a
important. They follow the detailed process through which bills move through the
legislature. This information is vital to understanding the details of what happened, whe
it occurred, and the positions of elected officials. Given the historian'sroonith
process, any such source is usétul.

While the above-mentioned sources provide a range of information, they are not
always useful sources for illustrating the human side of issues. Georgmftgadvhery's
Backbencher: A Legislative Memdaielps fill that gap. This personal account of a
freshman legislator during the 1965-1966 legislative session accomplishes two use
things. First, it illustrates exactly how the legislature works without inggts readers
down in the waters of a legalese that are difficult to navigate. After aledisature was

and is comprised of real people with a culture and unwritten protocols that playim rol

29See, for example, MichigaMichigan ManualLansing: State of Michigan,
1953, 1963 and 1965) and Michigdournal of the House of Representatifieansing:
State of Michigan, 1947, 1965 and 1967).
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dictating the business of that institution. Montgomery's memoir sheds light on these
matters. Needless to say, the political party that dominates either @haftbe

legislature plays a significant role in dictating thieection and thrust of that body.
Backbenchemowever, moves beyond the obvious and provides its readers with insights
that help them to read between the lines of official accounts. Most importaotight,
Montgomery's account concerns the specific legislature that passed the 1965 Publ
Employee Relations Act, which is a key part of this dissertation.

Duddley Buffa'dJnion Power & American Democracy: The UAW and the
Democratic Party: 1935-1972nd Margaret NowakBwo Who Were There: A
Biography of Stanley Nowaltso provide some insight into the workings of the
legislature, but neither mentions either the Hutchinson Act nor the Public Employees
Relations Act. In Buffa's account, the UAW maintained a stranglehold on tinegisiic
Democratic Party. Buffa, however, does not provide a sense as to the climhatehn w
they both operated. As a result, Buffa completely ignores the extent to which the
Republican Party exercised a stranglehold on democracy itself througppoioned
legislative districts. This arrangement, as revealed in chapter tHoveedlfor a
disproportionate number of Republican legislators in a state where Demotzats of
outvoted Republicar.

Newspaper accounts are another important source of information iE@pe¢iese

30 would like to thank Joseph Patrick Swallow for informing me of this book.
George F. Montgomeryackbencher: A Legislative Memd@Waterford, Michigan:
Sunshine Publications, 2002).

31Dudley W. Buffa,Union Power & American Democracy: The UAW and the
Democratic Party, 1935-197&Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1984), vi;
Margaret Collingwood Nowakiwo Who Were There: A Biography of Stanley Nowak
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 142-222.
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for what follows. TheDetroit Labor Newsand thePublic Employeeare two of the chief
sources of labor-controlled newspapers utilized for this disgeriathe use of these and
other labor organs have their limitations. As Sara Douglasuslis her booklLabor's
New Voice: Unions and the Mass Mediaeir intention is to “provide labor leaders with
outlets for their opinions and to reach the rank and file.” As altré'sarely were two
sides of any issue printed®”For all of their claims, Detroit daily newspapers did not
always render a particularly objective view of the news eifbeuglas speaks to this fact
as well. As she argues, “[i]t is against the inherentasts of newspapers to champion
the cause of labor because they are constantly engaged in theimtenral labor
management issues with which to contefidldeed, this is why those news organs
published for and by organized labor often went to great lengtisunter the often
biased assertions within the “mainstream” press. This ideaevasled in the reporting
and editorials found in th®etroit News Detroit Free Pressand theDetroit Times
regarding labor-related issues. Their perspective towardldages reapportionment,
clearly revealed their anti-labor bent. The assertions in ther l|press are as much
intended to report news unavailable in mass market publicationgsa® iadvance and,
sometimes, slant a position to move union members into action. Whevlichegan
AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editiomaintains that, “50,000 AFSCME
members will hold a special Leadership Conference at theeiSkitton Hotel to
demonstrate the union's protest to agency heads 'dragging thein fegilementing the

Public Employees Act, passed in July 1965,” we should not be surpridad tthe

#Douglas,Labor's News Voigel8.
*Ibid., 29.
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absence of any sources corroborating this cfaim.
Scholars Outside of History Weigh in on the Public Sector

Beginning in the early 1970s, a number of scholars outside of hisaong to
realize the importance of public sector labor relations. Writethose specializing in
industrial relations and with titles lik€ublic Workers and Public UnionRublic
Employee UnionisirandPublic Employee Unionshey addressed a number of the issues
in the public sectof> The authors clearly wrote the books in response to the groundswell
of activity in public sector labor relations taking place in the 1960mton Robert
Godine'sThe Labor Problem in the Public Serviseunique in this regard. Published in
1951, this monograph provides important insights into public sector lakstronsl.
Godine speaks to the political, economic, and social environment found erdahahen
the Michigan legislature enacted the Hutchinson Act and whendhataa implemented
during the strike of streetcar workers in 1952. Admittedly, tiemothing in the book
that discusses specific events in Detroit or Michigan, but mattyeofoncepts discussed
provide meaningful context for the events in Detroit and the tate.

In the context of what follows, the booKhe Urban Community and Its

Unionized Bureaucracies: Pressure Politics in Local Government Ldkalations,

3“AFSCME Board to Meet Here Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor
News Editionp October 1966, 7; “Civic Center Local 1228)ichigan AFL-CIO News —
Detroit Labor News Editiod9 October 1966; “AFSCME Rally to Hear Scholle,”
Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editi@®, October 1966.

%Sam Zagoria, ed?ublic Workers and Public UnionE&figlewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972); Jack StiePehlic Employee Unionism: Structure,
Growth,Policy (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1973); A. Lawrence
Chickering,Public Employee Unions: A Study of the Crisis in Public Sector Labor
Relations ed. (Lexington, Massachusetts, 1976); Seeddseph Slater, “Down By
Law,” 18.

%Godine,The Labor Problem in the Public Servi¢€ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1951).
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addresses a portion of public sector unionism in Detroit on which thewiny
dissertation will elaborate. Its authors dedicate part of a ah@péediscussion of Detroit
Ordinance 140-G, which established a bureau of labor relations anceéchspinflicts
within city government. As a secondary source, it provides a usefutext and
backdrop to better understanding the primary sources that standlesihéor part of a
chapter in what follows’

The importance of public sector unionism also was evident in thdefoa of
Political Science, which dedicated a 1970 proceedings volumes to asrassaé of this
phenomenon. With its 13 articles, covering topics illustrating howpttdic sector
operated in particular cities and states as well as itstiyaffects, etc., this volume
covered centrally important issues. Similarly, the editors ofMighigan Law Review
ascribed enough importance to the matter to dedicate a Isps=tia to this subject.
Indeed, the author of one article argued that “public employee 'smgnwith its
attendant problems, has emerged as the most significant developrmamerican labor
relations in the last decad®”

To date, however, the periodicals that labor historians have authoredchdiave

ascribed much attention to the subject. Had the growth of the psétior been

%’Sterling Spero and John M. Capozzdlae Urban Community and Its
Unionized Bureaucracies: Pressure Politics in Local Government LRbtations (New
York: Dunellen, 1973), 44-50.

%Robert H. Connery and William V. Farr, eds., Academy of Political Science,
The Proceedings of the Academy of Political ScieB@eno. 2 (1970);Russell A. Smith,
“State and Local Advisory Reports on Public Employment Labor Legiatafi
Comparative Analysis,Michigan Law Review67, no. 5 (Mar., 1969), 2; see also
Executive Committee, National Governor's Confereiesk Force on State and Local
Government Relation€hicago: Public Personnel Association, 1967), vi and viii; see
also Lee C. Shaw, “Development of State and Federal LawBribtic Workers and
Public Unions(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972), 20.
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negligible and its unionization followed a similar path, we couldlyeasiderstand the
neglect. However, this sector of the economy and the organizatiansepresented its
work force grew exponentially beginning in the 1950s. In the sameleleghen the
Michigan State legislature passed the 1965 Public EmployeeatidRel Act,
“[m]embership in the American Federation of State, County, and Muati&mployees
increased from 180,000 to 425,000 in one decade, making it the fastestegumion in
the country.® Long-time AFSCME President Jerry Wurf provided his own takehian t
growth when he referred to its implications as “revolutionafysbme may argue that he
had overstated the point, but few could argue that the growth and impgadilaf sector
unions were negligible.
Public Sector Unionism in Detroit: Scholars Weigh in on the Subject

Some scholars have addressed aspects of public sector unionitme amtent to
which it has manifested itself in the Detroit metropolitanaardeffrey Mirel, Albert
Schiff, Steve Babson, Doris McLaughlin, Robert Howlett and Richagthiflg have all
addressed some elements of the subject, but | expand on what theyawdotmake
connections to and between various important developments in the lustbstroit's
public sector during the post World War Il period. As an education fastodieffrey
Mirel's The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Systéan example, focuses on public
school teachers. To this end, he did not delve into the histories &f D#troit-area
public sector workers or teachers in Detroit’s suburbs. Given thatudy is exclusive to

Detroit, he does not extend his discussion to important strikes among pabbol

%Hugh O’Neill, “The Growth of Municipal Employee Union$?toceedings of
the Academy of Political Scien&d, no. 2, (1970): 9.

“0Jerry Wurf, “The Revolution in Government Employmeifttbceedings of the
Academy of Political Scienc@0, no. 2, (1970): 134.
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teachers in either East Detroit or Hamtramck, cities thatesl borders with Detroit.
When these school teachers engaged in a strike in 1947 and in Aprilesp@éStively, it
prompted the Michigan legislature to enact the Hutchinson and Pubiigloizee
Relations Acts, the two laws that serve as book ends of sorts for what follows.

There is secondary literature that expands on Mirel's contibutin his
dissertation, “A Study and Evaluation of Teachers' Strikes irUthited States,” Albert
Schiff takes on the subject of a strike wave that hit many sahsiicts in the United
States. His study is important because he not only discussetrikeeof East Detroit
teachers in 1947, which precipitated the enactment of the Hutchinson Act, butdseipla
in the context of teacher strikes transpiring throughout the couniingdthe same
period. Doris McLaughlin’sMichigan Labor,is another important study. Written in
1970, the book does not cover the subject of Detroit-area public sectarsumiin great
detail, but McLaughlin dedicates an entire chapter on the sw#gettelates to Michigan
more generally. Steve Babson also has written on the subjectohlisbution to the
effort in Working Detroit: The Making of a Union Towaffers little on the use of the
1951 strike of Detroit Street Railway workers, but Babson doesionetiite subject of
the public sector in the context of the strike of Hamtramck sdieachers in 1965. Like
McLaughlin, Babson dedicates an entire chapter on public sector unjalibough his
chapter focuses on Detrdit.

None of these historians noted the significance of the affiliabbmpaiblic sector

“Ljeffrey Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School District: Detroit 1907-
1981” (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1993), 151-215; McLaughlin,
Michigan Labor,145-164; Albert Schiff, “A Study and Evaluation of Teachers' Strikes in
the United States,” (Ph.D. diss., Wayne State University, 1952), 183-207; Babson,
Working Detroif 192-199.
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unions. The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Eegdpetroit-
area teachers affiliated with the American Federation ezcliers, Division 26 of the
Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric Railway & Mo@wach Employees of
America, and the Service Employees International Union aree sufinthe key unions
discussed in this dissertation. They held affiliations with the riodae Federation of
Labor before that organization merged with the Congress of hmluEBmployees in
1955. The pre-1955 affiliation with the AFL is an important one giventii@AFL has
been more conservative and less prone to strikes than the CIOeAiridwas these AFL
unions that were activists in seeking redress of grievancesa Aesult, we must
reevaluate the limitations associated with blanketing AFilst#d unions with the
charge of passivity and conservatism. After all, it was ehexa’ strike and threatened
strike that prompted the Hutchinson Act in 1947. It was Division 26 ragregeDetroit
streetcar workers that utilized the strike four years & ECME Jerry Wurf, moreover,
advocated the use of the strike when necessary during the mid-19608ichigan CIO
often supported Detroit-area AFL unions in their efforts to win wgges and,
indirectly, helped the AFL, with its advocacy of one man, one vote dgmphat
benefited most within organized labor. However, it was Detroit-gkE& unions
operating within the sphere of the public sector that took on thesaatisposition more
closely associated with the CIO.
Scholars trained in law and political science have contributed to the undergtandi

of the public sector and its changing role and implications inoi2etnd beyond. Robert

Howlett, a member of the Michigan Labor Mediation Board, authoreskfuluarticle on
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the subject? In his short but insightful article, “Michigan's New Public Eoyshent
Relations Act,” Howlett outlines the basic tenets of the Pubiiplyee Relations Act
and illustrates how and the extent to which it differed from the Hi#Zhinson Act. He
paid particular attention to that aspect of the law that alldi@edinfair labor practice
charges against employers but not employees and argued thegjiigture wrote the
law in this way “on the theory that these are not necessagy [aublic employer may
discipline or discharge a striking public employ&&.tinlike other sources, Howlett
reminds his audience that Lt. Governor William G. Millikin suppottsel new law, an
important detail, because Millikin was a Republican. Richard Fgisiessay reinforces
what other sources have said on the subject of collective bargaining public sector.
He also reveals that, following the enactment of the Public &mepl Relations Act,
bargaining agents were determined by dues check off and electindscted through
the state, a process not revealed in other sources. The essayoisthe few sources that
make reference to the 1965 city ordinance providing for a labatiowe$ bureau. For
these reasons, it is a useful secondary sdfrce.

Taken together, existing studies provide a springboard from which to launch
larger study on the subject. They raise questions about the diffefestveeen public and
private sector labor relations, the importance of the law,dleeof teachers versus other

public sector workers in determining changes in the law, the rodegahized labor in

2 Richard P. Fleming, “Municipal Collective Bargaining: A Review of Some of the
Aspects of Industrial Relations Between Employees and the Government atfytbé C
Detroit, Michigan,” (Master's Thesis, Wayne State University Lao8k; 1966), 1-55;
Robert G. Howlett, “Michigan's New Public Employment Relations Adichigan State
Bar Journal,45, no. 4 (1966): 12-16.

“Ibid., 14.

*Ibid., 14.
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seeking empowerment for the public sector, and the role of theRights movement in
empowering public sector workers, among other questions. In shorteleprepare the
way for what follows.
The Weight and Force of History in Shaping the Contours of Puix Sector
Unionism in Detroit

A number of forces shaped the development of the public sector and its
unionization. Migration is one of the more important ones. Urban migréictors
significantly into this dissertation and is intertwined in eachptdra The migration of
large numbers of people from the rural South to the urban North asaweiiom
elsewhere was coupled with a related issue: the rapid growhle oftban population. As
one commentator noted, “The 'population explosion’, which started shortiyind the
end of World War I, created a tremendous demand for public servitiek would be
provided only by a greatly enlarged public work foré&This population growth had as
much to do with the migration of people from the South to places likeiDand its
suburbs as it did with a the population increase occasioned by the post war bal¥§ boom.

The role of migration on public education is one example of how ettaid
public sector unionism. Migration increased the number of childrendatgg public
schools and the demand for teachers. The concentration of teaciterheir poor
treatment resulted in labor activism as a way of seekidgess for inequities that had

long been part of their jobs. Teacher activism inspired fear inMiohigan State

“*Robert C. Grosvenor, “Labor Relations in the Public Services in Michigan: A
Comparison of Three Approaches,” 1, box 156, folder entitled, “Labor — General,”
George Romney Collection, BHL.

*®Shaffer, “Where are the Organized Public Employees?” 316; Irving Bémnst
Promises Kept: John F. Kennedy's New Frontiéew York: Oxford University Press,
1991), 208.
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Legislature, which enacted the Hutchinson Act. This phenomenon was et lita
Michigan. Indeed, a wave of teacher strikes provoked a number eflatgglatures to
enact similar legislation.

Migration also factors significantly into the problem of malappament.
Known as the fight for 'one man, one vote,' this effort forced eleaffecials to redraw
legislative districts so they would contain roughly equal numbepeople. Prior to the
mid-1960s, large cities like Detroit had senatorial distneith populations far larger
than districts in outstate Michigan, often by a ten to one ratio. Mieiant that rural
districts, held significantly more legislative seats. Migmaiand urban population growth
were largely responsible for these disparities, as over tiore people moved to the
cities from these rural areas. As cities like Detrogwgrrural areas of the state desired to
retain the legislative power they had established in previous.yElaey sought to retain
their legislative power as a way to counter the power in plakeDetroit where the
population continued to increase. This situation did not begin to change until3he
Supreme Court ruled, iBaker v. Carr (1962), that legislative reapportionment was
subject to judicial review. Two years laterReynoldss. Sims(1964), the high court took
a more definitive position on the matter when it ruled that malappedi legislative
districts violated the equal protection clause of th& Amendment. Until that moment,
Republicans dominated the state legislatire.

Legislative reapportionment is the subject of a large body of athditerature.
Of the secondary studies on the topic, two merit comment and providexcémt this

study. The first, Apportionment and Representative Institutions: The Michigan

“’Bakery. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962Reynoldss. Sims 377 U.S. 533 (1964).
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Experienceprovides excellent background for the subject of legislative reappownt.
Indeed, James Pollock, who wrote the forward to the study, ses/ed Republican
delegate to the 1961-1962 Michigan Constitutional Convention. That conveatights
to address the issue of reapportionment before the U.S. Supreme devetddhe state
government to reapportion its legislative districts. The second,dtudrest Groups, the
Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in Michigan Judith Gething, includes an
assessment of the reapportionment cases as they came to a cofitlusion.

Written as if it were a brief poised to influence any subsequent rulingsviog
the Supreme Court ruling Baker v. Carr(1962),Apportionment and Representative
Institutions published in 1963, nonetheless gives a good sense of the major issues
involved in the apportionment debate in Michigan. Because the U.S. Supreme Court had
not yet handed down its ruling Reynolds v. Sim4d.964), the study stops short of
providing meaningful conclusions. Its authors could not tell the full history eSdhat
had immense bearing on the passage of the 1965 Public Employee Relations Act. In
addition, its authors lacked the historical distance to consider the full imphsadf
reapportionment. Then, too, the study gives scant attention to the role of organized labor
in the reapportionment debates, initiative, litigation, and rulings. To that endytiestc
dissertation is poised to make a meaningful contribution to the litefature.

Political scientist Judith Gething provides historical contextthe issue and

“8Judith Rosemary Dean Gething, “Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative
Reapportionment in Michigan,” (Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, 1967); Karl A.
Lamb, William J. Pierce and John P. Whiag@portionment and Representative
Institutions: The Michigan Experien§¢&/ashington, D.C.: The Institute for Social
Science Research, 1963).

“9Lamb, et al. Apportionment and Representative Institutions: The Michigan
Experience.
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process of reapportionment. She discusses the major reapportionmsrthabbad been
litigated in Michigan, the U.S. Supreme Court, and in a few othgesstGething’s work
is important because she had the opportunity to interview labor leaggrsiAScholle
and attorney Theodore Sachs, two major figures in the efforesafgportion Michigan's
state legislature. As a result, Gething supplies insights &ounces that are no longer
available®®

Her dissertation, however, is not without shortcomings. Gethirtgsstes her
primary argument “that the litigants [in Michigan reapportionnoases] acted primarily
as individuals and not as members of interest groups or polidci$...”™ As it relates
to the case oSchollev. Hare, this could not be further from the truth. Scholle was an
individual who pursued litigation in this case, but he brought the amtlee president of
the Michigan AFL-CIO. That case aside, Scholle had, as presidethiat body and
earlier of the state CIO, voiced loud criticisms of the malapportionmenthaedaterized
the state’s senatorial districts. Dating back to the 1940s/dlueninous records of the
Michigan AFL-CIC* provide significant evidence for labor's input into the debate over
reapportionment. Most importantly, the Michigan CIO, beginning ay earll951, and

the Michigan AFL-CIO, beginning in 1958, provided substantial resourcetheo

> contacted Gething in 2007 but only to find that she had discarded her notes and
other material she had amassed during the course of her research, which made it
impossible for me to consult those sources for my own purposes.

*1Gething,Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in
Michigan

*2An astute observer will note that no Michigan AFL-CIO existed before 1958.
However, a Michigan AFL-CIO Collection with records dating back to 1930 exists
within the holdings of the Walter Reuther Library, suggesting that the recotiuks of
Michigan AFL and Michigan CIO merged their records before donating theme to t
Walter P. Reuther Library in the early 1970s. See Michigan AFL-CIOihgr@ffice
Collection, ALUA.
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reapportionment effort of legislative districts in Michigan. Télissertation will address
the important role of organized labor in the fight for a reapportioned state legislatur

Part of Gething's argument is that the Michigan Democraticy Pads
antagonistic toward reapportioning legislative districts. Thaagortism, however, was
exhibited in the late 1950s, not in the earlier part of that decadeedntee Michigan
Democratic Party supported legislative reapportionment in 1952.elt sought the
guidance and input of organized labor when crafting a suitable convensohution
endorsing reapportionment, ultimately modifying its draft resolutiom¢lude stronger
language suggested by August Schdllé&ething also ascribes a larger role to the
Michigan Farm Bureau in the 1952 ballot initiative against populdiased
reapportionment than the evidence indicates, as the Michigan MamefacAssociation
played an equally prominent role. Finally, Gething argues too strahgly Scholle
operated independently of organized labor in Michigan. The 1952 initiativieadicts
this claim, as many members of organized labor played arrde ihistorical effort. Her
argument misses the point that Scholle could never have pursudédhhis it were not
for his position in the CIO until 1958 and the AFL-CIO thereafter. fohee of Scholle's
convictions aside, they would not have amounted to much outside the contest of hi
affiliation with organized labor.

Also absent from Gething's discussion is any meaningful analfygie impact of
the Civil Rights movement on the changing direction of the idea of reapportionment. This

dissertation, in contrast, examines the relationship between r&@appwnt and civil

>3 Gething,Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in

Michigan 44; Draft resolution of the Michigan Democratic Party,” and letter engjosin
same, 28 April 1952, box 40, folder 15, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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rights at great length. Indeed, the Civil Rights movement, | angas,responsible for
how the state legislature came to significantly amend thehihsiton Act eighteen years
later. It is not surprising, then, that the Civil Rights movement avbalve a significant
impact on numerous other developments, including legislative reapportioamerthe

empowerment of the public sector. While Gething did not make thisremgt, others

have>

While this dissertation will benefit from historical sourcesilier studies
benefited from their access to contemporary events. Judith Gethingexéonple,
interviewed August Scholle and Theodore Sachs, the plaintiff and attetree litigated
the reapportionment case 8thollev. Hare. While Gething provides information and
insights from those interviews, | could not interview these histbactors myself. The
study on reapportionment edited by Lamb, Pierce and White siynbanefited from
many first-hand witnesses to the reapportionment and, thereforedg@ravscholarly
account informed by the discussions during their research and writing.

At the same time, this dissertation benefits from sources raceatly accessible.
Wayne State University’s Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs hesde relevant
records available more recently. In particular, this matgnialides insights into the
Michigan ballot initiative concerning reapportionment. Indeed, evidshogs that the
1952 effort played a significant role in how and why August Sclaolte Theodore Sachs

renewed their efforts to pursue reapportionment for Michigan seven year$ later

**paul Finkelman and Martin J. Hershock, edise History of Michigan Law
(Athens: Ohio University Press, 2006), 8.

*° Judith R. Gethingnterest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative
Reapportionment in MichigafiPh.D. diss., University of Michigan), 1967.

*% See, for example, Michigan AFL-CIO: August Scholle Records, ALUA.
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The Civil Rights movement looms large in the following discussisna
motivating force for public sector workers who, like African Armoans, sought equality.
While the equality that public sector workers sought was withptivate sector, the
1960s revealed that the idea of equality was an idea that moved bigordrican
American community and race relations. It likewise resonateplydeeth public sector
workers and those who represented them. In many respects, then,miStdnay Fine's
book, “Expanding the Frontiers of Civil Rights,identifies an idea | hope to use in this
dissertation. As the title suggests, the book “expands” beyond detsiss the rights of
African Americans and race relations. To that end, it includes htimligdiscussions
about women, migrant workers, Native Americans, and the disabled, dhaipse not
typically discussed in the context of the Civil Rights movemértor Fine, then, a
number of otherwise marginalized groups benefited from the er@&dyynomentum of
the Civil Rights movement. In its own way, Fine's study has fsignce for what
follows in that it suggests a transformation inspired by the @ights movement, a
transformation that included a movement empowering public sector rsorkée
connections are palpable even if Fine makes no mention of public sestarsvin this
context.

With this said, it is curious that a book dedicated to “expandingdéfiaition of
civil rights, only makes passing references to issues of reagppoent. Because African
Americans migrated to Detroit in large numbers beginning Withld War | and became
part of the underrepresented urban migrants, issues of reapportiodmadestibstantial

civil rights implications. By Fine's own admission, reapportionmerg easignificant

*’Sidney Fine“Expanding the Frontiers of Civil Rights” Michigan, 1948-1968
Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2000), 10.
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element of the deliberation during and results of the 1961-1962 MichiganitGomsal
Convention. As he concedes, “It was not...civil rights concerns that prbthéempetus
for the drafting of a new constitution for Michigan to replace 1888 constitution but
rather the state’s fiscal problems aitsl legislative apportionment syste@mphasis
addedy® In refraining to draw meaningful attention to reapportionment, Fiissad an
opportunity to discuss its implications for civil rights and show whatny, relationship
the Civil Rights movement had with the labor movement via the issue
reapportionment. As an example, the Fair Employment Practicethaictook several
legislative sessions in Michigan to pass would have been signeduntyuicker and as a
stronger measure, had the senatorial districts been reapporsooe@r. Yet Fine
neglects to mention this point by making these connectfons.

Needless to say, Fine's book is just one of many publicationddhat into the
history of the Civil Rights movement in Detr8ft. Taken together, this literature
demonstrates the transformative power of the Civil Rights moveraephwer that
helped to fuel the effort to seek legislation providing for collecbeegaining rights
among Detroit's public sector workers and fewer restrictioamagtheir activism. The

legislation, marches, court cases, boycotts that are mostyckssociated with the Civil

*Fbid., 191.

*IIbid., 35-96

®9See, for example, Heather Ann ThompsaMiose Detroit? Politics, Labor and
Race in a Modern American Cifithaca: Cornell University Press, 2001); Nick
SalvatoreSinging in a Strange Land: C.L. Franklin, the Black Church, and the
Transformation of AmericéUrbana: University of Illinois Press, 2006); Dan Georgakas
and Marvin SurkinPetroit: | Do Mind Dying I: A Study in Urban RevolutigNew
York: St. Martins Press, 1975); August Meier and Elliot Rudwit&ck Detroit and the
Rise of the UAVINew York: Oxford University Press, 1979); Kevin Boylde Arc of
Justice: A Saga of Race Rights, and Murder in the JazfMeye York: H. Holt, 2004);
Elain Latzman MoonUntold Tales, Unsung Heroes: An Oral History of Detroit's
African American Community, 1918-19@etroit: Wayne State University Press, 1993).
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Rights movement both reflected and contributed to “an emerging btawciousness”
that could not help but spill over into other areas of the socialicabland economic life
of Detroit and beyond.

States like Michigan resisted civil rights and sought to use“dwvereign rights”
to control their citizens. Sovereignty, a term and idea imbued leggl implications,
enters the current discussion from two opposing, yet relevant, aBgtbsadvocates and
adversaries of public sector unionism used the term in order to &dtregic respective
positions. First, the government is loathe to relinquiskatgereignty but that is what it
feels it is asked to do when public sector workers seek anydbomediation from what
it considers third parties. Unions, arbitrators, and commissionblisktad to mediate
conflicts within public employee labor relations fall into thistegmry. When the
government and those who administer it are restricted from usengfwll authority over
its employees, they take exception to this breach of authoritso ¢tne argument goes.
Primary sources from the era under discussion often refersswgesi of sovereignty in
this way®! Increasingly, the term fell out of as much use in the 19605 did in the
1940s, indicating that the idea of sovereignty began to possess an archaic quality.

The sovereignty of states was likewise challenged when Repuldbgislators
sought to superimpose the sovereign status of states on that ddtilegyislistricts.
Theodore Sachs, the attorney who represented August Scholle and ordalndrenh
reapportionment cases, argued that,

it can hardly be said that the conflicting interests of
sovereign states are in any way duplicated in Michigan or,

®lExecutive Committee, National Governor's ConfereRegort of Task Force
on State and Local Government Labor Relati(@isicago: Public Personnel Association,
1967), 3, 7 and 24; see also McLaughihichigan Labor 146 and 148.
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indeed, in any other state. There is no sovereign entity in

Michigan other than Michigan itself. Neither counties nor

the cities, nor the townships have sovereignty of themselves,

but are merely...convenient administrative arms of the state

itself.>?
The relevance of the above to the public sector or other unidedaefatiatives may not
be readily apparent, but for those either advancing or impugningbthe alefinition,
sovereignty was a weighty issue. For a good portion of the twematury up to and
into the 1960s, rural Republicans sought to advance the idea and pohctamtaining
disproportionate representation in the Michigan Senate relativeeto numbers and
relative to what places like Detroit possessed. The entirppogtonment debate
concerned this matter of legislative districts having dispropotgbnanore or fewer
people than others. If, however, counties or cities possessed a gobelige status,
then they could more easily argue that they could possessainceuimber of state
senators in the same way that all states possessed two meoiltbe U.S. Senate,
regardless of the size of their populations. In essence, thihas mural/Republican
senatorial districts sought: the opportunity to have the same muwhlepresentatives in
the Michigan Senate as districts with large populations. Asaa@yr revealed, the fight to
reapportion legislative districts, cast in another light, was aldnéther counties or
similar entities could receive sovereign status.

Many of the issues contained in the following narrative haveoitant legal

dimension to them and reflect the power and force of law. latigis reapportionment,

including the Initiative, court cases, and legislation sought to chamyates

®2August Scholle. James Hare, Secretary of State of the State of Michigan and
Frank D. Beadle, et al., intervening Defendants, Brief of Plaj#df49, State of
Michigan in the Supreme Court, 1960.
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apportionment, is all about the law. The issue of sovereignty aselates to
reapportionment or collective bargaining is, likewise, a legakisklost importantly, the
Michigan Legislature enacted legislation in 1947 banning strikespudylic sector
employees. This curtailed the efforts of public workers to presfewoit city
government to increase wages. The power of the law manifesedddtiring the 1951
strike of the Detroit Street Railway Workers, as well, whendity successfully used the
Hutchinson Act against these city workers. That city workdraired from striking until
the legislature amended the Hutchinson Act in 1965 says somethiing péwer of that
law. The force of law also exhibited itself with the reapportiommef legislative
districts, which paved the way for a Democratic-dominated l&gre that amended the
Hutchinson Act with the 1965 Public Employee Relations Act. The Rights
movement, which undergirds the transformation resulting in the enactrhtéra Public
Employees Relations Act, has hugely legal dimensions as welledndavil rights
leaders often looked to the courts for redress, realizingrihitations of other avenues.
To that end, in the same way that the NAACP looked to the judigsaém as the final
arbiter for justice in school desegregation cases, the Michigan ABLsQught to use the
courts to force reapportionment, without which a collective bargainwgfda public
sector workers would never have occurred.
Key People and Organizations Shaping Public Sector Unionism

People, organizations and agencies they represent bind thendiffares of this
dissertation together. With their court rulings and enactmelaw, the judicial system
and the legislature are two forces whose influence we segtioou With its advocacy

of public sector workers, organized labor in the form of the MichigaL and CIO, and
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their combined forces when their state organizations merged in 1958, are likeitlsat
throughout. In contrast, organizations like the Michigan Manufacturingpofestson
sought to stem the tide of public sector unions with its insistératdawmakers lower
the very taxes that the public sector sought to increasethimgtnot receive the wage
increases and enhancements to their benefits that they $dught.

Among the people who played a signal role in the passage of the Publicygenplo
Relations Act and reapportionment, August Scholle is importantsifiport of public
sector workers is evident throughout, but the perseverance he eklaibigeplaintiff in a
case designed to reapportion the legislature proved instrumettial uftimate success of
that effort. His prospects appeared dim early in the fight fappertionment. In 1952,
after all, advocates lost their battle to force reapportionmiena 1952 initiative, and
Scholle likewise lost in his initial 1959 court case. For Schdlecess must have
appeared far off given that the Michigan Constitutional Convention had appeaoved
malapporitoned legislature during its 1961-1962 gathering. Fordason, Scholle must
have been ecstatic to find that the case he originally lost ev&ssed when the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled in two other cases that the state legesdah Michigan and any
other state, could not malapportion legislative districts. The outafrtteese cases and
their rulings not only paved the way for the enactment of the ¢Ebiliployees Relations
Act, but also acknowledged the growth of an urban area like Detrwseavcitizens
sought the representatives in the legislature that their growing numbensdbeina

For all of Scholle's efforts, he was no lawyer. By himself,cbeld not have

battled within the legal system to realize his dream. Fdr; thea turned to Theodore

®For a discussion over the conflict over public services and taxes see Qdwdine,
Labor Problem in the Public Servick;.
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Sachs. A brilliant lawyer, Sachs provided the legal foundation aategyr for a 1952
referendum designed to reapportion the legislature and filled dteasean able litigator
in subsequent cases. The issue of legislative reapportionment ntatmdihg, it appears
that Sachs also drafted the Public Employees Relations Acsendd on committees
affiliated with organized labor designed to garner the support regggssmove the idea
to a bill and then on to a law.

George Edwards was a prominent figure in what follows and pay&y role in
diverse and numerous ways. For example, he served as a memberDatriie City
Council in the mid-1940s. In this capacity, he played an importantma@suring that
the Detroit Public School System receive the money necessprgvide pay raises to its
teachers. Edwards later played a role in providing Ted Sachawitholarship and then
served as Sachs' colleague and mentor in the firm where they bciilcgataln his later
service on the Michigan Court of Appeals, Edwards ironically ruleginag August
Scholle, who represented the Michigan AFL-CIO, which was bent onnfprthe
reapportionment of legislative districts. Because malapportionmenforced
conservative forces in the state, striking it down was crucial for labditiegicends.

If there was a Republican who provided a foil to Scholle or Sachscmirid
argue that Edward Hutchinson could easily be cast in this roleotHanly sponsored the
act that bore his name and prohibited the strike as a means of emmamivéor public
sector workers, but he also played a key role in the 1961-1962 Michigant@amrsl
Convention. The convention had its proposal to reapportion the legislature ey
the U.S. Supreme Court, which ruled that the plan was convoluted and did fet g

enough. Most importantly, Hutchinson hailed from a rural Michigan aiy eounty
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whose citizens often did not share the views of those livinggrtibies like Detroit. The
product of a wealthy family, he did not think well of taxes, wh&mat surprising for a
fellow whose father despised Franklin Roosetelt.
The Flow and Ebb of History

This dissertation hopes to capture the flow and ebb of history, oftanriog
simultaneously and climaxing in swirls that defy a linear odiptable progression of
events. After all, the public sector won victories that wereofadld by defeats, which
preceded more victories. In this history, there existed bright misnfer the public
sector, as when teachers successfully won concessions froait B@tincreased wages.
With that said, research also reveals mistakes that seatise of the public sector back.
Many argue that the 1951 strike of streetcar workers wasumhensistake. The variation
in outcomes neither allows the historian to fixate on the dedéasblic sector struggles
nor their victories. This approach allows us to appreciate that, elen public sector
unions experienced success or defeat, the seeds were sown for their reversals.

Following the Civil Rights movement, during which we find public sector
organizations achieving some of their most notable gains, conserfcaties regrouped.
How else can we account for the victory of Richard Nixon in the8l9@sidential
elections? In the context of public sector unionism, Joseph McCaatmnds us,
conservative reality manifested itself in the mid-1970s anti#t@svements that
debilitated the public sector gains of the just a few years daefdris current study goes

no further than 1967, shortly after the Michigan State Legislatussepathe Public

®¥ Robert Leland Hutchinson, Interview by Louis Jones, tape recording, July
2007; J. Edward Hutchinsomhe Hutchinson Family of Fennville: A Family History and
GenealogyFennville, Michigan, 1979), 4-12.
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Employee Relations Act; but it is worth noting that the sttemgtpublic sector unions
and of public sector employment generally made public employegsgat for a
resurgent right. Not only was public spending an issue but also ther mdwoublic
workers and unions.

The main argument of this dissertation is that the Civil Rights’ement and
growing concentration of public sector workers motivated and impellethidhn’s
public sector to seek rights previously denied them by the 1947 HstchiAct and a
political climate that allowed for the enactment of the aadtiot Taft-Hartley Act and
Cold War. This atmosphere was not to last indefinitely, not for pebfigloyees at least.
The Civil Rights movement, in other words, was a wave that the padstor rode and
navigated for its purposes, even as private sector unions began tieie.d€he Civil
Rights movement did not stand alone in having this affect on the publar.sBetroit-
area teachers in 1947 benefited in a similar way. When theyiss@ the strike in one
instance and threatened to do so in another, public officials took ncaedeeteachers
throughout the country won significant concessions from school boards,ocitgils,
and mayors in 1946 and 1947. Detroit teachers rode that wave. Thes ddstreese
teachers were probably fueled by the 1945-1946 strike wave among @l&rsy mine
workers, steel workers and others. Part of the lesson that thesaivists learned was
that timing is an essential ingredient to success. Theyladsoed that proponents of
public sector empowerment must not wait until a wave before thgw lhighting for

their rights®®

% Albert Schiff, “A Study and Evaluation of Teachers’ Strikes in the United
States,” (diss., Wayne State University, 1952), ii and 183-207; Sratelic Workers
82.
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Like so many other historical events, the Public EmployeeatiBies Act did not
come without a struggle. In the twenty years following World Warliberal and
conservative forces battled for dominance over one another. With the Hutchinsom Act an
the unsuccessful efforts to amend it, the more conservative facesned largely in
power during the earlier part of this period. This was not to rethainase. Conservative
forces did seek to hold back what appeared to be the winds of ¢chamgetheir
unsuccessful efforts manifested themselves during the 1962 Michigastit@tional
Convention. There, Republicans sought to ensure that they would hold ontochs m
power as possible. They amended the state constitution to provide urbzns ssare,
but not enough, power. By creating a formula for senatorial repta&son, they
accomplished this end. Their “success” only reinforced the idé¢arthapportionment
violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. 8giffeim what
must have been isolation from the Civil Rights movement, they asstiraethe U.S.
Supreme Court would acknowledge the effort they had made to provide quaiéyeto
the process. As evidenced by the subsequent rulings of the Supremeti@ojustices
were not impressed.

Chapter Outline

This dissertation is comprised of five chapters, an introduction, anddusion.
Chapter One, “The Theory of Unintended Consequences: Detroit Teactigsm in
1947,” addresses the enactment of the Hutchinson Act and the Det@istailees and
often threatened strikes in and outside of Michigan that promptedatieelegislature to
pursue this legislation. Chapter Two, “The 1951 Strike of the DeBwdet Railway

Workers,” concerns the strike that prompted Detroit Mayor Albert Cobo's ugheof
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Hutchinson Act. Mayor Cobo had threatened to use it during a strikeniaton
workers the previous year, but this transportation strike prompted diatilize the
weight of the law, which he did successfully, as evidenced byirgrim his favor from
the U.S. Supreme Court. Fourteen additional years passed befoislatueg this one
controlled by the Democratic Party, amended the law to fawgrmowaing public sector
determined to seek a level of empowerment denied previously. Thelcobtained by
the Democratic Party in 1965 resulted from the reapportionmeititeokegislature, the
subject of the third chapter entitled, “Laying the Groundwork famgds to Come:
Labor’s Fight for Legislative Reapportionment, 1952-196#discusses labor's fight to
reapportion the legislature as a precondition to enacting a numlavxfincluding the
1965 Public Employee Relations Act. Chapter Four, “An Act Poisedrée 'Bs From
Slavery: The 1965 Public Employees Relations Act,” illustraties successful
culmination of efforts begun ever since the legislature edattte Hutchinson Act 18
years before. Chapter Five, “The Prospects and Limitations oPtisic Employees
Relations Act, 1965-1967,” illustrates the two-year history followitigg Public
Employee Relations Act ending with an agreement between AFSCMacil 77 and
Detroit in October 1967. The conclusion places the previous chapters ¢orttext of
current relations between Detroit and Detroit-based AFSCMHiasds seeking a
contract during difficult economic times.

Together, these chapters illustrate the progression froomsecvative to a more
liberal period. In a sense, then, the trajectory reinforcesehdd we find elsewhere. The
latter part of this study, however, reveals that the consemvaissociated with the 1970s

began to reveal itself as early as 1967, with the reemergencRegublican-dominated
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legislature. That body sought to reassert its power by ametigin@ublic Employee
Relations Act with a bill that threatened the gains made bytifdic sector only two
years before. That reality aside, this dissertation illustratev the conservatism of the
Cold War and the liberalism of the Civil Rights movement affétie public sector and

how this sector made its own impact on those two eras.
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Part |
Of Teachers, Sanitation Workers and Street Railway Operators:
Detroit’s Public Sector Workers Prompt and Confront the Law, 1947-951

Teachers are not supposed to strike! A widespread and enduring esentivat
still exists, the opposition toward teachers' strikes was thadewad opinion of many
immediately after World War Il. In fact, many men and wonimistled over the
unionization of teachers in the public schools. The pursuit of grievacodsctive
bargaining, and strikes was he province of factory workers and ather$lue-collar
persuasion, or so the argument ran. Teachers were, in contrast, Sjomdés’ They
answered to a calling that ran counter to the motives behind unionizAtoording to
this reasoning, the nurturing and education of children required sirgguitanitment and
dedication, much like that often ascribed to a priest or doctor. Imthediate post war
era, many Detroiters held views similar to these, even gsfaélced the sticky conflicts
between Detroit teachers and the Board of Education over issues’of pay.

These views notwithstanding, teachers and their representativesn bega
guestioning convictions that led them to institute a policy againg&ingt Indeed, the
1946 convention of the American Federation of Teachers directeceitatasze council to

re-examine its no strike policy. Members and officers of the argdan questioned the

For reference to teachers as anything but ‘common’ laborers, see Jeiffegy M
The Rise and Fall of an Urban School System: Detroit, 190/A84 Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, 1999), 181; August Scholle to Mary Schultz, letter, 7 February 1947,
box 20, folder 8, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Sterling Spero and John M.
CapozzolaThe Urban Community and its Unionized Bureaucracies: Pressure Politics in
Local Government Labor Relatio(lSew York: Dunellen Publishing Company, Inc.,
1973), 2; Marjorie MurphyBlackboard Unions: AFT and the NEA, 1900-19Bbaca:
Cornell University Press, 1990), 1; “Should Teachers Strik&®@”Detroit Teacher20
January 1947, 7.
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practicality of a policy that lacked sufficient means ofsgtging school boards and the
citizenry to seriously consider their plight. Absent this pressiagnant wages in times
of inflation only drove teachers from the profession and made itulifto replace them,
thereby creating shortages that benefited no one. The question,otlstnke or not to
strike, created ambivalence in a profession whose members easutespoints of both
arguments. With a resolution during its 1947 convention, the AFT retamed-strike
policy, but only after extensive debate and the introduction of a subatiotion on the
matter. The outcome of this debate notwithstanding, some level of demnwgaappeared
to reign, not only concerning strikes but of teacher unions that teattterselves
associated with strikés.

During this same period, Detroit street railway workers bod drivers that
comprised the Street, Electric Railway & Motor Coach Employges), Division 26,
operated out of a different mindset. They had no use for a systihoofrelations that
did not allow for challenges to the poor treatment and pay thewesetfrom the city of
Detroit. Decisions made by the Detroit mayor and the Stradiv& Commission kept
them from receiving their fair share. Strikes and threateng@s allowed transportation
workers to forcefully demonstrate their dissatisfaction and coetdity officials to
more seriously address their concerns. They may have harba@icern about their
responsibility to citizens and residents of Detroit, but not so nsocthat they would

refrain from fighting for what they deserved. Unlike teachers,iptfainsit workers were

%|bid., 7-8; James Earl Clarke, “American Federation of Teachersn®gid
History” (Ph.D. diss., Cornell University, 1966), 385-396; William Edward Edfbe,
American Federation of Teachers, 1916-19@&larbondale: Southern lllinois University
Press, 1975), 144-145, 151.
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not perceived and did not see themselves as ‘professidrdisy, therefore, were never
burdened with sacrificing that status for a level of labor astivihat could secure wage
increases that were in line with the cost of living. LikerDigtarea teachers, streetcar
strikes provoked legislators who complained about the ill-effectstridfes, as they
deliberated about the Hutchinson Act, an anti-strike law directedrtbwlichigan's
public sector.

Whatever their differences, and there were many, Detroghéea and street
railway workers in the immediate post-World War |l era edaa common characteristic
that the Michigan State Legislature, local branches of governraedtthe federal and
state judiciary understood very well. They were public sector gmesy whose
compensation derived from a tax base managed by elected and appoictalts.ofihe
strikes and threatened strikes of public workers meant that éxested forces that
directly challenged government managers that had no intention &f fediequishing
their powers. Regardless of the nature of their work, Detrothéra, street railway
workers, and other public sector workers were prepared to gcpvelest their wages
and working conditions. In response, the Michigan State Legislaturetednshe
Hutchinson Act, which set harsh penalties against public employe@svent on strike
and those who encouraged them to do so. The implementation of the Hutchihsoml
the events leading up to it only intensified the relationship betwablic sector workers
and the governmental agencies that managed thEme. mixture of laws, growing anti-

union sentiments, escalating coldwar and anti-tax policies andnegitcombined to

3Darold T. Barnum, “From Private to Public: Labor Relations in Urban Transit,”
Industrial and Labor Relations Revie®h, no. 1 (October 1971): 97.

* Michigan, “Hutchinson Act,Public and Local Acts of the Legislature of the
State of Michigar{1947), 633-634.

www.manaraa.com



45

restrict the manner in which the public sector could improve thejesvand working

conditions.
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Chapter One
The Theory of Unintended Consequences: Detroit Teacher Activism i1947

The desires of Michigan governments to maintain power over theilogegd in
the immediate post-World War Il era created anxiety among mablic school teachers
and the unions that represented them. Teacher salaries had declmaticaitly relative
to the rise in inflation. Simultaneously, teachers witnessed othenimad workers
successfully pressure their employers to raise wagesnapiebve working conditions.
They also saw the size of classrooms swell, increasing dlvesdy heavy work loads.
With these realities before them, teachers sought redreéle itbysmally poor treatment
they had received for years. Given the number of women within ahlksrof the
profession, moreover, teachers’ low pay was related to their gande347, teachers in
Detroit and East Detroit (now East Pointe), Michigan, awokeh¢éopossibilities of a
more activist approach to their predicament. The strikes and thedatdrikes they
pursued simultaneously pressured local and state governmental bodiddréss the
concerns of public school teachers while also inspiring the Isigitdature to enact laws
that restricted the actions of public sector employees more gerterally.

Teachers’ unions have played a vital role in the history of puldioisanionism.
Although teachers were slow to pursue the strategies adoptechéxp ot the labor
movement, the realities of the post-World War Il era motivatachiers to more actively
align themselves with the burgeoning labor movement. There appeabedno other

way to pressure lawmakers and appointed officials to consider their defnands.

®Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Systeba, 159-160, 162, 164,
168, 175, 179; MurphyBlackboard Uniongs4.
®Joseph SlatePublic Workers: Government Employee Unions, the Law, and the
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The history behind teachers' labor activism is both nuanced and catagli¢n
response to World War Il and Detroit’s role as the ‘ArseridDemocracy,” southern
migration to the city and its suburbs swelled tremendously anchesdrahe already
burdened Detroit metropolitan economy. Indeed, East Detroit’s populatiamdradthan
doubled in the previous seven years. As many cities nationwide exqestisubstantial
growth, East Detroit was not alohélhe substantial increase in population pressured
school authorities to use limited resources for the constructioneamogation of school
buildings. The war played an important part in this scenario, asehenio would have
normally been hired to build or repair buildings had been deploy# iwar effort. The
state of school buildings caused parents particular concern, andctiresarns pitted
parents and parent associations against teachers who desirednsaéayes and smaller
classes over building construction. In the end, teachers receisesd, faut only after they
demanded larger increases than their boards of education were willing t& grant.
Taxation and the Public Sector

Issues of taxation, regional interests, and representation darttegyezhse of

teachers seeking salary increases. The legislature, wheh disproportionately

State, 1900-196@thaca: Cornell University Press, 2004),1-12; Shaffer, “Where are the
Organized Public Employees? The Absence of Public Employee Unionism from U.S.
History Textbooks, and Why it Matterd,abor History 43, no. 3 (2002): 315-334;
Joseph A. McCartin, “Bringing the State’s Workers In: Time to Rectifyndralanced
U.S. Labor Historiography.abor History 47, no. 1 (2006): 73-94.

"Murphy, Blackboard Unionsl1 and 175, 180-181.

8East Detroit Wins Rank as Largest City [in Macomb Countghtith Macomb
News 19 June 1947, 1; “Voters to Pass on Teachers Salary Issue Ap@dalf
Macomb Newsl7 April 1947, 4; Mirel,The Rise and Fall of an Urban School System
153, 155, 158; Thomas Sugrdde Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in
Postwar Detroit(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 114.

www.manaraa.com



48

Republican and rurdl,sought to hold the line on taxes used to pay teachers salaries.
Urban-based Democrats often took exception to low teacheresalbtit with only five

out of ninety-five members in the Michigan House of Representatives and four of-twent
eight in the Michigan Senate, they struggled to raise taxesnfpreason® This set of
circumstances remained intact until the mid-1960s, when the U.S. Sureant ruled

this type of legislative apportionment unconstitutiotial.

With a recently-fought war that required tremendous economicfisacrihere
were, at best, mixed sentiments about making continued sacfdrceducation. On two
separate occasions in East Detroit, for example, the necéssatlyirds majority refused
to pass the property tax increase needed in order to meeéitesatary demands. Many
segments of the business community, moreover, fought strenuouslppcess taxes,
which compromised their bottom line, even as these taxes helped ¢aseacteacher
salaries. Business leaders who questioned the amount of money tdiged &mucation
did not acknowledge the possibility that educational achievementdivetly related to
the lack of resources allocated to education in the first pface.

In the first half of 1947, the Michigan Legislature fiercelded the merits of
increasing taxes. Without tax increases, some argued, thevsialte descend into debt.
With them, the Republicans in the legislature were forced to d@nsin idea that

violated the principles upon which they understood the world in which theg and

® This is the subject of chapter 3.

%Michigan, Michigan Official Directory and Legislative Manuélansing: State
of Michigan, 1947), 555-559.

1Reynoldss. Sims 377 U.S. 533 (1964).

2\irel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syste65-168; “Teachers
Threaten Steps as 5-Mill Plan LoseSguth Macomb New4& May 1947, 1 and 10; “East
Detroit Teachers Pay Issue Loses AgaBputhMacomb Newsl2 June 1947, 1 and 11,
Eaton,The American Federation of Teachgel88.
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legislated. New social needs required increased revenues; theto hamhsider tax
increases. Legislators considered a range of taxes fro@s t@n tobacco, liquor, and
gasoline to sales taxes. Only a year before, the statettoraie overwhelmingly
approved a sales tax amendment on the November 1946 ballot. The amerdjiesd r
that the legislature allocate one third of all sales taxemues to schools and
municipalities. The reallocation of taxes increased the tax receipts wsétoon 28% to
almost 45%. The problem this posed for the Michigan Legislature tovdsd tax
revenues to replace those that were now assigned to cities and $€hools.

The Republican governor and Republican-dominated legislature soupht¢o
the amendment repealed or resubmitted to the electorate witloples that the citizens
would change their minds by the time of the 1948 elections. How#werelectorate
merely voted in their own interests when it voted to divert taxe#ties and schools that
the legislature had denied when allocating revenue generateddxes. Ultimately, the
Michigan Supreme Court used strong language to uphold the amendmaatdé&clare
the amendment a nullity would thwart the expressed will of the pedple.”

The tax split amendment grew out of and contributed to the continuedctonfl
between the rural, conservative, and Republican-dominated legislatuitee one hand,
and the more liberal and union-friendly electorate living in gitend the bulk of
Democratic legislators. Educational historian Jeffrey Magly writes that, “[Ijn many

ways, the battle over the sales tax split was a microcosedwfational politics in the

3Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&@8-169.
1“Supreme Court Upholds Sales Tax Amendment,” De&oit Teacher28
April 1947, 1.
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1930s and 19408

In its own way, Michigan's political economy following World Warldid the
groundwork for the Hutchinson Act. This law banned public sector stakdsapplied
harsh penalties to public sector workers using the strike, but ditheclatde language
providing for public sector collective bargaining. With this legislatithre legislature
took a position contrary to the expressed interests of public seatkers, who regularly
sought salary and wage gains that required new revenues. Thait Wee center of the
debates over the sales tax amendmeAdready angered by the activism demonstrated
by teachers, street railway workers, and other public sectorogegsd, Republican
legislators and their constituents were further provoked by the sales¢axm@ent. They
complained about what they perceived to be the debilitating affecties and public
sector demands on the state. The Hutchinson Act was, in padgpe@nse to a level of
activism on the part of teachers and other public employees. Wétlaw, governments
could better control its employees, thereby maintaining a hold on taxes.

The sales tax amendment enjoyed overwhelming support with ¢otomte.
Indeed, the amendment met with a victory of 921,144 to 426,430 at the November 1947
polls. Its success suggests that the desires of the eleci@stat an extreme variance
with the Republican-dominated legislature that opposEdvithen viewed in the context
of the legislature, many of whose members gained their seattodwalapportioned

legislative districts, this variance makes more séhse.

Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&9.

"Ibid., 168-169.

"State of MichiganQfficial Directory and Legislative Manual, 1947-1948
(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1948), 321.

' The malapportioned legislature is the subject of chapter three.
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The sales tax amendment was no panacea for those teasfldrgysan increase
in salaries. That school boards received additional funds did not timetatiney believed
teachers should receive substantial salary increases. School bogues that they
should allocate the increased funding to the construction and renovationldahdsyi
rather than increasing teacher’s salaties.

The Public Sector and the Necessity of Political Activities

The sales tax split aside, many teachers understood the tbenfefpolitical
activity and used their power to promote legislation favorable to thierests while
opposing damaging legislation. At the time when Detroit teaatwrsidered striking in
1947, the DFT supported laws regarding fair employment, sabbativea, land federal
aid to school$? Similarly, the DFT fought against measures designed to \westhitd
labor laws, use retirement funds for school expenses originaltyagleed for teachers
and the Calahan Bill, which required that all foreign agencigistex with the attorney
generaf! Quoting from a report authored by the Detroit Chapter of the Natienayers
Guild, The Detroit Teacheshared with its readers that “the section of the [Callahgin]
which permits the attorney-general to seize funds of any labor aggimm, any of whose

elected officials he feels is sympathetic to any foreigveghment, is purposely aimed at

%Sypreme Court Upholds Sales Tax Amendmefihg Detroit Teacher28

April 1947, 1; Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&83.

2 Backers of Fair Employment Outraged by Legal Tacti#fé Detroit Teacher
20 January 1947, 6; “Board Approves Sabbatical Leaves Will Request Necessary
Legislation,”The Detroit Teacher24 February 1947, 9; Selma Borchardt, “Analysis of
Proposed School Bills,;The Detroit Teacherl6 June 1947, 6 and 8.

2lywhy is a Child-Labor Law? New Bill is Designed to Satisfy Employ@he
Detroit Teacher19 May 1947, 9; “Nip Retirement Fund RaidJie Detroit Teacherl6
June 1947, 1 and 12; “Lawyers Hit Calahan Bill: Term Provisions Unconstitutional and
Aimed Against Organized LaborThe Detroit Teacherl6 June 1947, 7.
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the destruction of organized labor in Michigaff.”

Given its interest, the DFT encouraged its members to familiarize tivesnsath
the law?® “Are you letting your legislators know how you expect themvide on
proposed bills which will affect you directly?” one article ire Detroit Teacherasked.
“Take time to write a letter or send a telegram. Inform ydlumse proposed legislation
and act to support those bills you believe in and oppose vigorously thode yoti want
enacted.” The article provided the names and addresses ofathosat on the education
committees of the state house and the séflate.

Through its organThe Detroit Teacherthe Detroit Federation of Teachers made
its members aware of the platforms of prospective Detrbib@cboard members and,
while the Hutchinson Bill was under consideration, indirectly voicedhjsctions to the
bill by asking these prospective school board members their viestsilohg by public
school teachers. It is probable that Michigan's Republican-dominated legisldaued
it easy to pursue the Hutchinson Act, because it limited the poivddFT and
representatives of other unions who, on so many occasions supporsétitegio which
Republicans were opposed. The Calahan Bill and the Tax Split Amehdraee but two
measures over which teachers and Republicans battled.

Detroit-Area Teachers Take Action to Secure Wage Increases

In Detroit and East Detroit, the lack of a resolution to the dabesplit before

221 1h;
Ibid., 7.
2%Do you know Michigan Law?The Detroit Teacher28 April 1947, 4; “Urge
Your Legislator to Support Your ViewsThe Detroit Teacherl9 May 1947, 2.
245
Ibid., 2.
?“Candidates for Board MembersThe Detroit Teache31 March 1947, 4-6;
“Board Candidates Concede Teachers Right to Strikeg”Detroit Teacherl9 May
1947, 7.
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April 1947, contributed to anger that had been brewing for some fiilms. anger
culminated in decisions in the two school districts to consider oteansnto secure the
salary increases they wanted. In this context, teachers in ddoablistricts threatened
to strike, with teachers in East Detroit making good on that tfiteat.

Fortunately for Detroit-area teachers, they received représenfaom unions
poised to secure salary increases, even if it meant utilitiegstrike. The Detroit
Federation of Teachers and the East Detroit Federation oh@rsalcad been founded in
1931 and 1942 respectively. The DFT had achieved some notable gains mathe y
before its threatened strike in 1947. It obtained a single salhegsle, which equalized
salaries between elementary and high school teachers and preksusebdool board to
eliminate the policy that denied married women promotions. Itgdsted the sick days
lost during the Depression and successfully fought for smallesseda Finally, it
pressured the school board to provide returning World War 1l veterahsseniority
rights and received a commitment from the Detroit School Boatdttwauld not hinder
the unionization of teachers. These were fairly modest gains,dorégbut they laid the
groundwork for more significant ones and motivated increasing humbé¢esafers to
join the DFT, thereby increasing the union’s power. With the teneat and actual strike
of the DFT and EDFT in 1947, the labor organizations came to expandsiiein of

what they could accomplishi.

26 “Teachers Ready for Action: 3 to 1 Favor Strike if All Else Failtroit
Teachey 24 February 1947, 1 and 12; “Union Accepts Board Offer, But Membership
Demands Certainty Before Discarding Strike Not@etroit Teacher31 March 1947;
“Teachers Defy Board’s Ultimatum, Face Threat of Contracts Catioel,” South
Macomb News22 May 1947, 1 and 3; “Teacher-Pickets Close 4 Schools, 3,700 Pupils
Left Idle in East Detroit,” 5 May 1947, 1-2.

’Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Systéfi and 173Finding Aid
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Unlike previous years, the Detroit Federation of Teachers ambutsterpart in
East Detroit insisted upon a salary increase in 1947. For theoa&dkemic year, the DFT
demanded an increase of between $500 and $600 more per year than vl tea
received previously. The East Detroit Federation of Teachganheir campaign for a
salary increase in October 1946. That school year, teachaesakarged from $1,800 to
$2,650 for teachers with a bachelors’ degree; and the teacher unitn aqay scale of
$2,200 to $3,600. The school boards in Detroit and East Detroit sympathitrethevi
teachers, albeit in a patronizing tone, but they argued that the qesdarincrease the
teachers’ pay were not availabife.

The school board's responses did not sit well with these teaghienss and how
could they? Teachers could not obtain overtime, as had other workerg the war. In
1946, inflation, which already was growing at a fast pace, retdued when war-time
price controls were lifted. In addition, federal income taxes woad to rise in order to
off-set wartime debts and postwar needs. These additional economengurelped to
fuel teacher anger, which had been brewing throughout a war during thieiztad
endured sacrificeS. Something had to give.

With this backdrop, teachers and their representatives adoptedtesy\sttiaey
previously avoided. In meetings convened by the Detroit Federatioraoh@es and East

Detroit Federation of Teachers, teachers turned out in large msinevoice their

to the American Federation of Teachers Local 28hayne State University, 1; Finding
Aid to the East Detroit Federation of Teachers Collection, Wayne Staterkltyy84.
8\lirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&82,

“Wayne UrbanAmerican Education: A HistorgBoston: McGraw-Hill Higher
Education, 2000), 303; Mirelhe Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&s9; Nelson
Lichtenstein,The Most Dangerous Man in Detroit: Walter Reuther and the Fate of
American LaboiNew York: BasicBooks, 1995), 222.
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frustration over low pay and the dismissive response of local sbloantls. The strike

vote that the DFT took on February 15, 1947, revealed that out of the 5,978 wbfes ca
4,108 favored a strike, if the school board could not agree to an acceptabése. The
more conservative Detroit Teachers Association, which oppose@sstrilebated the
legitimacy of the vote tally; but even non-unionized school employgesed not to cross
DFT's picket lines should that organization decide to strike. In Bastoit, theSouth
Macomb Newseported that on three different occasions between 300 and 500 people
attended meetings in support of the teachers’ demands. As in Dedroiteaching staff

of the school system agreed not to cross the teachers’ picket’lines.

As part of their strategy, Detroit-area teachers’ uniondemese of local media.
Despite editorials, particularly in Detroit, condemning the idea sifike, teachers made
their grievances known. Their letters to the editor spoke ofethehers’ many years of
unrewarded dedication and financial desperation, which forced many to seekreemlo
in better-paying fields or second jobs to supplement their pooresaldeachers’ leaders
made themselves readily available to the media. They were quatety.wWhen they
were not quoted, teachers took out advertisements voicing their obgdd the
treatment they had received and pushing proposals for improvemeat.ndies that in
1947, the DFT “released a report on thirty-five municipal occupatioowisag that, since
1934-35, all of the cited occupations except dogcatchers had received saibstagher

salary increases than teachetsMoreover the DFT “publicized the results oDatroit

%Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&&2; “Detroit Federation
of Teachers Local 231 Official Strike Vote Tally Report,” 15 February 1947, Box 2,
Folder 26, American Federation of Teachers Local 231 Collection, ALUA “School
Board’s Ultimatum,”South Macomb New&2 May 1947, 4.

*Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&&®?-183.
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Newspoll that found more than 80 percent of the Detroiters surveyed fahigbdr
salaries for teacherg®

In East Detroit, the teachers’ garnered support from thee@g Committee. This
organization, comprised of parents of school-age children, sought to présswschool
board to meet with them and the teachers and circulated petiborikef removal of
school board members. When the Citizens Committee found the school board
unresponsive, members urged the removal of the school board by engagicampaign
to have them replaced during the July 1947 school board elections. The effthe
Citizens Committee met with success. As reported in a Macorip w©ewspaper,
“Incumbent Board of Education members Owen A. Kern and Arthur F. Rauech
defeated in bids for re-election at the annual school meeting inCEa®it.”* Their
replacements? Two board members supported by the Citizens Conifnittee.

The support for the teachers played an important part in the outcame sifike
and strike threat among teachers in Detroit and East Détrdits book on public sector
workers, historian Joseph Slater makes the point that the succeashoftrikes was
contingent upon support from the citizenry. Many unions within the pubtirsene
argues, refrain from taking the gamble and seek other meansdivereoutstanding
issues. 1947, however, unions enjoyed a certain level of respect wnitlamy
communities, which aided them in their effofts.

With the meetings called, strike votes taken, pickets organized &mdnsi

*pid., 183.
¥Incumbents Out in East DetroitDaily Monitor Leader 15 July 1947, 1 and 2.
34 ki
Ibid., 1.
%Slater,Public Workers97-124:*°Elizabeth Fones-WolSelling Free
Enterprise: The Business Assault on Labor and Liberalism, 1945{196@na:
University of lllinois Press, 1994), 138-139.
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groups motivated to act, teachers harnessed the power capableiraf detroit’s City
Council and the East Detroit School Board to find and allocate theynmmuessary to
raise teachers’ salaries. While the salary increasetielit of what the teachers’ unions
originally demanded, both organizations accepted the new termsitBetachers had
reason to be pleased, because they received a retroactivin naggefor the 1946-1947
school year, in addition to an increase for the subsequent school yéar Eest Detroit,
its teachers did not receive pay for one of the two weeks tleeg @n strike; and their
$400.00 increases would not become effective until the following schoaf%@t,
their outcome could have been worse.
The Republican-Dominated Legislature Responds to Teacher Activism

As teachers engaged in these job actions, members of the Repulolnarated
Michigan legislature took notice of what they must have perceiged @oublesome
urban-focused and labor-oriented activity 90 miles from the cafi&lsions already
existed between business and rural interests on the one hand and lalmyaandterests
on the other, with the center being issues of taxation. With this background, it would have
been odd had the Republican-dominated legislature dismissed thessigois #aking
place in their backyard. Since teachers were employees afdogernments and, by
extension, subject to disciplinary actions by state government, lthvesekers did what
they do best. They passed a law. In this case, it was HousélBilbutlawing strikes
among public employees. The act went beyond merely outlawing @atior strikes. It
stipulated that public employees who went out on strike would be corssideneinated.

If their supervisors saw fit, they could be rehired, but only wWighstipulation that their

*\Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&8é3.
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salaries would not be increased in the succeeding year. Moretrilkdngsemployees
would be on probation for two years. A measure intended to intimidateiranndhe

power of public sector unions and their leaders, the law allowdthé&s and jail time for
non public sector employees who encouraged public sector workers td Strike.

Michigan State House member, J. Edward Hutchinson, who lent his néaire to
bill, hailed from Fennville, Michigan, a small town in Western g§da County. From the
nineteenth century, the Hutchinsons were principal owners of the bacdl, and of
companies specializing in milling, electric light, insecticidend acanning. These
businesses supported the agricultural industry that dominated Fenawnidle its
surrounding count§? Born in Fennville in 1914, J. Edward Hutchinson attended its local
schools before pursuing undergraduate and law degrees from thedipigéMichigan.
After serving five years in the Army, he was elected to Hmaesseat in the Michigan
House that his grandfather, George Leland, had occupied earlier in the ¢&ntury.

In 1947, at 31, Hutchinson began his freshman term as a Republican
representative of Western Allegan County and immediately began prgpegislation.

His first bill reflected the anti-communist fervor of the tsnddad it passed, it would
have required “minor parties to get at least 100 signatures least 42 counties on

petitions to regain a place on the ballot.” Hutchinson’s intent wear et to keep the

¥Michigan, “Hutchinson Act,’Public and Local Acts of the Legislature of the
State of Michigar{1947), 633-634; Wayne J. Urban and Jennings L Wagoner, Jr.,
American Education: A Histor{Boston: McGraw Hill, 1996), 306.

38 would like to thank Fennville and Allegan County historian Kit Lane for
providing me with portions of this source and the one found in the next citation: J.
Edward HutchinsonThe Hutchinson Family of Fennville: A Family History and
GenealogyFennville, Michigan, 1979), 4-12.

%Kit Lane, The History of Western Allegan CouitBallas: Curtis Media
Corporation, 1988), 299; MichigaMichigan Manual 1917-1918 (Lansing: State of
Michigan, 1917), 796.
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Communist Party and other third parties off the Michigan b&ll@he growing intensity
of the Cold War notwithstanding, Hutchinson’s bill did not secure the sagegotes for
passage. In contrast, the anti-strike bill that bore Hutchinsoarsenreceived the
necessary support. Hutchinson later commented that he was no nianeémgal in the
bill's success than were the 16 other house members, all Republitemsponsored it.
Indeed, Detroit's local media quoted Senator Harry Hittle and idWray in connection
with the bill's support more often than it did Hutchinddiutchinson’s rural allegiances
and class pedigree were key to the bill's passage, as he repdeséntests typically
antagonistic towards the public sector that was prominent in large ik@d3dtroit.

Co-sponsors of the Hutchinson Act varied in terms of their geogrépdation,
the length of their service in the legislature, and their vogsatiFive came from Wayne
County, where public sector workers were much more in evidencetharglte of the
threatened and actual strike of public school teachers. Like Hutchingen,sponsors
came from rural sections of the state. Four attorneys and fdmaers represented the
group of sponsors. An engineer, building contractor, hardware merchiaaé r@nd in
some capacity of the insurance industry filled out the remaining sponsors.

Like the mixture of districts they represented, the bill's spansanged in the
number of years they served in the legislature, from less thartdanore than seven
terms. Women and African Americans were wholly absent fronlish@f sponsors,

unsurprising given that there were no African Americans and ordyvayman in the

“0carl Rudow, “Snipers Aim at Lobby Bill PDetroit Newsl8 February 1947, 9;
Grace Hamilton t@etroit NewsEditor, “Liberties Menaced,Detroit News 24 April
1947, 14.

*Arnold Levin, “Public Strike Ban UpheldPetroit News 27 May 1947, 35;
“State Senate Passes Stiff Labor Bibgtroit Free Press28 May 1947, 4; Carl Rudow,
“Public Strike Ban Upheld by its AuthorDetroit News 15 May 1951, 4.
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Michigan House of Representatives. While Hutchinson Act sponsors digese in
many ways, they held one element in common. All were Republigdnasgenerally had
uneasy relationships with and exhibited anxieties about organized fabtaxas, a point
reflected in the Hutchinson A&.With the law's provisions against strikes, it had obvious
implications for public sector workers, who derived their wages fiteentax base. It is
little wonder that the Hutchinson Act received strong support fromRieublican-
dominated legislature.

Many viewed the Hutchinson Bill as a knee-jerk response to the asrtfiiat had
transpired between teachers and school boards. Had there been machace to
allow for collective bargaining in the public sector, it would have besnlikely that the
post-World War Il strikes would have occurred in the first pladee Detroit School
board, however, was not comfortable with collective bargaining; sbiéesn Detroit
and elsewhere believed that they had no recourse but to consid&e asta legitimate
method to secure wage increases. That the AFT had a no-strigg ipdimes of peace
and war mattered little to beleaguered teachers, who belithat they had no other
option to resolve long-standing problefiis.

Still, many teachers felt uncomfortable with striking. Mahyh@m had abided by
the no-strike philosophy of the AFT and hesitated before joiningadicppating in an
organization that might strike. That the organization went withoiktrsirfor the first 24
years of its existence beginning in 1916 says something about how ingrained thasdea w

of withholding the strike as a weapon. In the 14 subsequent years, hoveagtrers

“Michigan, Official Directory and Legislative Manual, 194848 (Lansing:
State of Michigan, 1947), 670-695.

“3American Federation of Teachers, Commission on Educational Reconstruction,
Organizing the Teaching Professi@@lencoe, Ill: Free Press, 1955), 102.
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nationwide took to the pavement on 97 separate occasions. By the mid 1940s, then,
teachers and their unions beggumestioning the time-honored no-strigelicy even as

they remained ambivalent about it. More specifically, the AFT naetl to support its
no-strike policy but refused to discipline those locals that usedttike to accomplish

their ends. Teacher ambivalence towards striking was on the*vane.

Apparently, Michigan teachers did not anticipate the stateld#gie pursuing
anything on the level of a Hutchinson Act, even though it was thévism that
motivated it. In the spring of 1947, when Michigan lawmakers debatsdanti-strike
bill, teachers in Detroit and elsewhere had other legislativeecns. That New York had
passed an anti-strike law directed at its public sector did notgbrivem to consider that
Michigan might take a similar tufi.

The manner in which bills are conceived, introduced, debated and sijoeéaw
is an often circuitous one, characterized by the slow pace ofetfigative process.
Within this process, there are forces both internal and exterribe legislature, which
push, pull and mold bills into law or discard them before governors caerrémeir
judgment. To observe the Hutchinson Bill as it became a lawbstter understand how
these forces and this process operates.

Hutchinson's effort received wide support within the legislatufée bill, as

Hutchinson originally submitted it, contained language wholly elirashdtom the final

*Clarke, “American Federation of Teachers: Origins and History,” 386-392.

“>Joshua B. FreemaWorking Class New YoifNew York: The New Press,
2000), 202.

“Wendell Brown, Letter to the Editor in Public Letter Box, “Let the Legisk
Take its Time, Detroit News 21 March 1947, 26. For a description of the legislative
process, see “The Legislative Processi¢higan CIO Legislative Repqr1951, 8-13,
box 89, folder 5-Legislative Report, 1951, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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version. Other amendments lessened the penalties for striking, agheh8enate asked
that the bill reduce from three years to one year the timeeéfose who violated its
provisions could receive a wage increase if they regained thefiopgsiThe Senate also
requested that the number of years any such employee remain on probatiosedecnea
five to two years. Finally, the Senate approved language allowmmddiation between
disputing parties when called for by a majority of the empleyeequestion, “or upon
request of any public official in charge of such employees...” Whatsompassion the
state senate exhibited with these provisions was eroded by othesigmeviSpecifically,
the senate approved to levy as much as a $1,000 fine and one yeasentte for
“[a]ny person not a public employee who shall knowingly incitataéey influence,
coerce, or urge a public employee to strike...,” clearly a reference to agmior’’

Even before the original bill left the House Labor Committee, hody of nine
Republicans and no Democrats eliminated the provision that dallébe electorate to
endorse it provision€ The Republican-dominated legislature recently had lost in a
referendum, resulting in a tax split that many of them had opp@éda.overwhelming
support for House Bill 418, supporters must have determined that alldvisngxtra step
was not worth the risk. Wide support for the bill was reflected in a final vote shtlwahg
81 house members voted for it, with only three voting against and eigihtbens
abstaining*®

Forces Supporting the Demands of Detroit-Area Teachers

" Michigan, Journal of the House of Representatives of the State of Michigan,
1947 regular session, 1115, 1158, 1179, 1617, with the quotes at 1618; see also
Michigan, House Bill No. 418, Michigan Sixty-Fourth Legislature, session47.19
48\ 1;
Ibid., 1003.
“Ipid., 1666-1667,
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The immediate causes for the Hutchinson Act were obvious. At thef the list
were the strike threat and the actual strike of public schochées in Detroit and East
Detroit respectively. Many state legislators saw theserecas brazen and unwarranted
attempts to undermine the power of state and local governmentsropkayees. These
job actions, however, existed in a larger context, one that buoyed ghatiags of
Detroit teachers, even as they created anxiety within the kgislature. That larger
framework included the wave of teacher strikes taking placenumerous cities
throughout the United States in 1946 and 1947. The Detroit City CounttiDatroit
Mayor Jeffries must have appreciated the momentum on which theitDeachers were
building when they decided that conceding to most of the teaclarsirdls was in their
best interest’

If the Jeffries’ administration required more evidence befespaonding to the
proposed strike in Detroit, all it needed to do was to review the stream cfpmrdence,
telegrams, and postcards that Mayor Jeffries received fromemstivoicing their near
universal support of the teachers and their request for salapasses. Often describing
themselves as property-owning taxpayers, these Detroiters edlyeairgued the
teachers’ case. They understood that qualified teachers neésksl tta meet the high
cost of living lest they leave the profession altogether. In this way,eMaamgley’s letter
to Jeffries captured the essence of what others wrote in ¢itteirs| to the mayor. As she
explained, “A parent, taxpayer and woman intensely interestegimaffairs in my own

right..., | urge you[, Mayor Jeffries,] to do everything in your powehelp prevent a

*Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&&% and 201; Albert
Schiff, “A Study and Evaluation of Teachers’ Strikes in the United Statds,D(Hiss.,
Wayne State University, 1952), 62-222; Eafbhe American Federation of Teachers
143-151; Urban and Wagonémerican Educatior305-306.
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teachers’ strike by granting them their entirely justifiacse. We want the best public
school system our money can bdy.Another letter, written by Bernice Howell, an
officer of the League of Women Voters, likened a good educatiofoad and
encouraged Jeffries to accept the Board of Education’s budget that thaeudgse for
Detroit teachers. Her argument that Detroit teachers deedsalary increase was
informed by research she conducted about the plight of teachergtthtihe nation?
Clearly, she had read about teachers striking for increatmtksaacross the nation and
placed Detroit teachers in that context. Others who wrote toie¥efivere similarly
informed.

One strike that was remarkable occurred in Buffalo, New York. Wvgl2,400
teachers, 79 schools and 72,000 children, the strike of Buffalo teachetheviargest
teachers' strike in the United States at the time. New YarkefBor Thomas Dewey
called for and, ultimately, signed into law what is commonlyrreteto as the Condon-
Wadlin Act. Like the later Hutchinson Act, the law prohibited strikes among gowarhm
employees of New York State. So popular was this legislatiomngrRepublican state
legislators throughout the country that many of them modeledld¢ign in their states

on the New York law. On July 3, 1947, Michigan became one of those $tates.

*Manie Langley to Edward Jeffries, letter, Ca. April 1947, box 2, file titled,
“Board of Education,” 1947, Detroit Mayor’s Papers, Burton Historical Collection,
Detroit Public Library.

2Bernice Howell to Mayor Edward Jeffries, April 3, 1947 letter, file titled,
“Board of Education,” 1947, box #2, Detroit Mayor’s Papers, Burton Historical
Collection, Detroit Public Library.

>3Slater,Public Workers94, 156 and 169; Schiff, “A Study and Evaluation of
Teachers’ Strikes,” 66, 69, 71; Mirdlhe Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syst&&?2;
Spero and Capozzolahe Urban Community and its Unionized Bureacradse<larke,
“American Federation of Teachers,” 393-394; Eafidre American Federation of
Teachers, 1916-196149.
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Teacher activism in Buffalo, Detroit, and other major citiess not the only
factor that compelled the Michigan State Legislature to pessititchinson Act. It was,
however, probably the most important ingredient that pushed Michiganalesvanto
pursue this legislatior. As these lawmakers deliberated the components of the
Hutchinson Bill, they made reference as well to street rgilmarkers and their efforts to
win concessions in pay and classification from the Detroit SRadtvay Commission.
In the Detroit daily papers, journalists made frequent referanc® actions of Detroit
Street Railway workers as what helped to prompt lawmakergutsue anti-strike
legislation directed toward public sector employees. *If wesphss bill,” Republican
Senator Wood argued in discussing the pending Hutchinson bill, “DSRowsesplsic]
cannot go on strike and the 75 per cent of the factory workers wHoraegl to stay at
home when the DSR stops running can now be assured of a day's wades.”
discussing the bill, a Detroit daily newspaper maintained thi&e ‘measure would have
sweeping effect in Detroit where tieups by DSR and other pebtlisloyees have been
frequent.®®
Hutchinson Bill Debated in the Legislature

Before the Hutchinson Bill made its way to the governor’s deshifosignature,
the measure was subject to the wrangling that charactetheedystem. Bills up for

consideration in late May of 1947 were part of the maneuvering éetthe two houses

>4 Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School Syste&4-185; Schiff, “A Study
and Evaluation of Teachers’ Strikes in the United States, 206-207.

*°Al Kaufman, “No-Strike Bill Affects DSR, SchoolsDetroit Times 3 June
1947,1

*Hub M. George, “Provides Penalties in Sabotabeftoit Free Press22 April
1947, 1; see also “Government Must Come First,” EditdDatroit News 26 February
1947, 4; “Public Workers Strikes Banne®gtroit Times3 July 1947, 12.
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of the legislature that, for a brief time, left the work of tbgislature undone. On May
27, the Detroit Newsreported that members of the Michigan House boycotted the
legislative process in response to their colleagues in theeSemad had taken on a
“pompous’ policy of killing House bills so that similar measusp®nsored by senators
could become law® Despite the wrangling in the legislature, there was oméhiail had
garnered enough popularity within both houses; and that bill was thé&ikkdn Bill.
What the Detroit Newshad not reported was the irony of a chamber of the state
legislature conducting a boycott, even as it sought legislgiementing other public
sector employees from withholditigeir labor.

The Hutchinson Bill inspired some opposition within the legislature, aed e
from some Republican state senators. Republicans from JacksoiGitgayand seven
other districts opposed the Hutchinson Bill. Thetroit Timesquoted Senator Nichols of
Jackson as arguing that “[t]his bill is a grave mistaketf@ Republican Party and it
makes us look as though we are out to cripple laBbBay City Republican Senator
Heath had equally harsh words for the proposed bill: “This is eysk legislation
because we are taking away the rights of certain empl®yels Unnecessarily,” he
began. “We have never had strikes of state employes [sic]hemnd is no good reason
for this bill.”” *° Indeed, the strikes and threatened strikes that motivated legistat
pursue this legislation were teachers and, to a lesser degreetcar workers, which
were local government employees.

When opponents of the bill realized that their efforts to stop thevbilild not

>'Carl B. Rudow, “House Revolt Halts 23 Billetroit News 27 May 1947, 24.
:AI Kaufman, “Affects DSR, SchoolsPetroit Times 3 June 1947, 2.
Ibid, 2.
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succeed, they changed tactics and sought amendments to softénl'shaffects.
Senators Clarence Reid (R) and Joseph Brown (D), both of Detroititsmugndments
making it lawful for public sector employees to organize andyda as well as a
provision requiring compulsory arbitratihTheir efforts were in vain. These legislators
saw the bill as punitive, embodying an element of revenge, unaeitessippling labor,
and denying rights to a sector of the work force. Their argtsnéowever, did not
resonate with their colleagues, and their numbers were not laoggleto defeat the bill
before it made its way to the governor's d&sk.

Republican opposition aside, journalists of etroit Times Detroit Newsand
Detroit Free Pressacknowledged that elements of the bill were “drastic,” “hattirlgl’
and “stringent,” citing the bill's anti labor tone. Editorials inskheame papers tell of a
different story. For them, the bill was necessary.

The Political Climate of the Times

In its own way, the Hutchinson Act reflected the anxieties gritein the times.
Michigan legislators could not fully control matters relatedataation, labor unrest, or
inflation, but public sector workers were another matter. The sie@sumably had
sovereignty over its own employees. With the Hutchinson Act, thelddgie found a

way to implement this control. If the word, ‘sovereignty’ never appe in their remarks,

®carl B. Rudow, “Liquor, Union Bill Survive,Detroit News 22 May 1947, 26;
Arnold J. Levin,“Public Strike Ban Upheld,Detroit News27 May 1947, 35; Carl B.
Rudow, “Union Curbs Split HouseDetroit News3 June 1947, 3.

®IAl Kaufman, “No-Strike Bill to Sigler: Affects DSR, School&)etroit Times 3
June 1947, 2.

®2Albert Kaufman, “2 Strike Ban Bills Near O.K. by StatBgtroit Times 13
May 1947, 1; “City Strike Ban Nears Passadggtroit Times 27 May 1947, 4; Hub M.
George, “Legislature Ends Session After Passing 384 New L&e&#,0it Free Press8
June 1947, 2.
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its meaning was manifested as legislators discussed thetmirigyaf public employees
to honor the public trust. Editorials, responses, and articles iniDettaily newspapers
that quoted elected officials, or espoused these views independentlglecedsstrikes
among public employees outrageous. In February 1947, U.S. Senator Arthur \&agdenb
of Michigan equated such strikes with ‘rebellion’ that could not berattd. Voicing
concerns over communism, the author of @wedroit Newseditorial argued that the
proposed Hutchinson Act “deal[s] rather effectively with the opportustiyerwise left
open to the Commies to heave a gigantic monkey wrench into the maclohery
government whenever that might suit their unpredictable purposes.” And thein khtzr
same editorial, the author argued that, “[tlhe sovereign people sheudd all times,
through their government, sovereign. That is a truth that is steatary as to leave no
room for argument.” Michigan legislator Harry Hittle of ERahsing, a major sponsor of
the bill, argued that, “we cannot permit minority groups to suspendchdtiaties of
Government.” Another editorial, this one specifically regardingrddeteachers was
equally adamant. “...if there is recognition of the right of any iput#rvant to strike, the
beginning of the end of government as we know it is upon us.” Manydtgs could
not even envision the right of collective bargaining for public seatapl@yees. For
them, the idea of collective bargaining implied the possibility strikes, which

compromised the idea of the state’s sovereignty over public empl®yees.

®*Government Must Come First,” (Editoridetroit News 26 February 1947, 4;
William R. Muller, “Vandenberg Sets Goal for Labor Pea&stroit News 8 February
1947, 1; “Use Your Power, Councilmen!” (Editorial), 27 March 1947, 30I; Arnold J.
Levin, “Public Strike Ban UpheldDetroit News 27 May 1947, 35; “Public Employees
Must Not Strike,” EditorialDetroit News5 June 1947, 30; Martin S. Hayden, “Officials
Welcome Bill to Outlaw Public StrikesPetroit News8 June 1947, 13; DN, 13 June
1947, 22; “Sham Values,” EditoridDetroit Free Press7 April 1947, p. 4; “City Strike
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Although the term 'sovereignty’ possessed an archaic tone, it alsesped a
relevance to issues of collective bargaining in the public seetdrto strikes in that
sector of the work force. Lawmakers often took the position that uncoiigctive
bargaining, and strikes deprived lawmakers of making the decisidnsdghainherent in
their offices. Inherent in public work, moreover, was a trust thétndit exist in the
private sector. Competition in the private sector involved companies pngdaci
providing the same products or services, and consumers could patronize one
manufacturer when and if its competitors no longer met their nsBedso in the public
sector. Services provided by the public sector often had monopoly $atusnly were
the revenues generated for public service work derived from base supplied by the
citizenry, but the monopoly of government in providing certain servicentrthat the
public often had few alternative sources for those services. Wheefaditee people paid
their taxes, they did it with the understanding that the revenue tfroge taxes would
pay for the education of their children, removal of their garbage, anputic safety
among other? When public officials spoke out against collective bargaining, the
resolution of grievances, and especially strikes, they were gothir anxieties about
the loss of or impediments to sovereignty that these activitiggested. For public
officials and others, no third party should be able to mediate thgonslaip between

public sector workers and the elected or appointed officials tretted and supervised

Ban Nears Passagdjktroit Times27 May 1947, 4; Douglas Jamieson, President of the
Detroit Board of Education, “Statement of Fact and Policy,” 28 January 1947, 2.

®4 American Bar Association, H. Eliot Kaplan, et al. “Report of the Committee on
Labor Relations of Governmental Employees,” (Chicago: American Bar iIC&8&bh),
90-91.
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their work or the wages, conditions, and benefits of that Work.

At the same time, without workers having the right to strikatesand local
agencies possessed little incentive to consider their legiticoaterns. In addition, there
were no laws that ensured that teachers and other public eegttmyees would receive
the pay that they deserved. There were some who argued thatitttenidon Act was
enacted for reasons other than issues of sovereignty but rateemasns of “taking
revenge against government employees because we cannot consbikié® of other
laboring men,” as one senator sHid.

The criticism was legitimate. About six weeks before the Moson Bill was
passed and signed into law, some 250,000 people demonstrated in downtown Detroit’s
Cadillac Square to protest against the federal Taft-Harlley More than a law
advancing the agenda of business interests, with its signifiesinictions on organizing,
collective bargaining, strikes, and the banning of communists as officers, the Taft-
Hartley Act grew from and contributed to anti-labor forcesh@ tUnited States. In the
year of 1945-1946, the United States experienced a strike wave anmveatg [gector
workers unlike any other. Although simultaneous massive strikesngéigs common in
the spring of 1947 as they had been the year before, the memonysefjtb actions
remained lodged in the public consciousness as well as in that dMithegan State
Legislature. With this in mind, some would argue, came a prdgdnsieact harshly to a

public sector over which the legislature believed they should be tabmore fully

®Slater,Public Workers191-192.

%Al Kaufman, “No-Strike Bill to Sigler,'Detroit Times 3 June 1947, 2; Spero
and Capozzolalhe Urban Community and its Unionized Bureaucrades; Murphy,
Blackboard Unions182.
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control®’
Organized Labor's Opposition to the Hutchinson Bill

Opponents of the Hutchinson Bill existed outside of the Michigan State
Legislature as well. Unable to influence an intransigent Regbliominated state
legislature and governor to block the bill from becoming a law, opponeckeréd
amongst themselves as to what constituted the most effectivefwstgpping the bill.
One such quarrel took place during the proceedings of the ninth Msich@O
convention of June 16-18, 1947. In response to a report made by Ken Morris, the
chairman of the publicity committee, Yale Stuart, a membethef United Public
Workers of America, complained that the Michigan CIO did lilenform its members
about the pending Hutchinson bill or to stop it from moving through thisldéige
process? Stuart was not an anomaly within the United Public Workers of fsae¥lort
Furay, a fellow officer of the union, was even more adversariatdegpthe Hutchinson
bill. Desirous of testing the constitutionality of the bill in mrakit a criminal offense for
labor leaders to urge government employees to strike, Furayneanbuld purposely
“incite” a strike®® Michigan CIO President Gus Scholle agreed. In his analyseddill,
he argued that,

[t]his bill attempts to isolate public employees from the rest

®7 Lichtenstein,The Most Dangerous Man in Detro62-263; Gregory M.
Saltzman and Shlomo Sperka, “Public Sector Collective Bargaining in Michigan:
and Recent Developments,” in Joyce Najita and James L. SterrCellisctive
Bargaining in the Public Sector: The Experience of Eight S{htes York: M.E.
Sharpe, 2001), 108; MurphBJackboard Unions182-184; SlateRublic Workers94.

®%Jjack Crellin, “State CIO Battles Over Red Issugtroit Times 17 June 1947,
2; Proceedings of the Ninth Annual Michigan C.1.O. Council Convendione 16-18,
1947, 55 and 56.

%9Albert Kaufman, “Plans City Strike to Challenge Adbgtroit Times4 June
1947, 6.
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of the community by making it ellegal [sic] for any citizen

to recommend to a public employee that he join a union
and strike if necessary. This provision is clearly
unconstitutional since it denies the rights of free speech and
free assembly. It even denies a newspaper the right to print
an editorial stating that in a particular case public
employees should organize and strike.

In addition, UAW President Walter Reuther came out in opposition to the bill. He
met with Michigan Republican Governor Kim Sigler in an unsuccessful effort teypees
the governor to veto the bill, which had already passed both houses of the Michigan
Legislature. Reuther ascribed a certain amount of importance to the Hutchihsmal bil
its myriad implications.

Reuther’s interest in the Hutchinson Bill may have not been himdassues of
labor, although this was almost certainly his main consideratibaereTwere, perhaps,
more personal interests. Simply put, his wife, May, was a pstiiool teacher and card-
carrying member of the Detroit Federation of Teachers. An avewaedlist, “she taught
in one of Detroit’s most racially integrated public schools, whieeewgs indefatigable in
her efforts to build a strong teachers’ unidhlt would have been difficult, then, for the
discussion within the Reuther household to have avoided the subject wiciégadh
legislators deliberated a law largely inspired by Detoga teacher activism. Besides, it

was well known that Walter and May Reuther discussed everything together.

Michigan's Governor Kim Sigler Enters the Fray

"“Analysis of H.B. 418 (Public Employees Denied Right to Strike),” box 205,
folder 6, Legislation Correspondence, June 1947, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
See also August Scholle to Kim Sigler letter, June 10, 1947 enclosing the above.

" Lichtenstein,The Most Dangerous Man in Detrp&2.

"2Jack Skeels oral history interview of Al Leggat, 69, University of Michigan —
Wayne State University Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations,céiber 1959,

ALUA
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Walter Reuther must have known that his efforts were unlikely tsupde the
governor. Even if Sigler decided to veto the bill, there existed enwatgs in the
legislature to override his veto. And yet for nearly three hoewsther and Sigler, who
had never met each other before, debated the merits of the mdatichBill and other
labor-related bills, along with labor unrest in the state and thenn&euther complained
that simple answers could not be legislated and argued that thkirtdann Bill would
only “aggravate rather than remove the basic causes of iradustirest.” Sigler
disagreed. “For 1,000 years,” he argued, “controversies have been guwlwagh some
sort of law...And labor-management problem[s], no different from otbetraversies,
will be solved by law.™

It is curious that Sigler even bothered to meet with Reuther dfisuirtany other
matter. A week and a half before, Reuther and other UAW dfficecluding R.J.
Thomas and George Addes, had sent Sigler a telegram askingviraay to veto the
bill. In response, Sigler invited the men to his office to discussnditter. None of them
kept the appointment. Sigler was particularly angered and saidas fiwwhen a fellow
asks a girl out and she stands him up,” he was reported to have salde¥4met usually
call her anymore.” While Sigler did not necessarily call Reythe did agree to meet
with him subsequent to the original appointmént.

Sigler’'s meeting with Reuther was not the only meeting thergovevould have

with labor leaders about the Hutchinson Bill. On July 1, 1947, three d=gsebhe

"Ask Labor Bill Veto,” Detroit Times 16 June 1947, 14; Al Kaufman, “Reuther
Warns of Labor Laws,” 27 June 1947, 3; Carl B. Rudow, “Unionists Ask Sigler Vetoes,”
Detroit News 26 June 1947, 41.

"Asher Lauren, “It Isn't ‘Gus and Kim’ Yet, Despite Fuss at Convention,”

Detroit News 22 June 1947, 8.
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signed the bill into law, Sigler met with about twelve other ldbaders. Contrary to the
methods used elsewhere by public employees, these labor leangigsioed that a law
inhibiting the right of any workers to strike was not beneficdahhy party concerned.
Frances Comfort of the Detroit Federation of Teacherd gabest. In discussing the
recent job actions undertaken by Detroit teachers, she arguedottasionally such

actions or threatened actions are necessary when despotic ©fbdiadr elected or
appointed absolutely refuse to meet with their employes (Sic).”

Discussions that Sigler had with Reuther, Comfort, or other Dédtmir leaders,
however illuminating they may have been, did not help their caugker's parting
words after his meeting with Reuther did not reflect a ringindorsement of the views
espoused by opponents of the bill. “I'll do the best | can,” hegerted to have said,
“but somebody is going to be disappointed.” Needless to say, the disapgaintould
reside with public sector workers and those working on their b&half.

Sigler's willingness to sign the bill may have reflectasl political ambitions.
Elected governor following his appointment as the special prosaoutoseries of high
profile cases involving bribery, contempt of court, and murder, he hagndesn the
presidency of the United States. Indeed, Sigler looked to ThomasyDdimself a
presidential hopeful, as a guide to that highest office, as Deagypéen a high profile
prosecutor and New York Governor before pursuing the presidency. mharisies did
not end there. Following Dewey's example with the Condlin-Wadlin pkehibiting

public sector strikes, Sigler did the same with the Hutchinsof’Act.

"Unions Voice State Labor Bill Protestd)etroit Labor News4 July 1947, 1-2.
®Al Kaufman, “Reuther Warns of Labor Lawd)etroit Times 27 June 1947, 3.
" would like to thank Judge Avern Cohn for suggesting | consult the following
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In the context of the Hutchinson Act, and with his sights fixed ohehigffice,
Sigler may have looked back on another event for inspirdtiat®19, that is, a strike of
public sector workers, in this case Boston police officers, “launttteedational political
career of then future president [Calvin] Coolidd®.Coolidge strongly opposed the
efforts of striking police officers and, as historian JosephreSktplains, “denounce[d]
all public sector unions’ It is likely that Sigler knew about the 1919 Boston police
strike, given that it “was routinely cited by courts and ddicithrough the end of the
1940s.%° Perhaps the ambitious Sigler saw his support of the HutchinscasAstaying
to an audience interested in his relocation to Washington. Aftethalloffice of the
governor offered too many restrictions and frustrations for an agtaneed to making
decisions unchecked by the legislature or other entities. ThehiHsbm Act, after all,
allowed Sigler to make a decision without any such restrictionsta possibly reap
political rewards for it in the future. Sigler lost his reetilen bid as governor and lacked
the popularity within his own party to pursue the presidency. Despifaihise, Sigler’s
signing the bill into law reshaped public sector work for the next 18 §kars.
Conclusion

Michigan's Democratic Party experienced something of agesue under the

leadership of G. Mennen Williams and even more of one after Republicst much of

book: Bruce A. Rubenstein and Lawrence E. Ziewabree Bullets Sealed His Lips
(East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1987), xiv, 7-8, 13-14, 200-203; Helen
Washburn BertheloiVin Some, Lose Some: G. Mennen Williams and the New
DemocratgDetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1995), 30; Marquis Childs, “Dewey
and Labor Legislation,Detroit Free Press20 May 1947, 4; “Dewey's Strike Stand,”
Detroit News 22 April 1947, 22.

8Slater, Public Workers, 15.

“Ibid., 37.

®lbid., 14.

81Berthelot,Win Some, Lose Somt2, 49-50.
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their power, following the reapportionment of the legislature inntick 1960s. In 1947,
however, Democrats held little power in the legislature; and preigesforces suffered
with the rightward turn of the country in the Cold War era. With Haskground, it is
understandable that the Hutchinson Act experienced little diffiénliyetting passetf.

Following its enactment, the Act inspired little comment, notl b1, that is. In that
year, Detroit Mayor Albert Cobo deployed it as he sought a résolub a strike

conducted by the Detroit Street Railway. It is that story that the nextecleaicerns.

82Margaret Collingwood Nowakiwo Who Were There: A Biography of Stanley
Nowak(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 220-221; Martin Halpéw/
Politics in the Cold War ErgAlbany: State University of New York Press, 1988), 265-
266.
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Chapter Two
The 1951 Strike of the Detroit Street Railway Workers

According to George Fox, the role of transportation, “is so ‘damodern
civilization that it has become more than a service functiorhadtbecome a partner of
the government, the commerce, and the society which it servesepresants the
occupation and livelihood of a large section of the population as twélbtal
transportation systems reflect this importance. They move petpl@and from
workplaces, schools, commercial outlets, and cultural and socialdosctind help meet
the needs of riders fulfilling social commitments to friends amiilfes. This was true of
Detroit in 1951, when the use of cars had not yet achieved the vaddspse that they
would in later years. When, Detroit Street Railway workersaged in a strike
demanding wage increases and maintenance of fringe benefits, tay@a the city in
a way little else could. As a result, city officials usled newly passed Hutchinson Act to
force Detroit Street Railway workers back to work. In thads of Detroit Mayor Albert
Cobo and his administration, the law comprised a force, which DSR mscake their
union could not withstand.

The 1951 strike of Detroit Street Railway Workers had fachang implications
for the city. Because it substantively affected the whole ofcitye the strike must be
viewed from numerous perspectives to understand what happened, why rnddhppel
the strike’s wider meaning. The law existed in the constefiadf these other elements,
largely dictating how the conflict between Division 26 of theagamated Association

of Street, Electric Railway and Motor Coach Employees of Acaei(A.F.L.) and its

! George Fox Mott, “Transportation OrbiXhnals of the American Academy of

Political and Social Scien¢@&45 (January 1963): 130.
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members, on the one hand, and the city of Detroit, on the other, moveshéossrt of
resolution. The Hutchinson Act drew from and was inescapably connectieese other
elements. The law shaped the actions of the Detroit Straidvdy Commission, the
Mayor, and Division 26, and the judicial system, among other actorsn@ne context
of the strike, with a raging cold war, rising inflation, fears alEmanomic security, and
concern of sovereignty, to mention only a few, the union and its memigerst fully
understand how a strike would provoke public opposition or how the law mightete us
against them. This chapter will reveal that the Hutchinsonl&aely inspired by a spate
of teacher strikes nationwide, was an effective weapon to tddfeaaspirations of
workers of the Detroit Street Railway and the union that represented them.
Prelude to a Strike

Like most other strikes, the 1951 strike of DSR workers had aauteavorkers’
demand for a wage increase. The strikers aimed to convinceetha@tCstreet Railway
Commission and Mayor Albert Cobo that they deserved a raise o&Bt$ ger hour, in
line with the cost of living, along with improvements to theinge benefits, namely the
inclusion of six paid holidays. With Division 26’s contract expiringrivh 30, 1951,
union representatives sought to begin negotiations for its 3,500 memldezisruary of
that year. Negotiations began in March of 1951, but went nowhere. dgatiateon
sessions resumed during and even after the strike, the citydagreefive-cent raise on
the condition that the union agree to forego some of the fringe bgmrefitsled in prior
contracts. Most insulting to the union and its members, the city dechémalethe union
relinquish fringe benefits amounting to the five-cent raise ¢lg was offering,

essentially making the raise meaningless. For the union angkitgers, the city’s offer
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was unacceptable. With the battle lines drawn, the union asked for @ideck strike
authorization from its membership after the city cancelledegtimy with state and
federal mediators on April 17. Four days later, the union’s exechteed called the
strike?

In the American context, strikes are such a commonplace phenoménhetha
existence, though annoying and inconvenient, is not necessarily excepiibaal951
strike of 3,500 DSR workers fit within the category of exceptitbias union members
and management seek to avoid whenever possible. Its length, the natioeesefvice
that the workforce provided, and the reaction it provoked offer an explarsgitm its
importance. Lasting 59 days, it became “...the longest and most t@sthjt strike in
American History...” at that tim&.Given that the DSR transported 700,000 passengers
twice a day during the weekday, while using 1,700 buses, 350 stresmtda8 coaches”
during peak hour$,it played an integral part in Detroit's life. The citizews the city
made do without their transportation system by hitching rides dkinga but this
alternative made for sore feet and traffic jams causdtdoincrease of cars. A large city
could not function well under these conditions.

The reaction of the city residents is a second reason whytrilkis embodied an

importance not found in many other job actions. Like Detroit-aredéesaavho took to

%No Date Set for Strike of Div. 26 Detroit Labor News20 April 1951, 1;
“DSR Hunts Way Out of Legal FixDetroit News4 May 1951, 1.

%No Retreat Left to City by Firings,Detroit News 26 April 1951, 1; “Sidelights
as Service Resumedyetroit News 19 June 1951, 4.

“Cobo Orders DSR to Fire StrikerdJetroit News 22 April 1951, 2; “All
Streetcars and Buses IdI&&troit News 21 April 1951, 2; “Time to Get it Started:
Transportation,” EditorialDetroit Free Pressl1 May 1951, 6.

®Walter J. Mattison, “Blight and Mass Transportation in Metropolitan
Communities,Virginia Law Review36, no. 7 (November 1950): 869; George Fox Mott,
“Transportation in Orbit,” 132.
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the picket lines four years previously, DSR workers were publicaraps, managed by
the people through its elected and appointed officials; and they provided & $keatithe
city could not easily replace. Like transit systems elsewlleeeDetroit Street Railways
held a monopoly statisin order for any governmental unit to efficiently and effectivel
operate, the argument runs, it must have sovereign control over its poigloyees and,
by extension, cannot allow them to fathom a strike, let alone lgcerayage in a job
actions without suffering consequences designed to make the worlkdrs$vitde before
considering such an action.
Legal Action Regarding DSR Workers

Because citizens hitched rides with willing motorists, parkedr thars in
otherwise illegal locations, walked to and from work, school, and shopmingfrained
from doing so because of the lack of transportation, the parties disghge sought legal
means to resolve the conflict. There were actually two lawsuits. The first was a suit
initiated by Avern Cohn. Cohn currently is a federal judge itrdde a position he has
held for over thirty years. In 1947, however, he worked as a lawyes ifathier’s firm®
In the context of the 1951 Detroit Street Railway strike, heredtthe fray as a
concerned citizen. His issues were two-fold. First, he wahted&R workers to return
to work and pursued litigation to force them to do so via an injunttikew argued that

he had any complaints with the workers per se, although the injuncti@eekdo force

®Darold T. Barnum, “From Private to Public: Labor Relations in Urban Transit,”
industrial and Labor Relations Revie®b, no. 1 (October, 1971): 96.

"“Motorists Delayed in Big JamsDPetroit News 1 and 4.

8 http://www.mied.uscourts.gov/Judges/quidelines/topic.cfm?topic_idsiRal
on February 27; Avern Cohn, Interviewed by Louis Jones, February 2009.

Proceedings, in re: Aver@ohn v. City of Detroit et a{No. 475,156) &City of
Detroit v. Division 26 of the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric Railway and
Motor Coach Employees of Amerj¢alo. 475,181), 28 May 1951.
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the workers to do something that they would not have done of their owiowolCohn
simply did not like what the strike did to every facet of the'sigxistence: “I think this
strike has gone far enough,” tleetroit Newsquoted him as saying.He questioned the
Hutchinson Act’s mandate to terminate striking public sector arsrnd asked the court
to order the striking street railway workers back to work wthike parties entered into
contract negotiations.

Cohn served as the plaintiff in the matter, but the designationndbescurately
capture his role in the litigation. It was his father who had amast in settling the strike,
and not the younger Cohn. Like many other law suits, attorneys oftgra ideiger role
than the actual plaintiff, as it is the lawyer who preparesptaints and pleadings while
advocating for the plaintiff in open court and/or before the medsahié attorney, the
elder Cohn was in a better position advocate for the idea that the bus drivers and
streetcar drivers should return to work without the city pursuimg full force of
Hutchinson Act. The elder Cohn may not have believed that the adeetihhad his son
bring before the court had much merit, in the legal sense ofdh&, but he believed
firmly that the strike debilitated the city. The law aside,aperators had to get back to
work, given the vital role the streetcars and buses played in tla aod economic life
of the city. This was the kind of person the elder Cohn was, someone wheaoéd in
the community and found satisfaction in contributing to its health, dénmeant
agitating for chang&

The city sought an injunction of its own against the union, but itsteffegre to

1%Sues to End Strike Detroit News 18 May 1951, 2.

Yproceedingsn re: Cohnv. Detroit andDetroit v. Division 26, 28 May 1951, 3
and 23.

12 Avern Cohn, Interview by Louis Jones, Detroit, Michigan, February 2009.
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resume the transportation service, with or without the striking D®Rers. Most
importantly, the city sought from the court a ruling on its undedihg of the
Hutchinson Act, namely that it was both constitutional and applicablethéo
circumstances. The last suit made its way through the MichigesuilCCourt, the
Michigan Supreme Court, and the U.S. Supreme Cdurt.

Within the provisions of the 1948 Detroit City Charter, which the crtginally
adopted in 1918, the DSR was charged with managing and operatiDgttio# Street
Railways!” In reality, however, it had limited power to make decisions thatlictet
with other forces in Detroit’s political structure. This powerrésolve the city’s labor
relations remained with Detroit Mayor Albert Cobo. While therBetStreet Railway
Commission, city-contracted attorneys, and negotiators certainlggkn important role
in the negotiations, strike, and legal strategy, Cobo never deleggéttant decision-
making authority to any other person or agency. Needless to sagjoDivd6 and its
members did not think well of Cobo’s decisions and resented the pbateddstroyed
their chances of receiving either pay raises or improved fioegefits, but there was
little they could do about it.

Observers should not have been surprised by Cobo’s position or stridigy.
entered office having campaigned on one major issue: housing. He vigooppsised
public housing and, by extension, catered to white homeowners who featgalblic

housing projects meant that African Americans would move into thehlnerhoods

1%\Who Runs Detroit? The One Issue,” Editoriaktroit Free Press24 April
1951, 6.

“City of Detroit, Charter of the City of DetrajfTitle IV, Chapter XIlIl, Revised to
January 1, 1948, Adopted by Vote of the People of the City of Detroit, 25 June 1918,
Filed with the Secretary of State and in Effect 27 June 1918, 76-81; “DSR Must Run,”
Detroit News editorial, 11 May 1951, 1.
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and, presumably, decrease the value of their homes. Many white dwenees, when
polled, said they would vote for the popular George Edwards for mayor. i@ribe
voting booths, however, their votes reflected their perceived inteasst®me owners.
Because labor organizations, particularly the UAW, actively supgpdbeorge Edwards
for mayor, Cobo was under little obligation to recognize the concefrtbe street
railway workers. Having served as a city treasurer previouSbho was a fiscal
conservative who was not receptive to tax increases or, as aasbeof transportation,
fare hikes used to increase wages of Detroit streetcar wdrkers.

Division 26 of the Amalgamated Association of Street, ElectridwRy and
Motor Coach Employees of America presented data indicating shaieinbers were not
receiving wage increases consistent with what other citpl®mes received nor
according to the standards set by the cost of living indelxeowage stabilization board.
City officials countered with statistics that indicated thta¢et railway workers received
more than any other similarly situated transportation workeriseicountry when fringe
benefits were taken into account. Who was telling the truth? Thayw®e, but if letters
written to Albert Cobo were any indication, the public believed the countlessséont
the daily newspapers, which backed Cobo in his efforts to breastrike, if not the
union itself. Which side was “right”, or who the public believed ared little in a case
that hinged on a Hutchinson Act, which made no reference to anyacastablished by
the wage stabilization board or to a cost of living index.

Detroit Mayor Albert Cobo Receives Support

15 Thomas Sugrudhe Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in

Postwar Detroit(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 82-87; Melvin G. Holli,
“Mayoring in Detroit, 1824-1985: Is Upward Mobility The ‘Impossible Dreadm?’
Michigan Historical Reviewl3 (Spring 1987): 1-19.
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As the strike moved from one week to another, Cobo maintained caideler
support from varied sectors. The press constituted a key segmethie oDetroit
community that provided some of the greatest support to the maydrisahdndling of
the DSR strike. It helped to sway citizens to Cobo's side. Wierial pages of the
Detroit dailies did not equivocate on the issue of the strike oHthehinson Act. With
titles like “The DSR Strike: Open Defiance,” “No Surrender tatl@ws,” “The Law is
Plain and Must be Obeyed,” “The Law Must Be Upheld: City Can'trBenidated By
Threats of Strikers,” “Government by Law, Not Goons,” “DSR’snMERE Best Paid in
U.S.,” and many others too numerous to tteéhe Detroit dailies took the side of city
officials and their use of the law against the Detroit $tRslway Workers. As James
Aronson noted in his book on the cold war and the press, the titles thiesnbald the
capacity to shape the opinions of the readers.

In one such editorial, the writer argued that, “The strikers by siyikave severed
their employment. That is how the law realfs Another was just as resolute. “...the
Hutchinson Act is the law of the land so far as Michigaroiscerned and, as such, must
be obeyed* Commenting on the losses suffered by the city as a w@sihie strike, one

Detroit Free Presseditorial had this to say: “The public could not have been more

%The DSR Strike: Open Defiance,” editorifletroit Free Press23 April 1951,
6; “No Surrender to Outlaws,” editorid)etroit Free Pressl May 1951, 6; “Stand Firm
for a Clear Decision,” editoriaDetroit News 26 April 1951, 34; “The Law is Plain,”
editorial,Detroit News2 May 1951, 1; “The Law Must Prevail in DSR Strike,” editorial,
Detroit Free Press12 May 1951, 6; “The Law Must Be Upheld: City Can’t Be
Intimidated By Threats of Strikers,” editori®@etroit Free Press18 May 1951, 6;
“Government by Law, Not Goons,” editori@etroit News 19 May 1951, 4; “Cobo Kept
His Oath of Office,” editorialDetroit News 20 June 1951, 34.

73ames Aronsorfhe Press and the Cold WéBoston: Beacon Press, 1970), 2.

%The Law is Plain,” editorialDetroit News 2 May 1951, 1.

%t js the Law and Must Be Obeyed,” editoriBletroit News 10 May 1951, 34.
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effectively robbed if the strikers had staged corner holdttm”a particularly graphic
representation, one cartoon depicted an ill-tempered man with the ,wiltegal
Transportation Strike,” on his back and wielding a club over a man bearfagorn
expression and beaten down on the sidewalk. He is identified as an,emr&iceet-Car
Rider,” and with the caption over him saying, “How Long, O Lord, How glef
Numerous other editorials are found on the pages of all Detroieslaliven the
potential of the press to influence public opinion, we must acknowledgethese and
other editorials possibly helped to shape how the public came to amdetbe 1951
Detroit Street Railway strike. Given such editorials wergular fixtures on editorial
pages throughout the course of the strike, it is little wondérdlaaers would be swayed
by their arguments.

The editorials addressing the strike adopted a consistent rdkditstne. Former
UAW President Douglas Fraser, who was a rising star withird#hé/ and the Detroit
labor movement at the time, believed that the Detroit dailies tharelikely picked and
chose from among the sources until they found support for their genevalbgrvative
perspectiveThe Detroit Labor Newslmost certainly did the same. Given its limited
circulation and weekly publication, it was not capable of fomengirgic opinion to the
extent that the three Detroit dailies dfd.

It is not clear why Detroiters took umbrage with strikingestrailway workers in
1951, while they largely supported Detroit-area teachers in bigeifor pay raises four

years before. It may be that the strike of street railwaskers directly affected a larger

?“DSR Losses Pile Up,” editoriaDetroit Free Press25 May 1951, 6.
2“How Long, O Lord, How Long!” editorialDetroit Free Press18 May 1951,

%2 Douglas Fraser, Interviewed by Louis Jones, 28 March 2007.
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array of people than did the strike of Detroit-area teachedgel, the street railway
strike made it difficult for people to get to and from work oglfthe economy in other
ways. The four years that separated the two strikes may duatabuted to how the
public perceived the two events. While the Taft-Hartley Ackeotéd a definite anti-
union mood that reverberated throughout the country, unions still enjoyexllseeh of
support from the general public in 1947 when the Congress enacted artdtyHand
Detroit-area teacher unions pressured their school boardsédhais salaries. By 1951,
however, support for organized labor began to wane. The editorials regiéueliDgtroit
Street Railway strike reflected this change in atmospfiere.

When their otherwise diverse voices operate in unison and in an open manner
those who comprise the public have a power unmatched by most anyatteerTthe
power of public opinion clearly manifested itself in the lettbeg Mayor Cobo received
as well as letters to the editor that similarly voiced opinaimsut the strike and Cobo’s
handling of it. Fortunately for Cobo, he received overwhelming support tlhose who
wrote him. Echoing the opinions voiced in the editorials of the Dedsolies, Detroiters
supported Cobo and his position on the Street Railway workers. “Youigdrie im
standing firmly on your convictions and insisting on obedience to law,”Deteoiter
said in his letter to Cob®.Another wrote in order “to congratulate you on your stand!

25

Don’t back down!_Lawand _ordemust win.” Writing in the final days of the strike,

ZLawrence Richardgjnion-Free America: Workers and Antiunion Culture
(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2008), 38-61.

*‘Reverend Robert Young of the Highland Park Presbyterian Church to Albert
Cobo, letter, 18 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1) 1951, Burton Historical Collections,
Detroit Public Library.

2Edwin Polk to Albert Cobo, letter, 24 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.
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Henry Beam, vice president of Anchor Steel and Conveyor Company,‘lsaid, glad
that Detroit has a Mayor who believes in living by the law aneingethat it is
enforced.?® R. Schmidt shared some advice, with which Cobo would have certaimly bee
in agreement. “The Hutchinson Act is your club,” he said. “I and aofoD.S.R.
Maintenance workers and supervisors hope you can and will keep swithgMgnning
this strike will save you many headaches in the futtr&ven some professed union
members supported Cobo. “Hold the fort!” a member of Local 600 argded're on
solid ground.?® “Many of us workers at the Dodge Plant talk this strike aierost
every morning and | have yet to hear anyone who is in favor dittikers,” another one
commented? If accurate, the comment spoke volumes. As the success of strikes are often
determined by their support from other unions, the letters reflguierly on the efforts
of the striking DSR workers to solicit public support. To Cobo’s benéis, letter and
the overwhelming number and percentage of the hundreds of others hedieceived
approval of his position and methods.

Occasionally, he received petitions from Detroit residents. Gigaed by 13
residents, opened by saying that, “The undersigned want you to knowetlaaé solidly

with you concerning the D.S.R. strike. It is purely a question of henetve are to be

*Henry Beam to Albert Cobo, letter, 22 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.

?’R. Schmidt to Albert Cobo, letter, 30 April 1951, DMP DSR Letters (2) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.

8Unsigned letter from a member of UAW Local 600 to Albert Cobo, letter, 28
April 1951, DMP DSR Strike Letters — No Addresses 1951, Burton Historical
Collections, Detroit Public Library.

2°A Dodge Worker to Albert Cobo, postcard, 13 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (6)
1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.
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governed by law or unions. We contend it should be frank Day Smith and Duane
Mosier, writing on behalf of the Federated Civic AssociationdNofthwest Detroit,
encouraged Cobo to continue his fight against the Detroit Streetdyabarkers: “You
upheld the law as you were bound to dd*. Edward Benscoe and Arthur Wood of the
Detroit Republican Club had this to say about the strike and Cobo’sopasit it: “If the
streetcar men can strike, so can the firemen, the policemegathage men and the
employees of the Public Lighting Commission,” they wrote, sugugdihat a law
prohibiting all public employees was necessary.

Organizations and individuals did not stand alone in the opposition of thie publ
to the strike. Business groups also chimed in to give support to Cobo as regards the strike.
Signed by five people, one letter read, “We congratulate you upon cgauage in
standing firm in upholding the Hutchinson Law. We are losing money péissaarad in
our business, but feel that if the law is broken for the benefit diubeadrivers this time,
we shall be in jeopardy from them again and from other public w®mkbo supply the
necessities of life*® Writing on behalf of the Retail Merchants Association, Chatles
Boyd wrote about the numerous meetings his organization had aboutikbkeastit its
impact on its members. “Those meetings,” he said, “were heldrtimianum in number

and duration because a number of retailers were insistent that dasskhauld go out of

*petition from 13 residents to Albert Cobo, 1 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1)
1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.

¥Duane Mosier of the Federated Civic Associations of Northwest Detroit to
Albert Cobo, letter, 22 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1) 1951, Burton Historical
Collections, Detroit Public Library.

%Edward Benscoe and Arthur Wood of the Detroit Republican Club to Albert
Cobo, letter, 1 July 1951, DMP DSR Letters (1) 1951, Burton Historical Collections,
Detroit Public Library.

#Wallace Hushen, Draughm et al. To Albert Cobo, letter, 10 May 1951, DMP
DSR Letters (6) 1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Librar
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those meetings other than evidencing support of the position which you leawveakimg
during this strike period of maintaining the la¥.These letters represent only a fraction
of those sent to Cobo. Given that the life of Detroit significarglyolved around the
health of its commercial enterprises, these letters and othetshave encouraged Cobo
to continue a position and strategy in opposition to that of Division 26 and its members.

The letters of support emboldened Cobo in his approach to the DSR asike
evidenced by his response. “Thanks greatly for your expressioonfiience, which is
very pleasing to me,” he wrote in response to one individual. “As &ngeople are
interested enough to make their views known to those in public oftheeontinued,
“we can be assured of a responsive governni@rh”this case, the responsiveness of
government depended upon the extent to which letter writers reffieietes already held
by Cobo himself. Otherwise, Cobo’s response would have had a markéeigritone.
Whatever the case, it would have been difficult for him to haventties position he did
had the public refrained from supporting him.

The Cold War mentality behind many of the letters did not helgdhise of the
strikers. It was an era of loyalty oaths, blacklistings, arebatlons of treasonable acts
and of espionage, all centered around the “Red Menace,” a phradarlse used in
headlines and public discourse. The Cold War had grown with intensity bot
domestically and internationally since its unofficial beginningrfyears before. Any

time a public official, in this case Wisconsin Senator Josephavb{, could make the

¥Charles E. Boyd, Secretary of the Retail Merchants Association to Albkd, C
letter, 21 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters (2) 1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit
Public Library.

%Albert Cobo to Dr. R. Beverly Wilson, letter, 1 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters
(1) 1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.
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now-infamous claim that he held the names of 205 communists who workesl $tate
Department without naming them, one could argue that a widespreatbipaend
irrational fear permeated the poli§/With unions and their workers so often excoriated
by large segments of the country as communists, particutarBetroit, DSR workers
and their union fought an uphill and, ultimately, impossible battle. Thec@ammunist
sentiment of the immediate post World War Il period manifessedf itn particular ways

in Detroit.

Detroit targeted those of its public employees suspected aj bembers of the
Communist Party. Supported by Mayor Van Antwerp and the Civil &&@bmmission
Secretary, not to mention th2etroit Newsand other Detroit officials, Detroit citizens
voted in favor of a referendum that allowed the city to investigaspected communists
in 1949. The city did not stop with this referendum. “The Common Couwlowed up
the Charter-amendment victory by appointing a Loyalty Commisarah an advisory
Loyalty Committee, which consisted of seven dependable citiZériEiie Council’s
action led one citizen to write Cobo regarding the strike, asking tloi use this
commission “to thoroughly investigate the complete situatidnGilbert Piks held
similar views. In his letter to Cobo, he maintained that, “I afiingito walk 10 miles a
day instead of letting the union take over. To me the union are likech lodifiRedsand

poor Americans® Little evidence exists to suggest that there were communigte

%David CauteThe Great Fear: The Anti-Communist Purge Under Truman and
EisenhowelNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1978), 48.

*"bid., 339-340.

Mrs. Percy Pollared, president, Civic Study Club to Mayor Albert Cobo, letter,
11 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (3) 1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroitd?ubli
Library.

39Gilbert Piks to Mayor Albert Cobo, letter, 16 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters (2)

www.manaraa.com



91

rank and file of Division 26 or among its officers, but the powersujgestion as
prompted by the press and believed by many made it diffeuifvision 26 to receive a
fair hearing™®
U.S. entry into the Korean War the year before the Detra#eSRailway strike
reflected its efforts to stop the spread of communism and, in its way, added to
concerns that many had about the strike. “All | hear is ‘strik@g Gl in Korea
commented.
Why don’t people back home Wake up? They [i.e., DSR
strikers] strike when they could be sending equipment to us
over here, to help win this war...The DSR strike holds up
the guys who make part of the M1 rifle, or the ones who

make part of a tank or an engine. That could change the
war altogethef?

While the city did not employ nearly as many war-related itnchssat the time of the
DSR strike as it did during World War I, it still remained important industry. Its
importance is reflected in the comments of thi$<Gl.

The reason why the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Servicehstaignter
the strike, a fray that was essentially local, resulted frloenpossibility that Detroit’s
contribution to the war industry would be hampered by a strike thaemexy workers
from getting to work. Reports appearing in the daily newspapesover, complained
about the significant decrease in blood donations used for U.S. Mjp¢aspnnel in the

Korean War due to the strike, as would-be donors often had no transpaidagjento

1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library; see also HaPadion,
“Tempers and Side Issues All but Derail DSR Parley,” 23 April 1951, 1.
“%Aronson,The Press and the Cold Wa.
“IPAT to Editor, “Strikes Annoy a Gl in KoreaJetroit News 4 June 1951, 16.
2 SugrueThe Origins of the Urban Crisid41.
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and from American Red Cross donation cenftérs.

In its own way, attacks on sovereignty and support of the communeésit thr
morphed into one another as threats to the state were maskéaltasoéfcommunists to
compromise and overthrow the government. A number of letters to Cobo dioeng t
strike expressed these sentiments. “...[l]f the unions which in tiypason is nothing
but communists under disguise is allowed to defy the laws then youvatichhd all of
us will be in danger.”™ “...[I]n our desire to protest a small minority interest,” another
Detroiter wrote Cobo, “we sometimes overlook the sovereign right@anofentire
people.*> While most Detroiters corresponding with Cobo about the strike nesest
the word, “sovereignty” in their remarks, the idea of the governmesatvereign rights
rang loudly, as when Lester Larkin suggested that, “...now igrtteetd decide whether
the city will operate the system or surrender abjectlgcmination by its employeé®
Others expressed similar sentimefits.

As revealed in chapter one, Cobo may have benefited politicalty fis stance
on the strike of Detroit Street Railway workers in the samg others had before him. A

letter from one Detroiter made this point. “As a citizen andp@yer of this city, | wish

to advise you that if you yeal (sic) and turn this city oveh&union to run it, we might

**Strike Cuts Blood Donors,Detroit News 12 May 1951, 2.

“W.J. Fitzpatrick of the National Supreme Council A & ASR Masons to Albert
Cobo, letter, 16 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (3) 1951, Burton Historical Collections,
Detroit Public Library.

“>Percy Loud to Albert Cobo, letter, 15 June 1951, DMP DSR Letters (2) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.

“®Lester Larkin to Albert Cobo, letter, 1 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (2) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library.

*’F.E. Keefe to Albert Cobo, letter, 19 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (3) 1951,
Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Public Library; J.R. Millar to Alb€obo, 18 May
1951, DMP DSR Letters (3) 1951, Burton Historical Collections, Detroit Publi@atybr
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as well look for a city like Boston, Mass. where Gov. Coolidge onebleshed law and
order which made him famous in the history of our courifhjt”is not known if Cobo
possessed ambitions for higher office, although he must have knowrhéhpogsible
results of his actions in the strike might have moved others todewnisim. Any such
ambition could have motivated him to continue pursuing the strike in the way he was.
Cobo's Strategy

Mayor Cobo knew better than to make full use of the Hutchinsonghetn the
power of organized labor in Detroit. One streetcar worker spokieis power when he
commented on the idea of hiring replacement workers: “And how can tilagy
substitutes if the union won't let the buses out of the terminate?4sked rhetorically.
And yet, the city seriously considered making full use of the Huogcm Act and limiting
the power of the Detroit Street Railway workers even more thap had. “Now —
mindful of the people’s mandate — the commission has determineditoe@peration of
the transit system either with or without its striking empésy&° one Detroit News
editorial wrote. So desperate were city officials to havdrdngsportation system resume
its operation that they sought some way to take over the saibgay system while
protecting it from angry members of Division 26. In response to a request fangaidn
his powers, Detroit’'s acting and assistant corporation counsel vardtee Director of

Civilian Defense for the city, “We are...compelled to advise gt in the absence of

“8professor W.J. Fitzpatrick of the National Supreme Council A & ASR Masons

to Albert Cobo, letter, ca. 16 May 1951, DMP DSR Letters (3) 1951, Burton Historical
Collections, Detroit Public Library.
49 “Foolish Question? Who Owns DSR?” Editoriaktroit Free Press27 April
1951, 4; see also “Injunctions Sought in the DSR StriReftoit Labor Newsl June
1951, 1; “Div. 26 Stands Firm as Fourth Week EnBgtroit Labor News18 May 1951,
1.

*“The City Must Abide by the Law,” EditoriaDetroit News 17 May 1951, 38.

www.manaraa.com



94

authority from the State Director of civilian defense, you atbout power to take any
action out on the strike of employees of the Department of SRaiéways.” This
comment aside, the city appeared poised to run its transportati@mswsthout the
striking workers: “Once the restraining order has been issue&Radificer confidently
declared, “the lines will be put back in operation as fast ageteoperators.” The
Detroit Newsreported that Governor G. Mennen Williams “assured additional piatect
by state police and the National Guard, if necessary...to maip&sne and order in
Detroit if the police could not cope with the situatidh.General Superintendent of
Transportation James Bostick appeared hopeful that the city couldeeservice of the
street railway even as he admitted that it would take weeksonths for each line to
fully do so>3
Organized Labor Supports DSR Strikers

To whatever extent the city seriously considered resuming trdaspo service,
at some point city officials backed off of the idea. They decitet managing
customers’ inconvenience due to the strike was a better ideateaking the strike,
without regard to the consequences of such an act. The rationakydhe city never
pursued such a course of action is obvious. Never actually admitteddoydC the DSR
Commission, it was clear that Detroit was a union town. This ke more than idle

words. Robert Zieger says the same, although in a different vistroit was the

®1 Acting and Assistant Corporation Counsels to Brigadier General Clyde
Dougherty, Director of Civilian Defense for Detroit, letter, 25 April 1951, DEIP (

*2Wallace Hushen, “Bus Union to Submit ‘New Ided)&troit News 16 May
1951, 1-2.

>Wallace Hushen, “Bus Union to Submit ‘New IdeBg&troit News 16 May
1951, 2; see also Wallace Hushen, “Pickets Block DSR RehiDejroit News 17 May
1951, 1; Harvey Patton, “State Offer Accepted by Uni@gtroit News14 May 1951,
1; Wallace Hushen, “Hot Words Bog Parley on Strikggitroit News13 May 1951, 2.
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quintessential CIO city™ he proclaimed in his book on the CIO. While Division 26 was
an AFL union, the general power of organized labor was evident iniDe#ised labor
organizations. A union's affiliation to a federation did not necessdsatgrmine its
activism.

While individual union members may have voiced objections to the sth&e, t
union officers stood firmly with Division 26. To this end, the power gboized labor to
meet the challenge posed by the city seeking to break tke atrd the union overseeing
it was probably enough to inhibit city officials. Asher Laurentloé Detroit News
reported that Detroit-area unions representing 600,000 members issleed theeats
should the city follow through on its plan to resume service of tBR,Degardless of
whether or not the striking workers returned to worhe Detroit and Wayne County
Federation of Labor supported the Division 26 strikers with a resolution of support and an
effort to solicit local labor organizations to provide a strike fth@lhe lines separating
the AFL and the CIO became blurred during the strike, as the@d©acame out in full
support of a job action initiated by an AFL union. “At a specialsmmaseting of locals in
the Wayne District CIO, a resolution was passed instrudifigals of that body to do
everything to assist the strikers in line with what AFLdiers tell them must be don¥.”
Even as the strike entered its fifth week, support among Detialitts organizations did

not wane. Delegates of the AFL and CIO assembled collectiteliear their leaders

*‘Robert H. ZiegerThe CIO, 1935-1958Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina, 1995), 242.

>>Asher Lauren, “Public DSR Quiz Urgedjetroit News 18 May 1951, 1-2.

**Unanimous Vote on Aid ResolutionDetroit Labor News4 May 1951, 1.

>"Unanimous Vote Aid ResolutionDetroit News 4 May 1951, 2.
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pledge all-out aid to the striking operators,” thetroit Labor Newsreportec?® The
support received not only came in the form of resolutions at massinge and
conventions, but sixty-six labor organizations, with the prompting of teeolD and
Wayne County Federation of Labor, donated to the Division 26 strike fuywihane
from $5.00 to $1,000 for a total of $9,470. Eleven of these organizationsemeks
public sector employees.

Detroit-area unions locked arms in support of the DSR workers. t@wn is
sincerely interested in doing everything that we can to aid iDivi36, Streetcar and Bus
Operators Union, to obtain their just demands in their current saiksed by the refusal
of Mayor Cobo and the DSR management to bargain in good faith,” the Séafétary-
Treasurer Emil Mazey commented in an open letter to Detrait \Wayne County
Federation of Labor President Frank X. Maffelartel submitted his own open letter to
Mayor Cobo himself. “Our city is one of the best organized <itiethe United States
today,” he wrote. “The sentiment against strikebreaking inditysis so overwhelming
that for you or anyone else to attempt it on a large scalddwbe bound to generate
excitement and resentments that would have far-reaching repercussions, imeedSht
In addition to the solidarity exhibited within organized labor in DetriOgtroit Street
Railway workers remained committed to the strike as wellh voiit a few minor

exceptions. “In voting tabulation that lasted all day Tuesday, Dibteoit Labor News

*%Strike is Unsettled as Fifth Week Endfetroit Labor News25 May 1951, 1;
see also “Division 26 Complies with Judges DecrBetroit Labor News22 June 1951,
1.

**Djvision 26 Strike Fund ContributionsPetroit Labor News18 May 1951, 1.

®Open Letter from Emil Mazey to Frank X. Martel, 2 May 1951, as found in the
Detroit Labor News4 May 1951.

®'0Open Letter from Frank X. Martel to Albert Cobo, as found inDb#&oit Labor
News 17 May 1951, 1.
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reported, “more than 3,100 members voted nearly seven to one in faher sifike.®
Even the otherwise anti-uniddetroit Newshad to concede that the DSR workers were
generally ready to follow the advice of the union leaders.€‘Tihion leaders know what
they are doing and | will follow their advice,” Division 26 membErank H. Becker,
told a reporter of thdetroit News™® A week later, the same paper reported similar
sentiments. “We know we’re right and we’ll stand by our union,” arotDivision 26
members said. “We won’t accept [an offer] until our union tellga)¥ said another.
Another member added that, “I've tightened my belt and will stidut with the rest of
the fellows.”* When Division 26 held a mass meeting in mid-May, 2000 of the 3,000
strikers attended. “They booed loudly when Walter Stanley, union busigess &ld
them Mayor Cobo had not changed his mind on insisting they go back to workteder
terms of the Hutchinson Acf> With the city’s high level of unionization, Cobo could
not wholly ignore Division 26, try as he migdft.

The morale among the Division 26 members remained high throughoutikiee s
In early June 1951, the union convened a mass meeting of their members,their
solidarity was made evidefit That solidarity also reflected itself in members’ continued
support of their union leaders. Indeed, two weeks following the stuiikien members

reelected Walter Stanley as business agent, Pat Mcintpresident and John Francis as

®2No Date Set for Strike of Div. 26 Detroit Labor News20 April 1951, 1.

®*DSR Operators Hit Firings, Stick With Union’s ActiorDetroit News 27
April 1951, 2.

®“Strikers, Drawing Last Pay, Say They'll Not Give Iétroit News 3 May
1951, 8.

®Harvey Patton, “State Offer Accepted by UnioBgtroit News 14 May 1951,
1.

®Barnum, “Labor Relations in Urban Transit,” 96.

®™|njunctions Sought in DSR StrikePetroit Labor News1 June 1951, 1.
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secretary treasurer. Had members of the DSR been angeter deaders, they would
not have received the votes to retain them in these, the union’s most powerful®ffices.
Organized labor’s opposition to the city’s position in the DSR stike reflected
in the Michigan Federation of Labor as well. Fuming from therreat of street railway
workers during the 1951 strike, the Michigan Federation of Labor, dutsngnnual
convention held in the last days of the strike, adopted six resolutionsndondsed one
bill that reflected labor's sentiment about the strike and the hthgon Act. The
convention had ended its first day before the strike came to an ende3diations
sought “repeal of this unjust anti-labor and anti-democratic Act,”eoddemn[ed] the
Detroit Street Railway Commission and Mayor Albert E. Cobo imsxathey ...
attempted to strikebreak and ... refused to bargain in good faith.” @tketutions
condemned the Hutchinson law as relegating public employees tpdsiteon of being
second class citizens when compared to their fellow workers ingimndustry.” To this
same end, the MFL “endorse[d] the necessary legislation ggatdi public employes
[sic] the same right to organize, to be recognized and to bargiatively as is enjoyed
by people employed in private industry.” The Michigan Federation abot's
endorsement of several bills at the convention echoed these sentinldmdse bills
advocated the right of Michigan public employees to organize alzkutie services of
the Michigan Labor Mediation Commission.” Its fate, however, redtbc¢he party that
had controlled the legislature during that and many previous yEaesSenate’s labor

committee killed therf®

®%City Stoops to Spite Firings as ‘Economyetroit Labor News6 July 1951, 1.
*Proceedings of the Sixty-Second Annual Convention of the Michigan Federation
of Labor, June 18-21, 1951, 19, 21, 23, 54, 58, and 91, ALUA.
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Cobo Continues his Strategy Against DSR Strikers

To what extent Cobo and other city officials interpreted the stfawwity for the
strikers from powerful elements within the Detroit labor commungyunknown.
However, it is probable that they believed that if they had finedstriking workers,
pursued criminal charges against their union leaders, refrained rfegiotiating with
them and hired replacements, they might have inspired a powerfuegative response.
Cobo did not want to go a route that would have had this result.

Nevertheless, despite the power of the labor movement and thesmritie
received, Cobo maintained a position of control during the strike andutisequent
period of mediation and litigation. One observer concluded in the third efebk strike
that, “[a]t this point, [Cobo] is very properly keeping his own colhSdn “keeping his
own counsel,” Cobo did not delegate important decisions to any individual or agency.

Since the start of the strike “only 93 of the 3,500 fired operators dygvéed for
reinstatement.” With but few exceptions, they remained committéollowing the lead
of their union officers. Division 26 Business Agent Walter Stanégprtedly threatened
that, “[a]lnybody who tries to go back to work before everybody daésbe very
unhappy.” Whether through coercion or voluntary commitment, the cityd aoeither
break the strike nor the union that organized it. With all of the bold and stridentcassserti
in editorials, as well as letters to the editor and to Cobo, thaianply could not replace
3,500 DSR operators. Since the charter stipulated that the DSR ssionmhad to

maintain and operate a transit system, Cobo had no choice but ta sesiution with

"“The Law Must Prevail in DSR Strike,” editoriddetroit Free Press12 May
1951, 6.
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the DSR operators and their union representaffv@gayne County Federation of Labor
President Frank X. Martel advised Cobo to ignore the Hutchinson Aatghed that the
police had done as much when they ignored parking and traffic lawwder to
accommodate car owners who parked illegally during the strikehar used lanes
reserved for use by vehicles moving in different directionsdiindit help matters for the
city that the Michigan State Employment Service refusedfey cgherwise unemployed
people to fill jobs vacated by DSR workers on strike. “We are nsirilkke breaking
agency,” one of its officials said, “and it is not our policy éder jobseekers to struck
plants.”?
The Litigation Concerning the DSR Strike Begins

By the time the city and Division 26 entered litigation to restiedr conflict, the
DSR workers had been on strike for over six weeks. The circuit cmlge jthat heard the
case was sensitive to the need for a prompt ruling, but fullizeglathat his ruling would
be appealed to a higher court. It was in this way that the litigation B&gan.

In testimony offered by several union officials before Circutu@ Judge Ira

Jayne, the union argued that Mayor Cobo and the DSR Commissiaredereo

negotiations, but they did not make a good faith effort. After theficst agreed to

"Harvey Patton, “DSR Offer Stiffened by MayoBetroit News 3 May 1951, 2;
“The Law is Plain,” editorialDetroit News 2 May 1951, 1; “Hope Lags as Union, DSR
Talk,” 27 April 1951, 1; Frank E. Whipple to editor, “Suggests DSR Hire New Men,”
Detroit News 3 May 1951, 36; “Strikers, Drawing Last Pay, Say They’'ll Not Give In,”
Detroit News 3 May 1951, 8; “DSR Hunts Way Out of Legal Fikgtroit News 4 May
1951, 1; Harvey Patton, “Living Cost Wage Pact Suggesketyfbit News2 May 1951,
1; Wallace Hushen, “All Police Called Out in Strik®gtroit News 7 May 1951, 2;
“DSR Must Run,” editorialDetroit News 11 May 1951, 1.

"A\allace Hushen, “Last-Hope Parley Due With Unidbétroit News 11 May
1951, 1.

SProceedings in r&Cohnv. Detroit & Detroit v. Division 26 28 May 1951, 2.
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mediation, and to a particular time and place for the first @gstie city called it off.
Determined never to willfully pursue it again, the city haduaththat the state mediator,
Charles Bowles, was “partial toward unions.” The city’s bathfa negotiations was
also evidenced by the constant threats to invoke the Hutchinson Act, sheuldion
continue to strike. Union officials, moreover, testified that DSRRkers would not return
to work subject to the Hutchinson Act, which translated into a demaral pary raise.
After all, Division 26 officers believed that their members desgraises like other city
employees. Without offering much of a rationale, the union also @rgoat the
Hutchinson Act was unconstitution4l.

In part, the union presented an argument that had a novel elementhie RSR
workers were not public employees at all, it argued. Any lawctkd toward public
employees could not legally apply to the striking DSR workers. Taensent followed
from the revenues the DSR generated in the form of fares, umltker" public sector
employees whose salaries were derived from taxes. Besidesjty required that the
Detroit Street Railways pay taxes based on the revenue that madg itsouah the fare
box and calculated by its auditors. If this arrangement, pecalia public’ agency, did
not make it at least a quasi-private entity, Division 26 attoEshyard Barnard argued,
he did not know what i€

City officials, and the line of questioning pursued by attorneysther city,
countered the arguments presented by the union and proposed that the codintuséoul
on a different basis. The city requested that the court sim@ythat the Hutchinson Act

was constitutional and applied to the striking DSR workers. It fugbked that the court

"“Proceedings in re€ity of Detroitv. Division 26 June 6-7. 1951.
75(1n;
Ibid.
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find that the DSR had complied with its tenets in dealing wishwbrkers. Most
importantly, the city requested that the court issue an injunctmmlpting Division 26
and its members from interfering with the operation of the stabtays. Witnesses
during the proceedings testified that the DSR would raise waghs following an
increase in fares and that the DSR would not increase g ftarthat purpose. As to the
charge that the DSR did not pursue good faith negotiations with the atiomeys for
the city argued that the law did not stipulate that the citytbguirsue mediation. Since
the union never sought mediation by having a majority of its memimesfor it, as
stipulated by the Hutchinson Act, the city was under no obligation ta@umegotiations
independently?®

This last argument was an important one. Without a requiremepurgue
mediation in the process described by the act, the union’s other dewenedsf dubious
merit. After all, only legally mandated mediation could have cdlegbehe parties to
have a representative from the state labor mediation board es#ltion to the issues
that brought one party to strike against the other. Union officialsniod asked union
members to vote on the issue of mediation, as stipulated in the Hutchinson Act. Rerhaps i
was because the last time they sought binding arbitration withagpeoval of city
officials, union members did not fare well in the arbitrator’'s sleoi It may have been
the case, however, that union attorneys and officials never thoughne oédquirements
concerning mediation. Why else would they actively seek it withalawing the law?
Whatever the case, even mediation had little power to resolveotifkct, because the

law did not stipulate that it was binding. In short, the Hutchinsondfthot view bad

"*Proceedingin re; City of Detroitv. Division 26 June 6-7, 1951.
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faith negotiations as being all that bad. This moment in the cohii&kened back to the
initial debate in the state legislature four years eavlieen the radical, yet respected,
State Senator Stanley Nowak prophetically declared, “...mediatiomprastically
meaningless™

Judge Ira Jayne, who heard the arguments and ruled on the casé, affeliag
that was a mixed outcome for both the union and the city. The Hubchist was
constitutional, he ruled, and it did apply to the matter that brouglpttties to his court.
However, it did not apply in the way that the city desired. Jayteel that the city should
have willingly consented to mediation or pursued this avenue on itsliowms way, he
ordered the otherwise striking DSR workers back to work and reqina¢doth parties
pursue mediation in the mean time. In so ruling, Judge Jayne oelietiat some argued
constituted the spirit of the law. Specifically, he blamed the foit not making use of
mediators that were readily available to the parties, even thbedaw did not mandate
that either party pursue this course. As columnist W.K. Kels@lamrs, Judge Jayne
“became less interested in legal quiddities than in practarapromises more in keeping
with the spirit of justice and the interests of the commurifty.”

Under the leadership of Mayor Cobo, the city pursued a strategyntiiatied
countless delays, designed to wear down the DSR workers and then uni
representatives, while strategically making use of appeatsnig to the U.S. Supreme
Court. Ultimately, the court ruled in favor of the city. In this esmt the idea of non-
binding mediation played well into the city’s legal strategy, bseawith it the city was

not obligated to anything beyond discussing issues. It did not have to amgke

""Arnold J. Levin, “Public Strike Ban UpheldDetroit News 27 May 1947, 35.
"BW K. Kelsey, columnist, “The CommentatoEyetroit News 14 June 1951, 36.
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concessions along the way.

First, DSR officials Hough and then Nowicki conveniently made tledras
unavailable to meet with Division 26 officers, despite the Ist@tempts to negotiate a
new contract. When Cobo finally made the offer of a five cent per fagge contingent
upon cuts in fringe benefits, he waited until the contract expiredanshvB1. Even after
Judge Jayne ordered the streetcar operators back to work and astheptiesenting
parties back to negotiations, the city refused to negotiate, arthainthe Hutchinson Act
applied. The law did not require that the city negotiate with werkéno violated the law
by striking. The city would wait for a ruling from the Migain State Supreme Court
before negotiating. To the extent that city officials did negetiit was only to reiterate
the offer that they had extended throughout the strike. The cityisgmoked the state
labor mediation board to concede defeat in its efforts to resolve the cGhflict.

As for the Michigan Supreme Court, it ruled that the Hutchinsonwes both
constitutional and applicable to the conflict that brought the padiesurt. It further
ruled that the DSR did not have “to offer and give the strikemgpgortunity to return to
work under terms, conditions, rights and benefits under which theyweking before
they struck, and without penalties imposed by the Act...” DismisSimge Jayne’s

efforts to force the parties into mediation, the Michigan Supreowsgt@urther ruled that,

“Proceedings, 7 June 1951, 7-8 and 156-158; “Hutchinson Haunts Injunction
Hearing,”Detroit Labor News8 June 1951, 1; “Negotiations Are Stalled By DSR’s
Stubborness,Detroit Labor News15 June 1951, 1; “DSR Rolls Again as Div. 26 Goes
Back,” Detroit Labor News22 June 1951, 1; “DSR Management Gives Div. 26 a Rough
Time, Detroit Labor News29 June 1951, 1; “City Stoops to Spite Firings as
‘Economy,” Detroit Labor News6 July 1951, 1; “DSR ‘Too Busy’ to Mediate with
Union,” Detroit Labor News20 July 1951, 1; “Further Bad Faith by DSR Commission,”
Editorial, Detroit Labor News20 July 1951, 10; “Mediation in DSR Dispute Gets
Nowhere,”Detroit Labor News27 July 1951, 1; “Mediation Bd Gives up on DSR
Dispute,”Detroit Labor News3 August 1951, 1.
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“after the strike, the city did not have a legal duty to medaatd, continue to mediate,
with the returned strikers under the Michigan Labor Mediation B&axzedless to say,
city officials were pleased with the ruling. Their positioaswalidated when the U.S.
Supreme Court took only eleven words to affirm the lower court’s rulifflge motion to
dismiss,” the opinion read, “is granted and the appeal is dismiSsed.”

In the Aftermath of the Litigation

Segments of Detroit’s organized labor community fumed ovecdiet rulings.
Following the U.S. Supreme Court’s judgment, the headline iD#ieoit Labor News
read, “UPHOLD ‘HATCHET’ ACT.” Observing that the U.S. Supre@eurt did not
rule on the legality of the Hutchinson Act, but rather on whethgrfederal questions
were at issue, Division 26 attorney Edward Barnard, in conjunctionunitin officers,
weighed the options before them. The options were limited. The uniondazhtlee
defeat without much further comment on the matter.

In the end, Division 26 and its members lost more than they gained wnruurs
the strike. They could not legally force the city to provide theith waises and/or
improvements in fringe benefits. By pressing the matter, the uomiy inspired the
courts to rule and uphold rulings verifying the constitutionality andiegdplity of the
Hutchinson Act. Largely due to the money lost by the city duringsthi&e, and a

subsequent loss in ridership, the DSR laid off numerous Detroitt Redlevay workers,

8city of Detroitv. Division 26 of the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric
Railway & Motor Coach Employees of Amerigdichigan Supreme Court, 7 January
1952.

8INo. 207, Division 26 of the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electrical
Railway & Motor Coach Employees of America, etvaCity of Detroit et al, 13 October
1952.

82qUphold ‘Hatchet’ Act,” Detroit Labor News16 October 1951, 1-2.
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following a national tren8® While those DSR workers who had been on strike were
never forced to reapply for their jobs, their morale must have bewagda given the
outcome of the strike. With the Cold War in full force, the Kor&dar underway, a
conservative Michigan legislature in office, an anti-labor Detratyor and the touchy
matter of public sector strikes, it would have been a stretdhddDetroit Street Railway
workers to have been victorious, even given the power of organized lather aity at

the time.

Streetcars ceased to exist five years following the stigevould-be riders grew
increasingly accustomed to driving cars for transportation dahedl951 strike, their
choices hastened the demise of streetcars in the city.dunmensame time that Division
26 sought a wage increase, larger more powerful forces wewerktthat may have
facilitated the demise of streetcars in Detroit and dieea¢ The mass production and
affordability of cars, coupled with the construction of freewayd parking facilities
allowing for their use, did not bode well for a Detroit Streatllay system seeking to
remain relevant’ Division 26 could not stop this chain of events. The Cobo
administration's use of the Hutchinson Act was one of the causeprtipelled Detroit
streetcars out of existence.

Conclusion
The history of the Hutchinson Act, as reflected in its emergence and subsequent

use, reveals the perils involved in strike actions among public sector workers. Whe

8Barnum, “Labor Relations in Urban Transit,” 98; Mattison, “Blight and Mass
Transportation in Metropolitan Communities,” 869.

89K enneth SchramnDetroit's Street Railway&Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia
Publishing, 2006), 8; Glenn Yagbhe Decline of Transit: Urban Transportation in
German and U.S. Cities, 1900-19{@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), 70-
71.
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Detroit-area teachers went out on strike and/or threatened to do so, there was no
Hutchinson Act that local and state officials could use to thwart such effoven Giat
these 1947 job actions coincided with a national strike wave, Detroit-area seaeher
not poised to accept anything less than a meaningful pay’tdikat City Councilman
George Edwards, a progressive politician, played a role in the decision to addreds De
teachers’ concerns, boded well for those teachers seeking a pay raisstimigigré was
18 years before Detroit-area teachers challenged the Hutchinson Act, opteayli to
improve their conditions through less confrontational means.

By the time Detroit sanitation workers went out on strike in 1950, camniinly
by the time Detroit Street Railway workers undertook atley strike in the spring of
1951, Detroit officials successfully used the law to fight batdrisf by public employees
to obtain pay raises by striking. It did not help the cause ofrafripuiblic sector workers
that the Cold War was at full tilt. The fervor of the Cold War dstically manifested
itself in the ousting of 11 unions from the CIO, including Detroit-ddseals 285 and
279 of the United Public Workers of America. Without the institutiongipsrt of the
CIO, its efforts to secure wage increases met with éidhguccess. Institutional support
did not necessarily translate into the type of power that resmtedccess. The 1951
strike of Detroit Street Railway workers affiliated withvi3ion 26, an AFL union,
illustrated this point. In this strike, Detroit’s entire labadership supported the striking
workers; and yet the most they had to show for their effortsan@mfirmation from the
U.S. Supreme Court that Cobo’s use of the Hutchinson Act was both applaad

constitutional. These rulings solidified the legal basis for limiting pubttoseinionism.

8Adelaide Hart, “Walkout in Buffalo Complete SuccesEhe Detroit Teacher
March 31, 1947, 1-2.
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In his research on public sector workers in lllinois, historian Joskypér $eveals
the perceived risks of public sector strikes for unions. In the caidrsiéscussing the
Service Employees International Union’s public sector strikesnguhe 1930s, Slater
had this to say:

Strikes by government workers were illegal, unpopular, and
usually unsuccessful. While private sector locals in the
BSEIU used strikes effectively, the BSEIU feared that a
strike by any of its public sector locals would be a public
relations disaster that would undo all they had tried to
accomplish for school and other government employees
everywheré?®
The idea often applied to other public sector unions who engaged strigkessequent
decades.

The 1951 strike by Detroit Street Railway workers is anotheamgke of the
perils associated with public sector strikes. Had the gepebdic believed some mutual
interest existed between it and striking streetcar workerse tiwoskers may have met
with success in their strik8. With this said, the issue of timing often dictated the success
— or lack thereof — of public sector activism. When, that is, Dedre#& public school
teachers engaged in strikes or threatened strikes during ther wind spring of 1947,
they did have some success. The difference, though, was thapthestions followed a
strike wave among school teachers throughout the country, includingetibom for
trained teachers, whose effects Detroit officials probablyeteaAdditionally, City

Councilman George Edwards intervened in the matter and consented tiealioe

necessary funding from the Detroit treasury. His activisowadtl Detroit school teachers

86SIater,Puinc Workers119-120; see also GodinEhe Labor Problem in the
Public Service8.
8lbid., 8.
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to receive a raise without resorting to a strike. Thioketrcumstances did not exist for
either Detroit garbage collectors in 1950 or street railwagkers in 1951, revealing the
tenuous position in which public sector workers often find themselven thiey strike
against the government.

Debates over the Hutchinson Act did not begin or end with the jadnacimong
teachers in 1947, or with the dramatic 1951 DSR strike. Although itaeggbdo have
settled the issue of the Act's constitutionality, Michiganabdr movement, in
conjunction with its allies in the legislature, alternately putsaeampaign to confront,
expose and neutralize the Act. An additional strike, reports publiciggcharm,
campaign platforms and legislative amendments that intended to cors@ritspurpose
and power, all contributed to the campaign to eliminate the act. Tohtmggrin of the
Act’s antagonists, these efforts did not meet with success until 1965.

Unfortunately, DSR workers and their union did not fully appreciate the
similarities between the sanitation workers strike of the preweas and the strike they
pursued in terms of how the Cobo administration might respond. They dlsotdearn
meaningful lessons from the earlier job action. Perhaps they lelieae Cobo would
have remembered, with kindness, the way that both the AFL and thsilGi@aneously
supported him and attacked the garbage workers, as he considergdahaadle the
DSR strike®® For Cobo, it mattered little that the CIO had ejected theednRublic
Workers from its ranks the previous year. Whatever its thinking,uthen clearly
misjudged the Cobo administration’s determination to use the Hutchigomiad the

DSR workers and their union reflected on Detroit Public Works Casioner Carl D.

8«Cobho Acts to Restore Alley WorkPetroit News 1 September 1950.
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Warner's comments about the striking sanitation workers, they hhaag approached
their negotiations differently. On the first day of the 1950 saoitatvorkers strike,

Warner had this to say about the treatment the workers could expecthe Cobo

administration: “We’ll put the fear of God into them forevéf "It was a chilling

message.

In the months preceding the 1951 DSR strike, the Michigan Demo&atig’'s
campaign platform called for the “[r]epeal of the Bonine-Tripp datthinson Acts, and
substitution of a state labor relations law, and a workable mediation actpirage free
collective bargaining® Goodwill gesture though it was, political gestures are notyswa
capable of moving beyond the rhetoric, especially when there megrenough labor-
friendly legislators to repeal the act. The years that came and wkautvan amendment
to the Hutchinson Act spoke for themselves.

Through its legislative newsletters, reports and presasesde the Michigan CIO
argued for an amendment to the Hutchinson Act and publicized efiortsan
amendment. In 1951, one Michigan CIO publication argued that “[t{jhe Hutchiston
denying public employes [sic] the basic right to strike, shouldepealed and replaced
with legislation..., which would make public employes [sic] firsasd citizens, not

second-class citizens as at preséhtThe Michigan CIO repeated the argument on

8 ouis Segadelli, president, Detroit Joint Board, United Public Workers to All
Labor Unions,” letter, September 2, 1950, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, box 114,
folder 7 titled, “Public Workers, 1950-1951, ALUA; “Cobo Acts to Restore Alley Work,”
Detroit News 1 September 1950, 2.

%%“Campaign Platform Adopted at Convention of Michigan Democratic Party, 3
February 1951, box 31, folder 6, Political Action, 1951, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA.

% egislative Program of the Michigan CIO,” Michigan Legislative Repor
1951, 32, box 89, folder 5 — Legislative Report, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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numerous other occasions, but years would pass before it would makeadway on
the mattef?

Throughout the late 1940s and early to mid 1950s, members of both the Michiga
House and Senate alternately introduced bills to amend the 1947 Hutchinson
Organized labor in Michigan enthusiastically supported these bilsy mandated or
allowed for organizing, collective bargaining, fines and jailteseces for those refusing
to recognize the right of public workers to organize, and for the NhchiLabor
Relations Board to intervene in such disputes, even when neither neguested
mediation. In a Michigan legislature dominated by anti-union Republidhespills
rarely made it out of committee. Even when they did, the billsndidreceive majority
support in either house. As evidenced by his 1950 Labor Day speechrait,2kiring
the eight-day Detroit sanitation workers strike, Williams adsioed his audience about
their election-day apathy. This apathy, he said, had allowed the sialatieg to block a
repeal or significant amendments to the Hutchinson Act. Speaking @ed¢bed day of
the strike, Williams received enthusiastic applause from Labgr g2aade spectators.
However, he never received the opportunity to sign a bill repealimgwralizing the

anti-strike law?® Neither these bills, Michigan CIO media attention, nor the strikat

%2See, for example, “For Public Employeellithigan CIO Legislative
Newsletter January 1954.

9%\/oting Record 1951-1952 and Explanation of Bills Recorded on Following
Page,’Legislative Newslettebox 44, folder 8, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA,
“Senate Bill No. 1246,” Michigan 67th Legislature, Regular Session of 1953, Mithig
AFL-CIO Collection, folder 10 titled “Legislation, 1952-1953, box 128, ALUA; “More
Legislation Died this Week — in the Senatéjthigan CIO Legislative Newslettehpril
28, 1953, 5; Press Release, 1952, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, box 87, folder 10 titled
“Lansing Office,” 1952; “In the SenateMichigan CIO Legislative Newslette28 April
1953, box 89, folder 4 titled, “Legislative Report,” Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA: “House Bill No. 121,” Michigan 68 Legislature, Regular Session of 1955, box
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violated the Hutchinson Act did anything to prompt the legislaturepeal it or address
the concerns of public sector workers who engaged in strikefielimntmediate post
World War 1l period, too many forces aligned themselves against any féoith e
Historian Joseph Slater argues that state and local agemoieasingly warmed
to the idea of recognizing public sector unions during contract negotiat They
furthered expressed less fear about public sector unions pursukes $triaccomplish
their ends? As in other historical transitions, there was continued contentiovebatthe
public sector and the agencies that employed them. The job aathamg &etroit-area
teachers, garbage workers, and street railway workerstegflélais contention in these

same years that others achieved success at empowerment.

5, folder 18, “Legislation Material, 1947-1948,” Detroit Federation of Teachera Loc

231 Collection, ALUA; “Labor Day Address,” box 423, June-December 1950 Speeches,

G. Mennen Williams Papers, Bentley Historical Library, University aftvgan.
%S|ater,Public Workers159-166.
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Part Il

A Bridge Over Troubled Waters

As long as the majority of Michigan’s residents have only
half a voice in the Michigan Legislature...these

conservative groups can push through the kind of
legislation they want — hold down the kind of legislation

most of the people in the state desire.

Part Il and chapter Three are one and the same. They fit Ipetiveesection
dealing with the enactment and implementation of the Hutchinson Attteoone hand,
and the subsequent part concerning the Public Employee RelatiomsAlog other. The
history regarding legislative reapportionment spans the same pgeried and was
inescapably connected to the Hutchinson Act and the Public EmployagoReIAct
amending it. Malapportioned legislative districts had made it pes&blthe Hutchinson
Act to remain intact for eighteen years. By the same token, its amenadmi€&s flowed
from the reapportionment of legislative districts in 1964, justnretfor the elections of
that year. That election swept into office legislators who goh$ke Public Employee
Relations. The chapter that follows is the bridge that linksetlwo laws and the eras in

which the Michigan legislature enacted them.

Neither the Hutchinson Act nor the Public Employee Relations rctiscussed
at length in the chapter that follows. Instead, the chapter focusé®wrlegislative
reapportionment set the groundwork for legal changes. The Michigén a@l its
affiliates championed reapportionment during a 1952 initiative on thiemniaait Detroit-

area public sector unions, like those affiliated with the Amerieaderation of State,

“Your Voting Power Has Been Cut in Half,” box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.
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County and Municipal Employees, the American Federation of Teselner Division 26
of the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric Rail&aylotor Coach Employees
of America were all AFL-affiliated unions. While the MichigahnQCdid not oppose the
empowerment of these or other public sector unions, they did not foycefdmpion
their causes either. Because much of the chapter that $oflasuses on the 1952
initiative when the CIO made its first concerted effort to doreapportionment, the
Hutchinson Act remained outside of what the CIO considered most tempoEven
given this, legislative reapportionment held an important enough placéhen

development of public sector unionism to warrant a full discussion here.
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Chapter Three
Laying the Groundwork:

Labor’s Fight for Legislative Reapportionment, 1952-1964

What better form could be found for the expression of
contempt for the people than to equate one person with a
specific amount of dirt?

An apportionment which generally over represents rural
areas at the expense of metropolitan cities obviously favors
farmers and discriminates against industrial worfers.

The Brown case and the changes that it brought about

caused many people to believe that it was the most

important case of my tenure on the Court. That appraisal

may be correct, but | have never thought so. It seemed to

me that accolade should go to the cas®aker v. Carr

(1962), which was the progenitor of the ‘one man, one

vote’ rule.” — U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice Earl

Warren.
Teachers, sanitation workers, streetcar workers, and other putibc s®rkers had their
share of concerns about the Hutchinson Act. Many believed that itecppverly
punitive consequences to public sector workers by terminating ongékdifficult for
them to retain their positions after going on strike. Partiutanerous was the provision
that a fine and/or prison term possibly awaited those who encouraged pablor
workers to strike. However, amending the act proved difficult, evete figiven the
conservative make up of the legislature. They took exception smgrowered public

sector that was poised to challenge the power structure witmdsrf@ increased wages

?Karl A. Lamb, William J. Pierce and John P. Wha@portionment and
Representative Institutior{§Vashington, D.C.: The Institute for Social Science Research,
1963), 206.

®Ibid., 301.

“*Earl Warren,The Memoirs of Chief Justice Earl Warr@vew York: Madison
Books, 2001), 306.
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and improved working conditions. With an empowered public sector came #ibilitys

of tax increases, since wage demands necessitated these chliwegekitchinson Act

was not the only legislation about which organized labor exhibited con®Geganized

labor also showed a desire for the enactment of legislation concerningearipdoyment
Practices Commission, expanded unemployment compensation, and workmen’s
compensation, among other legislation.

With these hopes for legislative change before them, organatesd ksought
another means to amend the Hutchinson Act and pass other legisl&giceffolts
coalesced in a fight that pitted organized labor against the busipnes:unity and
certain segments of agriculture, a fight over legislative ajgoonent. From the lay
perspective on this fight, “one person, one vote” described the struggle in gdestion.

The idea of “one person, one vote” is fairly recent and not only because
discrimination kept African Americans and women from voting fromeidudiest years of
the Republic. Up until the mid-1960s, rural legislative distrotsnost states received
significantly more representatives in the state legislapge capita than their urban
counterparts. The disparity in the Michigan State Senate wasuparly inequitable.
Because urban districts tended to be more labor-friendly than distcts, this
arrangement worked against the interests of organized labortiés dike Detroit.

Following a protracted battle that encompassed a ballot proposatuation of bills in

°See for example, “The Record of the Legislature, 1951-1952,” box 173, folder
titled, “Lansing Office,” Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Sidneyirke,
“Expanding the Frontiers of Civil Rights,”: Michigan, 1948-19@Betroit: Wayne State
University Press, 2000), 35-96; Michigan CIO Legislative Conference Sch&Q@ule
January 1952, box 194, folder 9, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Neal Peirce,
The Megastates of America: People, Politics and Power in the Ten Great (Stexes
York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1972), 418-420.
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the state legislature, suits before state courts and debi#tes tiwe 1961-1962 Michigan
Constitution, the turning point in the apportionment debate came in tlyel8&0s when

the Supreme Court finally took the side of plaintiffs calling feapportionment based
solely on a population badls.

With these rulings, significantly more state legislato@mfrurban districts in
Michigan were elected to office. More labor-friendly legislat followed.
Reapportionment is thus central to understanding why the 1965 Michigan stsitelegi
and its governor passed and signed into law the Public EmployesisoR&IAct. This
legislation amended the 1947 Hutchinson Act by limiting the consequemsgeging by
public sector workers. The 1965 law also required state and Ilgeatias to engage in
collective bargaining with most public sector workers or thgiragentatives. Only with
legislative reapportionment, however, was it possible for a sufticiamber of labor-
friendly (usually Democratic) legislators to be elected to amend the HatrhACt.

This chapter exams the role that organized labor played in thost ¢b
reapportion Michigan’s legislative districts, including the two USkipreme Court
rulings in Baker v. Carr(1962) andReynolds v. Simg§l964), which together required
states to reapportion state legislatures on a purely populatiorf basis.

Malapportioned legislative districts prevented certain measuresieet with

®Bakerv. Carr, 369 U.S. 186 (1962Reynoldss. Sims 377 U.S. 533 (1964). For
an excellent overview of reapportionment in Michigan, see Theodore S&chs]lév.
Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Voadyne Law Reviev@3, no. 5, 1605-
1624.
’A good overview of the Michigan and Federal reapportionment cases are located
in Sachs, Schollev. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vot8&kerv. Catrr,
369 U.S. 186 (1962Reynoldss. Sims 377 U.S. 533 (1964); Doris McLaughlin,
Michigan Labor: A Brief History from 1818 to the Preséhihn Arbor: Institute of Labor
and Industrial Relations, 1970), 152; Steve Bab®dgorking Detroit: The Making of a
Union Town(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1986), 195.
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success through the legislative process. At the extreme, Mithig2® state senatorial
district, representing four rural counties with a combined populatignsbfover 61,000
in 1950, received one state senator, whereas Detrdit'sta8 senatorial district, with a
population of nearly 700,000 in the same year similarly received ate stnator. In
other words, one senatorial district received over 11 times mdeesstiaators per capita
than another, leading one observer to ask, “What better form couldubd for the
expression of contempt for the people than to equate one person withfie specunt
of dirt?”®

Efforts to reapportion legislatures throughout the country, leadittgettandmark
Supreme Court rulings iBaker v. Carrand Reynolds v. Sim&ave fueled an extensive
literature. Because the phenomena remained controversial, theee renge of
perspectives on its importance. Chief Justice Earl Warren Hirnekeved that the
reapportionment rulings by the U.S. Supreme Court outweighed theodeici@rown v.
Board of Education(1954). With reapportionment, Warren argued, the laws of the
country came to be more of and for the people, which is what the MWaert is best
known?

Other legal scholars refuse to ascribe any particular imuposet to
reapportionment, arguing in one case that, “reapportionment problemsergpe
nothing more than a bad case of acne, frequently embarrassing apdraeiy

disfiguring but not of vital importancé® Their argument, however, is belied by other

8karl Lamb, “The Political Evolution of the Michigan Apportionment Formula,”
in Lamb, et al., EdsApportionment and Representative Institutic236.

*Warren,The Memoirs of Chief Justice Earl Warre&06.

9See, for example, Philip B. KurlanBplitics, the Constitution and the Warren
Court (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970), 83.
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realities. With the reapportionment rulings, legislatures becaore responsive to urban
constituents who previously had a difficult time making their voibeard. After
reapportionment, more citizens came to look to and participatetexggigernment as a
means of addressing their needs and concerns. Moreover, a growing mdrAlrécan
Americans representing urban districts became politically adeeause competition for
office was more equitably distributed, legislators who were botle mpoalified and more
representative began pursuing office. The vdga of reapportionment was important.
Attorney Theodore Sachs, an integral figure in the struggle dapportionment in
Michigan, quoted Victor Hugo when, in writing about reapportionment, hesdrthat
“there is nothing more powerful than ‘an idea whose time has cdm@&y’ the early
1960s, the powerful idea of reapportionment had come, and organized lakiohigan
helped to pave the way for its introduction in Michigan and beyond.

The phenomenon of legislative reapportionment is incomprehensible oatside
the context of the Civil Rights movement. There are few eventaadern American
history that rival the Civil Rights movement in terms oftrensformative significance.
Mass demonstrations, sit-ins, boycotts, freedom rides, marches, ramlalk Supreme
Court rulings were the most visible evidence of its importance. Henéhe sentiments
and ideas generated by this era inescapably seeped intmaredways associated with
the Civil Rights movement. Public sector unions and the people who agdaoizwere
organized by them, were among the forces shaped and inspiredllyghis activism.
Indeed, the rights consciousness of this historical moment pervadedotigesizations

and emboldened their members and officers to pursue rights fewnedagist a

15achs, Schollev. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1605.
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generation before. It is in the context of this era that webeahunderstand the equitable
reapportionment of Michigan’s legislative districts and the subsequentth of labor-
friendly legislators who passed laws that previous legigatwlominated by rural and
conservative members, had refused to release from committeedoret support or
champion.
The 1952 Initiative
In 1951, following intense debate, the Michigan CIO Council and its prasi@us
Scholle, launched an effort to amend the state constitution “to rqupnielic legislative
apportionment in both houses on ‘strict population’ basis: each disavatg plus or
minus fifteen percent of the ‘average’ district population and havfegtere procedural
mechanisms for enforcemert’By 1952, labor honed its political argument about
legislative reapportionment and conceived a plan to change it. lbtisclear what
precisely precipitated the idea that organized labor should chossgatiicular moment
to seek a reapportionment of the Michigan State Legislature. p3eiabor leaders
figured that they could translate Governor G. Mennen Williams’' papyland
endorsement into success for the ballot initiative in the Novenhberas. Perhaps labor
strategists determined that a presidential election year, withges laoter turnout, would
grant them success.

A letter from August Scholle and Barney Hopkins, President agutefary-
Treasurer of the Michigan CIO Council, illustrated the decision @atevance of
reapportionment to organized labor in Michigan. In this January 1952, Ity wrote

that, “...1952 will be an even more vital year because of the twogfblem in

125achs, “Scholle v. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1607.
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Michigan — reapportionment and reorganization. In particular” tterlebntinued, “the
guestion of the reapportionment of the state will have to be considardda broad
educational campaign begun in order to acquaint the people of Michitjarhe fact
that tree stumps and deer are better represented in our Stastatiee than many
citizens.™® With some legislative districts containing large massesonfded acreage but
with few residents, the reference to tree stumps and deer held validity.

Whatever constituted the motivating factor(s), organized labor dithaidtback
on its support of reapportionment. To that end, it designed a well-oatedi and
multifaceted campaign to ensure the reapportionment of the skaggstative districts
when it began seeking a ballot initiative in 1952. As refleatetbgal research, policy
statements, manuals, surveys, resolutions, the use of sympatheiic @ advocates
of legislative reapportionment moved forward with their mission. U$e of lectures,
signatures for petitions, television, newspaper and radio advertisgnseate maps with
demographics, cartoons, flyers, banners and buttons, and the subststiaices
secured to pursue all of these activities, the campaign developedydyized labor in
Michigan stood poised for near-definite success.

It was with this effort that organized labor laid the groundworksigbsequent
campaigns to compel the reapportionment of legislative distiitts.plan began with
research that the CIO undertook in 1951 and early 1952, which allowed othtatne
in Michigan to outline the broad parameters of a reapportionment arguin turn, the

argument assisted organized labor in convincing its constituents that reappentiovas

3August Scholle and Barney Hopkins to All County CIO Councils Affiliated with
the Michigan CIO Council, letter, 29 January 1952, box 179, folder 17, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.
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a meaningful objective and developing a plan to pursue an initiative. édearch
analyzed the problem, including it history, outlined the current Idailaw, developed
recommendations and considerations, provided a bibliography, and mapscthdéed
demographics of the counties. CIO proponents of reapportionment detailgdof these
elements in a document titled, “Memorandum on Proposed Constitutional Araetsdm
Respecting Reapportionment,” in 1951.

The “problem” that malapportioned legislative districts posed, thieog(s) of
the memorandum argued, was that citizens living in rural andetparspulated areas
had disproportionately greater power than those in urban areas. Béltayselected
more representatives to the legislature than those in urbarctdistelative to their
numbers. Evoking a history extending back to England, which had adopted ibsawin
of malapportionment, the author(s) argued that “[f]lor years, antbst of the states, city
dwellers have had to live with rotten borough government by the fewgaseinment by
the land and not by the peopfé.By legally guaranteeing many counties legislators,
often irrespective of population, the law was at fault. When l&Qgis ignored their
obligation to reapportion districts every ten years as constiaity mandated, thereby

allowing sparsely populated districts to maintain their controheflégislature, the end

1%“Memorandum on Proposed Constitutional Amendments Respecting
Reapportionment,” box 129, folder 13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

"The author of this “Memorandum...” is not listed, but there is a good chance that
it was Theodore Sachs who, under the direction of August Scholle of the Michigan CIO,
had been representing the CIO in regards to reapportionment issues as E26& asd
extending well into the 1960s. However, Tom Downs, one of August Scholle’s close
assistants and a lawyer in his own right, also could have played some role gréparin
“Memorandum,” as he was considered an expert on the subject of reapportionment. See
for example, Berthelot, Helen Washbuwiin Some, Lose Sont&. Mennen Williams
and thelsNew DemocrafPetroit: Wayne State University Press, 1995), 59.

Ibid., p. 1.
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result was disenfranchisement, the memo explained. Courts exhibltictance to enter
the legal fray around malapportioned districts, arguing that to dewaald violate the
doctrine of separation of powers,” that is, for the judicial branatiictate the operation
of the legislative branch. In this context, CIO proponents soughtppaden legislative
districts based on population, without regard to partisan consideratodspn the
condition that mechanisms are established allowing for reditesis a party believes that
districts have returned to a malapportioned sfate.

The research for the initiative in 1952 concerned previous litigétimnspoke to
legislative reapportionment. In each case, the courts reachedrtteeconclusions: Gross
malapportionment, like the one the Michigan CIO sought to change, had moiplac
Michigan. The author(s) of the “Memorandum” quoted the most prominerheset
casesGiddingsv. Secretary of Statevhich argued that, “it was never contemplated that
one elector should possess two or three times more influence in then paf a
representative or senator, than another elector in another diStristiile there were
several other decisions that came to the same conclusion, onama#ger changed since
the time of those rulings, massive population shifts that provided edydars with far
larger numbers than even malapportionment advocates of the ninetepnity ¢ead
witnessed.

The Memorandum did not go into statistical detail about this dbft, CIO
strategists and lawyers seeking to compel the reapportionment of legislistricts must
have been aware of the immense changes that characterized theversas rural

sections of the state. Detroit’s population grew dramaticallinduhe first half of the

'%bid; Colgrovev. Green 328 U.S. 549 (1946).
1'Giddingsv. Secretary of Stat®3 Mich. 1 (1892).
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20" century. In 1910 that population numbered 465,766. Ten years later it esdalat
993,678. By 1950, it reached its height at 1,849,568. Many rural cities in irchrgw
as well, but not as dramatically. The city of Allegan, fearaple grew from 1,141 in
1910 to 4,801 in 1950 and reached 4,822 in 1960. The contrast was phenomenal and
revealed the potential political power of Detroit should the Cl@versuccessful in
reapportioning Michigan’s legislative districts.

ClO advocates of reapportionment often used the essence ofginisesnt when
preparing material for those collecting signatures for th#dotbgroposal on a
reapportioned state legislature. In one such packet of materidlecrittpeaking of
Representative Government,” the CIO included a section entitled, t“taaFounding
Fathers Did,” that quoted Article XIV, Section 11 of the U.S. ConsiitutSaying that,
“Representatives shall be apportioned among the several stawslimgcto their
respective numbers, counting the whole number of persons in eaeh estaluding
Indians not taxed® The CIO readily used information gleaned from its researamwh
seeking signatures for its petitions.

The year 1952 was not the first time that advocates of reapportrsoeght
changes in the Michigan constitution. Others sought changes in 1924, 193faantha

1932. Their efforts improved on each occasion. However, as late as 1932, a

Bhttp://www.daahp.wayne.edu/1900 1949.html
http://www.daahp.wayne.edu/1950 1999.htMichigan,Michigan Manual 1911-1912
(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1911), 636; Michigdichigan Manua] 1951-1952
(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1951), 382; Michigdichigan Manual 1961-1962
(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1961), 338.

®As quoted in “Speaking of Representative Governmétighigan CIO
Council box 179, folder 18, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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reapportionment proposal lost by 145,000 véféathile unsuccessful, these efforts kept
the issue of reapportionment alive and allowed the advocates of the I8B2te@f
examine what might be necessary to achieve the successutiatl them on previous
occasions.

The effort to pursue a ballot initiative by organized labor begagetlyears
earlier. At that time, the CIO and UAW Paolitical Action Depagnt began working with
the Michigan Committee for Representative Government to creapeoposal for
reapportionment in the state. Although the Committee supposedly operated
independently of organized labor, its ties to organized labor suggesiestionable
independence. That Theodore Sachs, who served as counsel for the MididgandC
later the Michigan AFL-CIO, acted as attorney to the commitbeécates its close
alliance with organized labéf.The Michigan CIO spent upwards of $65,000 to fund the

ballot initiative sponsored by this committee.

It is misleading to say that the whole of organized labor in Igahitook up the
charge to change the political state of affairs. In 1952,ishdahe AFL and CIO were
three years away from a merger, and their Michigan Staieterparts did not merge
until 1958. They disagreed with one another about the challenges and piessiioit

organized labor in Michigan and more broadly. As in other stated/itttegan CIO was

22John P. White, “Legislative Apportionment Under Three Michigan
Constitutions,” in Karl Lamb et aRpportionment and Representative Institutions: The
Michigan Experiencel33-135; “Constitutional Amendments,” ca. 1952, box 129, folder
13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

2lyou've Been Shortchanged at the Ballot Box — Sign Petition to Gain Equal
Representation” and “UAW, State Back Drive,” box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.

#August Scholle. James M. Hare and Frank D. Beadle, et@é&fendant’s
Answer to Plaintiff's Supplemental and Reply Brief, No. 48,580 (January 1960), 29.
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the more militant of the two organizations, and it remained true, after conservative

elements largely succeeded in purging the organization of its communisné&in

Like the Michigan CIO, the Michigan Federation of Laboricaed the way
senatorial districts were apportioned. As 1952 got underway, howeveoffitgl
position remained at variance with the plan advanced by the MicldganOne may
even argue that the initial AFL plan was decidedly antagortistibhe CIO plan. In a
March 25, 1952, MFL secretary-treasurer, Robert Scott clearlyeesgd the AFL’s
views. In that missive, he referred to the plan supported by théidgdic CIO as
“unclearly drafted,” “hastily put together,” “stupid,” and a “mouap.” Six different
times in the three-page letter, Scott referred to the C4® a$ a “scheme.” While noting
the inappropriateness of a system where “one senate distri6B&#&70 persons within
its boundaries while another has 61,008 persons,” Scott argued thatQhscheme
allows, in fact encourages, gerrymandering of the most vicious kindllbwing the
Republican Secretary of State Fred Alger to “take away d&emaore difficult to win
other House and Senate seats in districts which were close ird84850.” In contrast
to the Michigan CIO plan, the MFL plan specified that, “[tihe cgumtould be]
preserved as the primary political unit, which prevents gerrymamp&f In other
words, the MFL plan kept intact a provision allowing “every counthwmore than 1/2

of 1 per cent of the State’s population [to] have a representatiite ofvn, and each

“’Robert H. ZiegerThe CIO, 1935-1958Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1995), 2.

?4Michigan Federation of Labor Secretary-Treasurer Robert Scott to®atit
County Chairman, letter, 25 March 1952, box 73, folder titled, “Legislative
Reapportionment,” G. Mennen Williams Collection, Bentley Historical Catiast
(Note: the portion of the letter listing the addressee was ripped off. Itragpdsave
been written to members of the Michigan Democratic Party, box 179, folder 16,
Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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county with a population greater than 1 1/2 per cent of the State’sapiopuito] have at
least two representative$"The Michigan CIO countered, that when a county was
accorded this respect, it was often the case that small coueteived a disproportionate
number of representatives.

It is not clear exactly why the MFL abandoned its competingiqretdrive in
1952. It may have been connected with an effort on the part of \WRdtether, Gus

26 Given the

Scholle, and James Hoffa “to get the AFofL to withdraw theiitipat
power of these labor leaders, it is conceivable that their coohlpoeer swayed the
MFL. In any case, the MFL decided that the idea of pursuingvits petition drive
independent of the Michigan CIO did not make sense and that inwhas best interest

of their members to support the CIO reapportionment plan. As reportin Detroit

Labor Newsn July 1952,

[tlhe abandonment of its petition by the Michigan
Federation of Labor, and its announced support of the one
now going on the ballot, will clear the atmosphere and
make the unification in the effort to provide a workable
reapportionment amendment to the state constitafion.

Among the efforts that the CIO arranged in early 1952 to advasdetérest to
reapportion state legislative districts, was its February 9ecen€e, which was attended
by upwards of 400 people and addressed by the governor. It allowed theoCIO
demonstrate its commitment to reapportionment by educating iisipants to better
understand its importance. The conference addressed a number of iogicding

taxation, the Fair Employment Practices Commission and cgiits, workmen’s

25|
Ibid.
*“Regular Executive Board Meeting, Michigan State CIO Council,” 17 April
1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
2Reapportionment on the WayDetroit Labor News3 July 1952, 8.
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compensation and safety, unemployment compensation and welfare, atendabor
mediation, in addition to reapportionment. Although the conference’'s olgscti
discussed the CIO’s legislative program, legislative reapporient was a key part of
the discussion. In fact, the achievement of other pieces stdégn would be uncertain
without a reapportioned legislatufeRepresentatives of the UAW and CIO dominated at
the session on reapportionment. Attorney Ted Sachs, who representeidhlgaMCIO,
and Bernice Howell of the League of Women Voters also participatehis session.
They gave short presentations, but the object of this and otheorsesgs to engage
audience participatioff. Many of the participants of the conference participated in the
petition drive for a ballot initiative and used the information andghtsi from this
conference in the work on this effort.

Reapportionment was closely connected to the issue of taxation without
representation, and reapportionment advocates did not hesitate to samomk who
listened that a relationship between the two existed. When thoséarewf the tax-
paying citizenry pay a disproportionate amount of taxes, relativehe number of
representatives they receive in the state senate, theotaxsgue becomes contentious.
The Michigan CIO railed against the disparity as it encouragadembers and others to

sign the petition calling for a referendum on reapportionment. Asle¢er of the

?%Conference Schedule,” 9 February 1952, box 194, folder 9, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA; G. Mennen Williams to August Scholle, letter, 7 January 1951,
box 194, folder 8, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Don Stevens to Theodore
Sachs, letter, 14 February 1952, box 194, folder 12, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA.

2% egislative Conference, Panel Participants,” ca. January 1952, box 194, folder
10, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; August Scholle and Barney Hopkinsito A
Resource People, letter, 17 January 1952, box 194, folder 9, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.
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Democratic Party made the point this way: “Although Wayne Coaditizens pay 48%
of the state’s total tax bill, they have only 7 of the 32 senatospeak for them in the
legislature.*°

Defendants of the current apportionment arrangement also opposed the
empowerment of the public sector. As the public sector and thensimncreased in
power, so did their efforts to negotiate for higher wages. Becagberhivages might
require higher taxes, many bristled over these efforts. & doérequire a huge leap to
conclude that opponents of reapportionment also supported the Hutchinstor Aot
same reasons, since this law made it more difficult for thagsettor and their unions
to fight for wage increases and improvements in their working conditions.

The heavily ClIO-supported Michigan Committee for Representative rGoeat
did not pursue an initiative on reapportionment alone. It formed a coahitbnother
organizations that stood to benefit from a reapportioned legislatbeeMichigan CIO
aside, the Detroit chapter of the NAACP, Americans for Demiacfattion (ADA), the
Michigan Democratic Party, the Michigan Farmers Union, tkeanister’'s Union, the
American Federation of Labor and others came together to ass$is effort to gather
signatures and encourage their members that reapportionment hadTimerddichigan
Federation of Labor joined the effort after its own petition drivecowlt gain traction.
With the NAACP’s membership based in metropolitan Detroit, its tdtaests suffered

even more acutely from the current apportionment of legislativus.s&a for the ADA,

3No Taxation Without Representatior§eventh Democraiarch 1952, box
129, folder 15, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; see also, “Draft Statement on
Reapportionment,” box 129, folder 13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,” ALUA and
“U.S. Constitution Was Written to Provide Equal Representatidichigan CIO News
Service 3 April 1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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its civil rights platform suggested that it would think well of reapportionrifent.

While the Michigan Committee for Representative Government 1orrhaaded
up the effort to place a reapportionment initiative on the Novembg? ballot, the
Michigan CIO and several of its member entities played thjermale in the effort even
as they sought to give the impression that they did4ibhat the Michigan CIO played a
major part in this effort formally coordinated by the Michig@ommittee for
Representative Government is evidenced by the presence of TeddddcBegrnice B.
Howell during the drafting of the formal language to be placedhenballot. Sachs
served as attorney for Committee at this tithe.

In 1952 and the years leading up to it, the Michigan CIO’s starxea vis
reapportionment paralleled that of the state’s Democratic .RFadged, Neil Stabler of
the Michigan Democratic Party requested input from Teamstsident James Hoffa,
the UAW’'s Roy Reuther, Michigan Federation of Teacher's RoBepott, and Gus
Scholle of the Michigan CIO, for a strongly-worded resolution comilegn
malapportionment and calling for a democratic remedy. The resolution read, in part

The Michigan Legislature has for a full generation refused

to perform its constitutional duty to reapportion the
legislature every 10 years. This cynical disregard of a plain

3lU.S. Constitution was Written to Provide Equal Representatidichigan
CIO News Service8 April 1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA; Regional Executive Board Meeting of the Michigan State CIO Coubh¢ciApril
1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; “Michigan Committee
for Representative Government [Endorsement List],” ca. July 1952, box 73, folder titled,
“Legislative Reapportionment,” G. Mennen Williams Collection, Bentleydtiisal
Collections, University of Michigan.

#Michigan CIO Council Legislative Newslettgr March 1952, 2, folder titled,
“Michigan CIO Council Legislative Department — Legislative Nes#tsirs,” CIO
Legislative Department Collection, ALUA.

#3August Scholle. James M. Hare and Frank D. Beadle, et@éfendant’s
Answer to Plaintiff's Supplemental and Reply Brief, No. 48,580 (January 1960), 29.
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constitutional mandate has made our law-making body a

towering symbol of flagrant law violation. It denies the

most basic beliefs on which our democracy was founded. It

destroys the faith of our people in government by law. It

arrogates to a minority the power to govern us all. We

consider this condition intolerable, not merely because we

are Democrats and believe men to be equal but still more

because we are Americans and believe in our American

democracy. We repudiate the pretensions of the present

Republican leadership, which would perpetuate this

condition. We repudiate their claims of superior wisdom in

a minority of our people®
That Staebler sent this draft resolution to four prominent leadidfischigan’s organized
labor demonstrates the interests that organized labor had in réampertt and the close
relationship between organized labor and the Democratic Party ichigdn. The
Michigan Democratic Party, two weeks later during its May 10, 1&&2vention,
adopted many of August Scholle’s suggestions for changes toesimdution. This
demonstrates the strength of the relationship, as well the dederein Michigan
Democrats to organized labdr.

As the Michigan Committee for Representative Government and ddQified
organizations to help fight for reapportionment, they used the media to assistffothe
Through television, radio and film, they ensured that prospective sigrgattrithe
petitions knew about the issues regarding reapportionment.

The use and distribution of cartoons comprised part of this straiegfotm and

convince. To say that a picture can tell a story of a thousand wotdsamniss the point

that pictures often tell stories that words cannot fully rel&teeh is the case with the

¥Draft resolution of the Michigan Democratic Party,” and letter enclosimge,
28 April 1952, box 40, folder 15, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

¥>Resolution of the Democratic [Michigan] State Convention,” 10 May 1952, 7,
box 490, folder titled, “Democratic Party State Convention — May 1952,” G. Mennen
Williams Collection, Bentley Historical Library, University of Miigan.
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cartoons that reapportionment advocates used to dramatize theiprpoSitie 1952
campaign to gain a ballot proposal illustrates this point. One hamhdiilfour images --
one of an ax chopping through a ballot, another with a man gagged and handcuffed,
third of a gloating politician making a speech, and a fourthctiegi a man with a
bandage around his head and carrying a tattered flag. The is@ggs to graphically
depict the ill-effects of malapportionment as to how votes becamguahehow the
majority of the people were without a voice, and how conservative paiisidbenefited
from the system. “As long as the majority of Michigan’sdests have only half a voice
in the Michigan Legislature,” the flyer proclaimed, “these grouwgs push through the
kind of legislation they want — hold down the kind of legislation most@feople in the
state desire.” “If enough people sign the petition which wiltibeulated house to house
throughout the state,” the flyer continued, “this proposal will go on the baflot.”

In another cartoon, distributed to factory workers at plant gateswdtnd,
“shortchanged,” accompanied the image of a butcher representirggatbelegislature
weighing a small piece of meat with a tag attached readywyir vote.” The buyer
looked worried and confused while a woman left the store withhge lpiece of meat
tagged, “special privileged voté™ Yet another cartoon depicted a fist holding up a
dumbbell that was tilted with eleven stick figures at one end, @pirg the 18
district, with eleven people and one person coupled with three pirge foee stumps,

and three rabbits at the other end, representing tHedB2rict. In this illustration, each

3%your Voting Power Has Been Cut in Half,” box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.

%’Ralph Showalter to Purdy et al., 22 April 1952, UAW memo, box 151, folder 4,
Michigan AFL-CIO Caollection, ALUA.
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side of the dumbbell received one vitélhe cartoons served an important role, given
that many perceived the reapportionment debate as confusing, sorastmsiated with
communism, or simply unconvincirig.Graphically depicting the issues helped sway
otherwise doubtful members of the electorate to sign petitions amdatdly, convinced
some to vote for the proposal that made its way onto the November 1952 ballot.

In terms of educating prospective signatories, reapportionment advdahtest
stop with cartoons. They also bought television and advertising tima.tivo-minute
television commercial, which apparently doubled as a film to showospgctive voters,

a prototypical voter enters a voting booth only to suddenly get squashedaawaut

1/2 size. He became agitated and worried at the thought of havingteisimilarly
shrunk. The film, a UAW memo argued, “can be used to introduce a 15eminut
discussion, or to be followed by a short appeal to sign thequestifi® With the number

of union meetings in Detroit and elsewhere in the state, Cl@pboggonment advocates
sought many opportunities to pursue this afiyl€his is why early on in the petition
campaign, August Scholle and Barney Hopkins let it be known that Mitieigan CIO

Council is...interested in preparing materials which can be usedgthwatiMichigan in

*Flyer titled, “Who’s the Dumbell??” 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.

*Regional Executive Board Meeting, Michigan State CIO Council, 17 April
1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Florence Peterson, Dale
Presler and John Annullis to All CIO Presidents, Unit Chairmen, and PAC Chairmen,
letter, 10 June 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; Andrew
Baird to Mrs. Joseph F. Howell, letter, 7 October 1952, box 73, folder titled, “Leggslati
Reapportionment,” G. Mennen Williams Collection, Bentley Historical Catiast

“‘Ralph Showalter to Purdy et al., UAW memo, 22 April 1952, box 151, folder 4,
Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

“Don Stevens to John Annulis, letter, 7 April 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan
AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; “April — 1952 [Calendar]” with note from John Annulis to
Don Stevens, April 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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such a [reapportionment petition] campaign. Among the materialshwivie are
considering are film strips and motion picture filni$.In an effort to ensure that this
tactic had merit, Scholle and Hopkins requested that Michigan CIO itoenmplete a
survey indicating if they had motion picture projectors and filnp shachines, if they
might be interested in purchasing such machines and if they wewldling “...to show
these film-strips to local unions, community groups, [and] other agemtiggur
community.™?

Because of their extensive television campaign, unions may not limaied
themselves to union meetings as an outlet for public education on réeappertt. “For
the first time in the history of Detroit television,” a memonh Ed Lee, Coordinator of
the Reapportionment Petition Campaign, to petition circulators ethimall three
stations — WXYZ-TV, WJIBK-TV AND WWJ-TV — will be carrgig the same type of
program [regarding reapportionment] at the same time for the saonsor* As the
memo later urged, “So we want every possible petition circulatoe tinging door bells
while we have this tremendous television audience looking“oNgt only did elements
within organized labor offer ten cents per valid signature, thsxyraade another offer.

“The petition circulator in Wayne County who gets the mostesgthat day will be the

guest of Guy Nunn on the ‘Meet the UAW’ television show WWJ-T¥ the near

*2August Scholle and Barney Hopkins to All County CIO Councils Affiliated with
the Michigan CIO Council, letter, 29 April 1952, box 179, folder 17, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.

**3urvey of CIO Councils” enclosed with letter cited above.

“Ed Lee, Coordinator of the Reapportionment Petition Campaign to All Petition
Circulators in the 14 District, memo, ca. April 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.

“*Ipid,
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future.”® As an added suggestion on how to secure signatures, the authors advised,
“Chats and debates might be interesting, but they won't get you onstefeti’ This

tactic was probably inspired by the need for organized labfindd'gimmicks” for this

effort. Those involved understood that “it is many times easiget@etitions out than to

get them back loaded with signatufé©ther techniques included simply smiling, having

a pleasant manner, and the timing of follow up comments to initgdtive reactions.

Hard sell tactics were followed by tactics of a soft sallure, all of which one letter
suggested would result in optimal resdfts.

The radio announcements that the UAW produced may have been more minporta
than the television programs, given that radio still had a langdience than television in
1952. When the UAW produced “a number of radio spot announcements ...[for]...
Wayne County,” the organization used a wise strategy. It even podaoe
announcement in Polish, recognizing the large Polish-speaking community iraHet
and elsewhere in the Detroit ar8a.

To assist the petition circulators in their effort to solsignatures, organizers
representing the Michigan Committee for Representative Governsseled “red, white

and blue badges for you to wear on your lapel while you arelaiitg petitions,” which

Plpid.

“Ibid.

“8[CIO] Political Action Department to Newman Jeffrey, William Bozelhert
Chase, Henry Nickelberry, R. Lyle Stone and lvan Brown, memo, 2 May 1952, box 179
folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

49 John J. Annulis, Coordinator to Dear Petition Circulator, letter, 20 May 1952, box
179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; see also UAW Ralph Showalter

to Purdy et al., memo, 22 April 1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA.

*’Ralph Showalter to Purdy et al., UAW memo, 22 April 1952, box 151, folder 4,
Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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simultaneously identified them as pursuing an authorized activitygldoicommunicated
the idea that the effort was consistent with American vafuesa period of American
history where many saw unions and much of what they supported as adoneggn and
communist element, this was an important idea to convey.

The CIO took out advertisements in newspapers to help argue its point a
encourage its readers to sign reapportionment petitions. In one fulagageisement in
the Flint Weekly Reviewthe headline blared, “FOR THE PEOPLE: LET'S HAVE
REAPPORTIONMENT.” The ad showed a picture of Abraham Lin@nd quoted him
as saying, “That Government of the People, By the People AntiéddP¢ople Shall Not
Perish From the Earth.” It also provided information on population disggmamong
senatorial districts and anti-labor legislation that a reappeti state legislature could
eliminate

Reapportionment’s friends in organized labor ensured that those isglicit
signatures for petitions received the necessary training andatsihs to carry out the
work. Leaving few stones unturned, they anticipated questions thabmpetitculators
might confront. In a two-page handout entitled, “Questions and Answersoanté
Circulate Petitions,” workers were told who qualified to ciraulpetitions, what other
requirements circulators had to satisfy, and if names had torsig ink. The handout
even provided instructions for the way married women should sign aopetitiinitials

were appropriate, and where circulators could obtain information abdtionet In

*Ted Pankowski to all petition circulators in thHédistrict, letter, 2 May 1952,
box 179 folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

*2Eor the People: Let's Have Reapportionmerititie Flint Reviewl18 April
1952, box 179, folder 18, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

**Questions and Answers on How to Circulate Petitions,” box 129, folder 13,

www.manaraa.com



137

another handout simply titled, “Instructions,” the document instructed prtospec
petition circulators to obtain lists of registered voters fithim relevant precinct, work
with others, and solicit signatures after 5:00pm when people were likelseto be at
home. These 'instructions’ also asked circulators to return sigtigdnse‘to your Local
Union or to the CIO Council Office,” and complete the proper paper worthat the
petition circulator can credit him or her propetyConsistent with the idea of leaving no
stone unturned, Gus Scholle urged that “[d]uring the [petition] drive, we clnawie a
weekly report and keep a list of people in each county who are to file the pefifions.”

The CIO ensured that petition circulators received compensatidhdmrwork,
thereby better ensuring the success of the petition drive. $arte April, “they had
established a policy of paying 10 [cents] for each valid signatWhile costly, the
Michigan CIO Council hired a core of full time petitionauifators to undertake the task,
even when August Scholle objected because of the cost invived.

Portions of the Michigan CIO considered the effort important enoughise r
funds for the work involved in securing signatures. Instead of dipping into funds
earmarked for other purposes, they encouraged ClO-affiliated [dogbass [a] 10 cent
per capita contribution” for the effort. The UAW went so far asn&dch five cents for

every ten cents contributed to the campaign by non-UAW locals, atitic the

Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; see also, “How to CirculatéMichigan CIO
Council] Legislative NewsletteP6 March 1952, 1, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA.

>|nstructions,” ca. Spring 1952, box 179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.

*Gus Scholle to Don Stevens, ca. memo, Spring 1952, box 179, folder 16,
Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

*Regular Executive Board Meeting, Michigan State CIO Council, 17 April 1952,
box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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seriousness with which it endowed the campaign. The CIO also souugéd the wives
of members, members of the women’s auxiliary, and the unemployskosignatures.
They arranged for unemployed members of the petition drive toveegaly without
having to pay income taxes or report their pay to the Unemg@oyr@ommission.
Through these means, the CIO simultaneously secured temporary sraptdpr those
who needed it while seeking the signatures it nedted.

In addition to the above, the UAW produced “a thousand posters on fanly t
paper bearing the red, white and blue colors to denote a tone of patriotism withrdlse w
'Sign a petition for FAIR and EQUAL representation — Michigan Cdtem for
Representative Government.” The UAW planned to produce 5,000 posters szntiee
design and layout but made of cardboard for the purpose of “tacking up Bnapos
putting in windows.” With these posters, the UAW also produced “50 banmes of
from the design of this poster but a different shape.” Thege laanners, four feet by
twelve feet, “on sign cloth with 5 foot ropes attached at dlve €orners,” could be used
during various parades and demonstrations where reapportionment adwsoatds
participate®®

For the effort it put forth, the Michigan Committee for Represre

Government, with significant help from the Michigan CIO, secured rtbeessary

*’Don Stevens to John Annulis of the Kent County CIO, letter, 7 April 1952, box
179, folder 16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; “Coordinating Meeting on
Reapportionment Petition Drive,” 20 March 1952, box 179, folder 17, Michigan AFL-
CIO Collection, ALUA; August Scholle and Barney Hopkins to Non-UAW Local Union
Presidents and Financial Secretaries in Michigan, letter, 28 March 1952, box 179, folde
16, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

*’Ralph Showalter to Purdy et al. Re: Additional Publicity on Reapportionment
Petition Campaign, UAW memo, 22 April 1952, box 151, folder 4, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.
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signatures, allowing it to be placed on the November 1952 ballot. Adlengjeéctorate to
amend Sections 2, 3, and 4 of Article V of the 1908 Michigan Constitutien, t
constitutional amendment proposed by the Michigan Committee for Refatse
Government and strongly supported by the state CIO, sought a reapmantit of the
state legislature based strictly on population. The secretasyatd, whose office held
jurisdiction over reapportionment, was to use the U.S. Census for Michgythe basis
for reapportionment. The Secretary of State was to make arrangenier
reapportionment on April 1, 1953, and repeat the process every ten subyequenthe
proposal required that the Secretary of State publish and distritaufgan and for the
Supreme Court of Michigan to hold jurisdiction over its enforcement.

Proposal 2 provided for a 33 member senate and a 99 member house, the
population of senatorial and house districts was to be determined tindithe number
of state residents by 33 and 99 respectively in order to obtairvénage size of these
districts. Understanding that no reapportionment plan could assure preepel
populations between districts, it allowed for a 15% differentiamfrthe average.
Proposal 2 included clauses that operated against gerrymandgringguoring that
individual counties not be divided for the purpose of determining senate @ dhstrcts
unless they exceeded 115% of the average size of a county.riyinRi@position #2
provided that no city may be divided to form senatorial district®ssnlsuch cities
comprise in excess of 85% of a district. Proposition #2 allowed feptions where a
single city was located within two counties, in which case itccdid divided at the
county line. Proposition #2 also mentioned that territory comprising sachtorial

district should contain three house districts. Additionally, distiatse not to be formed
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with regard to partisan consideration, and these districts werbet@onvenient,
contiguous, compact and rectangular in shdpe.

Much to the chagrin of Proposal #2 advocates, its opponents weresfukaes
placing a rival apportionment initiative on the ballot. Proposal #3, witgchatractors
argued was only introduced once the proponents of Proposal #2 began theitibem pe
drive, differed greatly from Proposal #2. It called for 34 state®rs and not more than
110 house members. Decidedly more complicated than Proposal #2, Propod®d3 ca
for the districts to consider factors in addition to populaifon.

The basic difference between the two proposals was that Proposgued or
population equality between districts while Proposal #3 sought to leathecompeting
interests of rural counties against those of urban interests. sathe way that each state
has two U.S. Senators, regardless of the population of those states asgument runs,
counties should have at least one senator, regardless of size. Rtspneroposal #2
argued that such an arrangement gave undue power to rural residdntsat the
constitutional provision mandating that each state receive two Unatd®e was based
on the idea that states possess sovereignty, which, by defingonras representation,
whereas no such constitutional provision was ever intended to extend gobetei
counties within states. Even Proposal #3 supporters conceded that somescoent

too small to justify the same level of representation as tlanger counties existing in

**Notice [of] Proposed Constitutional Amendments [for the] General Election,
November 4, 1952” as listed as “Exhibit I” of Defendant’s Answer to Plaintiff's
Supplemental and Reply Brief,” lugust Scholle. James M. Hare and Frank D.
Beadle, et al January 1960 Term.

% August Scholle. James Hare, Secretary of State of the State of Michigan and Frank
D. Beadle, et al., intervening Defendants, Brief of Plaidi8-49, State of Michigan in
the Supreme Court, No. 48,580 (1960).
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urban area8'

With the competing proposals on the November ballot, proponents of each began
their campaign to convince voters of their respective merits.efioet pursued by the
Michigan CIO reflected a sense of urgency similar to thatckvlgharacterized the
petition drive. To this end, the CIO engaged in a full-scale puplititve “through the
medium of billboards, bumper strips, buttons, etc.” Indeed, the ClObditd “[b]etter
than 50,000 bumper strips on Proposal #2.”

Indeed, taking into account the extensive legal research, pylti¢lie media via
advertisements, editorials, radio spots, films, television comnigrdiees provided
petition circulators, as well as the billboards, bumper strips arndnsutthe Greater
Detroit and Wayne County CIO “spent some $65,000 to get this [reappogtdnm
amendment proposal] on the ballot*Expressing the urgency of the matter just two
weeks before the November 4, 1952, election, President Mike Novak dtatetive
simply have to have more representation, considering the amount ofy menbave
invested, we have got to win with Proposal #2, and we ask each andrevene of you
to do everything you carf® The sense of urgency aside, the leadership of the Detroit-
area CIO was confident of success. “If material is gdimgvin an election, we will
smother the Republicans under, because we have enough slates idartts and the
neighborhoods.®

As with the petition drive, the CIO pursued a strategy for an opbotaome at

61 }a;
Ibid.
®2Regular Delegate Body Meeting Minutes of the Greater Detroit anch&vay
CountszCIO Industrial Union Council — PAC, 21 October 1952, ALUA.
Ibid.
*Ibid.
*3Ibid.
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the ballot box once it had achieved success with the petition drihey; Jecured the
assistance of workers from plants to spread the word about the @toplesy requested
their names, addresses, and telephone numbers so that they couldlioaked calls to
ensure worker participation. They also took gender into consideration. then
neighborhood,” CIO officers discussed at one meeting in October 1952, widman
rings the doorbell the lady of the house is more apt to speakvtoman than to a man.”
They understood the importance of concentrating their efforts om&v@punty, since
the electorate of that county stood to benefit most from a reapportioned legi¥lature

The Michigan CIO sought the support of Governor G. Mennen Williavhs,
was sympathetic toward reapportionment. The month before the Novendbectidn,
CIlO Assistant Regional Director H. T. McCreedy asked the ®Goveo request material
on reapportionment from the Council of State Governments, of whichidaic was a
member. McCreedy even drafted the letter of request. Govétiiams sent the
information he received to McCreedy, who used it to help the CI@ bsicase for a
reapportioned Michigan legislatufé.

Speaking to civic groups about the benefits of Proposal #2, comprised gzt of
strategy. One instance of this tactic involved Tom Downs, an assistant gc@alte and

an attorney in his own right. One observer considered Downs an erpert

*¥lbid.

®’H. T. McCreedy to Governor G. Mennen Williams, letter, 8 October 1952 and
Frank Bane to Governor G. Mennen Williams, letter, 17 October 1952, box 73, folder
titled, “Legislative Reapportionment,” G. Mennen Williams Collection, Bsntl
Historical Collections, University of Michigan. For evidence about the level biavis’
support of proposal #2 see Executive Office aid Marvin Tableman to Joyce Snetf, lett
24 November 24 1952, box 73, folder titled, “Legislative Reapportionment,” G. Mennen
Williams Collection, Bentley Historical Collections, University of Migan.

www.manaraa.com



143

reapportionment, making him an ideal spokesman on such occ¥sibnshe week
before the November 4, 1952, election, he spoke to the Kiwanis Club dfdfesshg for
this very purpose. An opponent of reapportionment had already spoken tokhet &
previous meeting; in the interest of hearing both views on the suthjeatiub elected to
hear Downs’ views on the subject.

Another component of the strategy involved placing advertisements for proposal 2
in newspapers. One such full-page advertisement appeared imdar$iate Journal
two days preceding the election. “WHO Says Ingham County Residean’t As Good
As Other People???” blared one advertisement. “Proposal No. 3 Notteé
advertisement continues: You Write the Checks; We'll Keep Batances,” the ad
persisted, alluding to the “balanced legislature” proposal suppdnte®roposal #3
proponents. In smaller print, the advertisement identified various ctipwaas the
sponsors of Proposal #3. “Michigan is $70 million in debt. Under Proposgb@, the
property owner, would be forced to pay that debt...because corporations...by keeping
control of the legislature...would block every effort to incretssr taxes.” After then
listing, “What Proposal 2 Does...”, the advertisement encourageddsneto “vote Yes
on State Proposal 2” because “Only Proposal 2 Means a Full Votédad’® That the
Michigan Committee for Representative Government decided to pllacad in this
newspaper suggests that its strategy entailed an attemnfiuemnce an electorate outside
of the more traditional base of metropolitan Detroit.

In a particularly biting statement, clearly used to evoke gqiggmn and anti-

®®Berthelot, Win Some, Lose Some, 59.
*Who Says Ingham County Residents Aren’t As Good As Other People???”
State Journa(Lansing Michigan), 2 November 1952, 55.
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communist feeling in an environment where labor organizations @feza labeled as
“‘communistic,” a flyer produced by the Committee for Repregeam@ Government and

distributed during the campaign to educate the electorate about Proposal #2 said,

In Soviet Russia, Joe Stalin and his Communist Regime
have 7% of the people rule the other 93%. The ‘Balanced
Legislature’ would have 35% rule the other 65%. The only
difference between the minority rule — proposal of the
‘Balanced Legislature’ and Joe Stalin’'s minority
dictatorship is one of degreél!

With pictures and quotes from Presidents Franklin Delano Roosevelt brahan
Lincoln calling for representative government, the flyer brougbme the idea that
Proposal 2 was consistent with the democratic and American \a&ilghigan voters
and not those of the Soviet Union. Unfortunately, the battle over whetjatiped labor
or business groups were more in line with “communistic’ tendenassusually won by
business, as labor could not often rid itself of the association.

Michigan's business community largely opposed Proposal 2. This opposition
largely coalesced in the form of the Michigan Manufactureisogiation (MMA). John
Lovett, who had served as general manager of the MMA for moreghirgnrtwo years,
had always placed emphasis on politics. Thought of as a merdeypagme, Lovett
enjoyed the support of Michigan’s business commufitghortly after he became
MMA’s general manager in 1919, he addressed the membership duriagnitsl

banquet with words that guided his work with the organization subsequently:

"%“Why Should You Vote ‘Yes’ on Proposal No. 2?” ca. Summer 1952, Folder
titled, “FT.3 Michigan Committee for Representative Government,” Bentistpiital
Collections, University of Michigan.

"IT. George HarrisRomney’s Way: A Man and An Id@dew Jersey: Prentice
Hall, 1967), 113.
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| want to impress every man here with the importance of
remembering that the state legislature is nominated in
August every two years and the largest job you have or will
have in the next twenty years is to find out who the right
man is to represent you, and see that he is elected. You do
not need to fear radicalism if you have the right kind of
public officials to enforce the law.

With these words in mind, Lovett spent much of the next 30 yearswe#us industry
group whose purpose it was to control the legislature to the benefit of its conistituen
On the occasion of Lovett's death, Russell Barnes of Dedroit News
commented that, “his main job was to stop legislation he consideredahito Michigan
industry. His tactics were simple,” Barnes continued. “He yangrked the House of
Representatives. He always endeavored to line up a negativetynajatie Senate”™
This tactic reflected the problem that CIO advocates of repporent sought to
change, namely the malapportionment of Senate districts, whicHitbdneural and
conservative areas of the state. A “Draft of Statement on Reappoent,” outlined a
major source of the problem for advocates of reapportionment andedftee sentiment
posited byDetroit Newswriter Barnes. “The Michigan Manufacturer’'s mouthpiece, John
Lovett,” the statement said, “has found it easier to control Republagislators from
over-represented areas than to control legislators from undeseeped areas” The
statement included the following: “The power-control to help unfairngoind to, in

effect, steal votes from urban areas is based upon the John Loubitduhi

"2Mixing the Ounce of Prevention: What the Michigan Manufacturers
Association is Doing for the State’s Industry, Particularly in Lagjish,” Michigan
Manufacturer and Financial Recor@7, no. 23, 8, 32-33.

"*Russell Barned)etroit News 13 March 1952.

"“Draft of Statement on Reapportionment,” box 129, folder 13, Michigan AFL-
CIlO Collection, ALUA; see also “Draft Q & A regarding Reapportionment,” b2,
folder 13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA,; “Suggestions for Reapportionment
Talk,” box 129, folder 13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; “Draft Resolution,
1952,” box 129, folder 13, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.
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Manufacturers Association-Republican Party contfolWhy did the MMA have an
interest in ensuring Proposal #2's defeat and Proposal #3’s stdddesmey. According
to state house representative and house minority leader Ed Cdiegsé’ big business-
banker groups have been more concerned with stopping corporation taxésethhave
in good government.” With reapportionment came the prospect that a more liberal and
union-friendly legislature would raise taxes for social programcities and to protect
the interests of organized labor generally.

The Michigan Manufacturers Association exhibited concern about whkatvi as
the ill-effects of a reapportioned state senate. In one of ikstingl issued less than two

weeks before the election, it argued:

If Proposal No 2 wins on November 4, the constitution of
Michigan will be re-written by organized labor and its
sympathizers. That this is so is pointed up by the fact that
when the present labor-backed governor of Michigan
vetoed a bill passed by the 1952 legislature to place before
the voters the question of calling a constitutional
convention, he said that such a convention should not be
called until the legislature was reapportioned. He did not
want delegates elected from the present State senatorial
districts. He wanted the districts rearranged so as to put
organized labor in the driver's séat.

The MMA did not suffer from misplaced logic. After all, delegatesany
constitutional convention were to be elected from Senate diswittse Republicans

benefited from malapportionment. More to the point, a constitution fraoypeshe party

"Ibid.

"Michigan Fat Cats Are Proposal 2's OpponenBgtroit Labor News9
October 1952, 3.

"™Farm-Business Fight Against Control of Michigan Legislature By Orgahiz
Labor Needs Your Help Michigan Manufacturers’ Association Bulletin No. 20@%
October 1952, Michigan Manufacturers Association Bulletins, 1901-1997, Michigan
Manufacturers Association Records, Bentley Historical Library, Urityen§ Michigan.
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invariably favored the social, economic and political tendencies ofptréy as well as
the legislation flowing from this process, as had been trueichilyan with Republican
ascendancy after the Civil War. Given this focus and strategydbubted how Lovett
would have responded to the efforts by organized labor in Michigan ppagsn the

political body that Lovett had worked so hard to influence. His daatdarch 16, 1952,
coming just as the CIO began pursuing its petition drive feapportionment initiative,
did not stop the organization from continuing what became a succag$futd more

firmly solidify a malapportioned state senate.

The MMA constituted a formidable political force and exercised tbece on
behalf of Proposal #3. This came in the form of support from eightyisaeffgiated
Chambers of Commerce and thirty other organizations, including th@ddit Retailers
Association, the Michigan Farm Bureau, the Michigan Bankers Asgntighe Detroit
Board of Commerce and the Detroit Retail Merchants AssoniaiVith this support, the
Michigan Committee for a Balanced Legislature, the orgaoizatiat formally headed
up the effort for a Proposal #3, filed petitions bearing 270,000 signataaty 100,000
of which the Michigan Farm Bureau secured. Expressing a sensgesfcy comparable
to the CIO, the MMA argued that, “the time for action has not anlived, but there’s
little of it left. This is not a matter to be laid aside future reference. The only way the
challenge can be met is by the circulation of petitionstersignatures of your friends

and associate<®

Do You Want a ‘Fair Deal-Labor’ Michigan Legislaturdylichigan
Manufacturers’ Association BulletiftNo. 1978, 11 June 1952 abor Combines Forces
to Put ‘Fair Deal-Labor’ Legislative Plan Over: Will the Farm-BussBlan Make
Ballot? Act Now,”Michigan Manufacturers’ Association Bulletin No. 1922 June
1952 “'Balanced Legislature’ (Farm-Business Re-Apportionment) Plan WateRIn
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Like the Michigan Committee for Representative Government, thehilyin
Committee for a Balanced Legislature, organized a campaigectoe signatures for its
own petition. In one flyer entitled, “Preserve the American Way Michigan —
Reapportionment — Provide Fair Representation,” the group provided instruatidres
fact sheet outlining how to convince citizens to sign their petitibat's get one thing
clear,” the flyer cautioned, “either Michigan will have a bakxh legislature with fair
representation or Michigan will have an unbalanced legislaturelattr control.” By
invoking the idea of fairness, the authors of this flyer arguedstgaifully population-
based form of representation and argued, instead, that geograpllg slbont for
something in the same way that it did in the country’s fedestesy of government,
which gave each state two U.S. Senators regardless of populaticawthie of the flyer
rightly argued that the CIO sought to increase its legislgweer with an amendment to
the constitution mandating a population-based system of representHtiy@u Wwish this
to happen,” the petition warned, “sign the CIO or AFL petition — or OOsign any,
DON'T vote, DON'T speak, just sit still. The CIO and AFL will be glad to run your
affairs.”® In a letter from Otis Cook, the Chairman of the Michigan Commifte a
Balanced Legislature, he invoked a similar tone of fear. “Thig/aur fight,” the

statement said in part. “You can help stop the power grab by faypau will move into

Ballot; Next Goal is at November ElectioMichigan Manufacturers’ Association
Bulletin No. 19843 July 1952“Reapportionment — Vote “Yes” on Proposal No. 3 and
At the Same Timéote ‘No’ on Proposal No. 2 MichiganManufacturers’ Association
Bulletin No. 198818 July 1952all from Michigan Manufacturers Association Bulletins,
1901-1997, Michigan Manufacturers Association Records, Bentley Historicalrjbr
University of Michigan.

"“preserve the American Way for Michigan — Reapportionment — Provide Fair
Representation — A Balanced Legislature,” box 129, folder 15, Michigan AFL-CIO
Collection, ALUA.

®lpid.
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action at once and get the petitions sigrfiédThe sense of urgency that the statements
evoked had their intended effect, as the Committee for a Balanced Legisk&tured the
signatures necessary for its apportionment proposal placed on the ballot.
Why Proposal #2 Advocates Lost

For all of the hard work, creative tactics, and exorbitant ressuthe CIO
expended to convince the electorate to vote for Proposal #2 in Novemh852, its
leaders must have been disappointed by the outcome of the vote on P#@pdsdbtal,
1,415,355 people voted against the measure and 924,242 voted for it. As for P¢¥8posal
1,269,807 voted for it while 975,518 voted against it, ensuring continued inequities
between districts, until the courts ruled otherwise or the peapésl to support another
initiative. While Wayne County voted 531,989 for the measure and counted 371,713
people who voted against it, one may speculate that the diffestiocgd have been
greater. Equally surprising was the vote tally for and against the alapdsent County,
the state’s third largest county. As in Wayne County, the stileeRpended a great
many resources to ensure its success. However, Proposal #2 raueredhan 30%
fewer votes than those who voted against it. More than any other cddaitiand
County’s tally suggested that the electorate remained conéis®rd the meaning of the
issues involved, as its electorate voted against both proposals. A fewspachdsed this
strategy, arguing that a yes vote on either would only incitéoiag side to pursue a

counter amendment during a subsequent eleMiatihether the electorate exhibited

81Cook, Chairman of the Michigan Committee for a Balanced Legislature to Dea
Friend, letter, ca. Spring 1952, box 129, folder 15, Michigan AFL-CIO Collection,
ALUA,; see also “Instructions to Petition Circulators,” box 129, folder 15, Michigan
AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA.

82 et's Enforce the Constitution,” editoriaDetroit News 31 October 1952, 50.
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confusion or clarity on the issues, one fact held true: The Cl@uastost big in this, its
first effort to reapportion the state legislature.

August Scholle, attorney Theodore Sachs, and others in organized lakdor mus
have paused to consider why their efforts failed to convincelétéoeate to vote “yes”
on Proposal #2 and “no” on Proposal #3. There were reasons for the outcome, the essence
of which reapportionment advocates did not fully consider or apprediaée strategy
they adopted may have played some role in the outcome, but thdiketyrexplanation
lies in the power of the forces opposed to their efforts.

That power came in the form of corporate America. The immegiasé World
War 1l era found organized labor and corporate America battlingdeer, with neither
fully eclipsing the other. Labor sought to build on advances it hate rdaring the New
Deal and in a war where workers enjoyed gains based on laboagd®rand a
government that protected some of its interests. Labor's povatsced in the 1945-
1946 strike wave that gained labor concessions. Labor's power also evidsated
UAW's “Walter Reuther's demand that GM open its books to union nexgstia order
to link wages, prices, and profit&”"demands that threatened the hegemony sought by
corporate Americg?

As the country moved into the 1950s, however, business reclaimed mush of it
lost power, even as organized labor's ranks grew. This pokifilfound expression a
few years before with the Taft-Hartley Act, which provided foraimfabor practices

against employees, outlawed secondary boycotts, and required uniarsoféicsign a

8Elizabeth Fones-WolSelling Free Enterprise: The Business Assault on Labor
and Liberalism, 1945-196QJrbana: University of lllinois Press, 1994), 3.
#bid., 138.
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pledge verifying that they were not communists. The specific pomsasof the Taft-
Hartley Act aside, historian Lawrence Richards reminds it “the Taft-Hartley Act
was detrimental to organized labor not because of any sppfitsion in the act itself,
but because of the message it conveyed about the place of unions inaknseciety.®
The Taft-Hartley Act had long-range consequences. Indeed, in tioel fiemm 1945 to
1952, historian Elizabeth Fones-Wolf argues, corporate Americatowgnéat lengths to
sway public opinion to a set of beliefs reflecting its interestsle denigrating those of
organized labor and others with opposing viéWEhe Taft-Hartley Act reflected a belief
that labor had achieved more power than was deserved. The Wagnetr 1935 had
created the imbalance, or so the argument went. Henceforth, susha®fiabor trust,”
“labor monopoly,” “union boss,” “big labor,” “feudal lords,” “dictators,” ytants,”
“racketeering,” and “autocrats,” entered the American lexicih increasing frequency
and refocused favorable attention away from organized labor anddtdwesiness
interest€’ In light of the above, it is little wonder that opponents of reapporgémnm
frequently referred to those pursuing it as working within tlaené&work of the “CIO
plan.” In this context, it also makes equally as much sens¢hh&lO operated through
the Michigan Committee for Representative Government, theralsiking a sponsor that
many questioned.

Part of the problem for those supporting reapportionment, concerned how labor
occasionally referred to Michigan’s outstate residents. On ooasmn, an editorial in

the Detroit Labor Newsmade reference to “the out-over stump lands in the jack pine

8L awrence Richardd)nion-Free America: Workers and Antiunion Culture
(Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2008), 5.

8Fones-Wolf Selling Free Enterprisel 38 and 158-180.

8/Richards,Union-Free America50 and 59-60.
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country; the fallow acres of our staf® While seeking to galvanize support for its own
legitimate cause, thBetroit Labor Newsand others using similar language, unwittingly
fostered antagonism from otherwise sympathetic people byringfeto them with
condescension and contempt.

The defeat of Proposal 2 may also have been due to the confusion ovey how t
vote. Wayne County Sheriff Andrew C. Baird, a proponent of Proposal #2, auedne
on this confusion in his letter to MCRG chairwoman, Bernice F. ¢flown that letter,

written less than a month before the election he noted that,

| find a general indifference among a great number of
voters and those who are interested are very much confused
as to how to vote. Now that the gorgeous billboards have
been put up by the opponents of the measure, which plainly
say, ‘vote NO on Proposal No. 2’ and ‘Vote YES on
Proposal No. 3, which is in direct conflict to our
instruction, ‘Vote YES on Proposal Number 2’ and ‘Vote
NO on Proposal Number 3’ the confusion is that much
more complicated®

Baird’s suggestion to modify the plan entailed that the MCRGteraasmall card to
bring to the polls with them to refer to before voting, and fdietéht organizations to

distribute the ballot to their respective members.

This distribution, of course, means work, labor and money
and the preparation of envelopes should be started in ample
time to have them ready for mailing say not later than
October 28 or October 29, which will insure delivery at the
home Friday, Saturday or Monday just before the
election?®

8Reapportionment on the Way,” Editori@etroit Labor News3 July 1952, 8.

8Andrew C. Baird to Mrs. Joseph F. Howell, letter, 7 October 1952, box 73,
folder titled, “Legislative Reapportionment,” G. Mennen Williams Collecticentiey
Historical Library, University of Michigan.

*%Ibid,
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Baird’s suggestions had merit. However, no evidence exists thafl@RG followed
through on his advice.

Confusion may also have arisen given the names used to refer apabsing
measures. The terms, “a balanced legislature” and “reprasenggvernment,” both
conjured up positive connotations. Because each side used these tgrans adstheir
names, the electorate may have been confused as to which propgssthiauld vote for.
After all, who would not want a “balanced legislature,” or “reprégative government?”
The reality, however, is that anyone expressing anything appnggalstrong view about
one of the proposals would be opposed to the other. Confusion aside, Bhdrgiv
Baird brought up another problem of equal significance, which dreewed to be
indifference.

The Detroit Newsalso added to the confusion. Other newspapers and magazines
had taken a clear side in the debates. Nbe/s however, advised its readers to reject
both proposals. It argued that the legislature should obey the coasttuthandate to
reapportion legislative districts three years after eacbr&densus, instead of seeking
an amendment that would only inspire the losing side to renew atgseifi a subsequent
initiative. Objectively speaking, this advice was ill-conceivesduse it was not in the
interest for a Republican-dominated legislature to reapportiolf. ifg@reover, the
Supreme Court and many lower courts also were unwilling to imtervin
reapportionment cases, let alone rule in favor of those seeking redress. Wihateaset
many of its readers may have followed the advice of Dlegroit News thereby

contributing to an outcome that had some ambiguous eleffents.

% et's Enforce the Constitution,” editoridDetroit News 31 October 1952, 50;
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August “Gus” Scholle and Theodore Sachs

August Scholle, attorney Ted Sachs, and other labor advocates of reapportionment
must have been disappointed and discouraged following the defeat of Pr@posa
Whatever sentiments they harbored, however, did not stop them from thdingime,
considering other options, and renewing their efforts in subsequenst Jéese efforts
came seven years later, when Scholle launched a suit agaimsg&iSecretary of State
James Hare, Frank D. Beadle, et al., to invalidate the amendmeticinthe electorate
voted in the form of Proposal #3 in 1952 on the grounds that it violatedqtred e
protection clause embodied in the Fourteenth Amendffient.

Scholle and Sachs were no less prominent in the discussion leadiogang t
including the ballot proposal than were Michigan CIO SecretaggSurer Barney
Hopkins, Michigan Committee for Representative Government ChairidgdeHowell,
and UAW President Walter Reuther. However, these two men casdntirgmendous
time to reapportion Michigan legislative districts. The importale they played in the
1952 ballot initiative notwithstanding, their role escalated in 1959, whieoll8anitiated
a suit before the Michigan State Supreme Court to have the 135®larant invalidated.

It is not surprising that the malapportionment of Michigan’s lagise districts inspired

them into action requiring patience and perseverance.

The Detroit Newséditorial policy on the subject had clearly changed. Five years
previously, an editorial from this paper read, “The cities have almost thwetds of the
population but are lucky to muster a fourth of the votes in the Legislature, asswes i
as the gas tax division repeatedly show. There are compensEtreng such instance of
gross discrimination in favor of rural residents brings nearer the day when the cities by
initiative and referendum, will force an honest reapportionme@miphasis in the
original). See “Resentment Piles Up,” editor@étroit News 18 May 1947, 18.

“2August Scholle. James M. HargSecretary of the State of Michigan, Brief of
Plaintiff.
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August “Gus” Scholle stood as the key figure in the long battlegpportion the
state legislature. By the time he began pursuing reapportionmeairdagly had one
successful Supreme Court case under his belt, the “portal to portal” pay d&&6 oThe
end result of that case mandated that employers pay their exapléyr the time they
needed to prepare for their jobs while on the premises of the eznglog time involved
in getting from place to place while on j&b.

Scholle spent most of his career in the Midwest. Most of tha tienworked on
behalf of organized labor. He began his career as a glassrirk®20 after dropping
out of high school at 16. Early in his life, Scholle became thedaetsof a glass workers
local in Toledo. He helped lead the glass workers, a union origiatiliated with the
AFL, into the then newly founded Congress of Industrial Organizatiol3) (@ fact,
the glass workers became one of the original eight unionsottmaédl the CIO. He served
as president of the Michigan CIO Council, beginning in 1931 and heeleated
president of the Michigan AFL-CIO when those two organizations merged in’1958.

If Walter Reuther looked beyond the immediate concerns of the UdAdAsaught
significant societal changes in his form of social unionism, Gcisolle had similar
inclinations. His world focused most specifically on the citizensMiaghigan. Like
Reuther, Scholle pursued a wide range of social and politicaimefand envisioned a
world where common people could live with dignity. Like Reuther, Scladdle was an
avid anti-communist. He bristled over what he considered a maniputatyamization

bent on compromising much-needed reforms with a system of goverhendrglieved

%% abor Giant Gus Scholle is Dead at 6Dgtroit Free Press16 February 1972,
1A and 4A.
*bid., 1A and 4A.
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unworthy of the name

With a gravel voice that elevated to a roar when conveying hisomginscholle
was a target for Republican detractors, who often referred to $im “dictator” and
“tycoon.” They clearly saw him as their nemesis. Coleman Young ogfesred to
Scholle as a “right-wing Reutherite from the glassblowersdmfiiobviously a pejorative
referenc€® From another perspective, the Democratic-labor alliance Scheld to
form in the late 1940s allowed G. Mennen Williams to win six sucgederms as
Governor. It also helped a number of other Democrats to win elet¢ticstate offices.
For his efforts, Scholle received the nickname, “Kingmaker.” d¢tteevements mattered
little to Scholle. The governor's seat had limited significance, bbkeved, when
important legislation could not make it out of committee. Republiegislators, whose
majority derived from malapportioned legislative districts, quaseeen popularly
supported reforms with their vot&s.Once Scholle realized the connection between
malapportioned legislative districts and the difficulty that pesgive governors like
Williams had in moving legislation, Scholle knew that he had to do #wegyin his
power to reapportion the legislature. It took many years, and wWeemoments when it
seemed that a truly reapportioned state legislature wadaatdand unlikely prospect.
However, Scholle never relented. It was this Gus Scholle, wittb#tisground and these

qualities, who launched an effort that, some have argued, solidifietialise more than

%Tom Downs, Interviewed by Bob LaBrant, 13, ALUA.

%Coleman Young, Hard Stuff: The Autobiography of Mayor Coleman Young
(Penguin Group, 1994), 92.

%“The Record of the Legislature, 1951-1952," box 173, folder titled, “Lansing
Office,” Michigan AFL-CIO Collection, ALUA; “Labor Giant Gus Scholle i€8d at
67,” Detroit Free Press16 February 1972, 1A and 4A.
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any other achievemedft.

Scholle’s commitment to seeing Michigan citizens receive tgqun
representation notwithstanding, he relied heavily on a trainedelatey research the
matter, litigate the successive string of civil suits irciMgan, and —most importantly—
believe in its merits. For these skills and background Scholeduo Theodore “Ted”
Sachs. The youngest child of Russian Jewish immigrants, Theoddrs 8as born and
raised in Detroit. Though they were not well educated themsehsepahents Abraham
and Esther Sachs emphasized the importance of education to theinifdren. Indeed,
their son, Ted graduated salutatorian from Detroit’'s Central Bajiool before attending
Wayne State University. The youngest Sachs eventually purslaed gegree from the
University of Michigan, but his initial interest was in theldi®f physics, his major at
Wayne. Determined to pursue an education that would allow him to hedpspthe
dropped his major in physics and began a major in political sciénce.

In his youth and as a college student, two separate events fachkd ® look
upon the world differently and charged him to make a difference invbiddl. The first
concerned his father. The poor treatment Abraham Sachs receivetbserded while
working as an employee at a Detroit cleaners, inspired theogegd there to join a
union. Better pay and working conditions followed. Ted Sachs never forgoévknt,
and it provided invaluable lessons about the rights of workers andathkiy to effect
change through concerted action. He probably reflected on thisiengerwhen he

applied for a scholarship to law school. The scholarship, offered bledeling and

Bbid., 1A and 4A,
%Joan Sachs (widow of Theodore Sachs), Interviewed by Louis Jones New York
City, 23 October 2007.
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prominent members of the organized labor, was on behalf of membiet cbmmunity
who had lost their lives in World War Il. Sachs took his studieavatsichool seriously.
“He ended up editor of the law review,” his wife recalls. Evema atudent at Wayne, Ted
Sachs exhibited an interest in both the Democratic Party andaloe movement,
interests that remained with him throughout of his'fifézellow University of Michigan
law student Avern Cohn corroborates this account, exclaiming that Saaks
“brilliant.” 1*

While he had spent his summers delivering milk and selling Good Hureor |
Cream, Sachs spent his last summer while in law school asen intthe law firm

where George Edwards worked, which prepared him for his latée. War his widow

Joan Sachs explained,

When my husband graduated he went to work for the firm
where George Edwards was a partner ... and shortly
thereafter [Edwards] was named to the bench and he gave
all the important cases to my husband and we never lost the
relationship...There was a relationship with all the union
people and the Democratic Party. And so he became the
attorney for the Democratic Party in Michigan and the
attorney for most of the public sector unidffs.

During his career, Sachs became active in a number of other @miggresganizations,
including the Michigan American Civil Liberties Union, which he serasda board
member; Lawyers Coordinating Committee of the AFL-CIO; tletr@t chapter of the
Industrial Relations Research Association, for which he servecsisi@nt; the NAACP,

and Americans for Democratic Action, which submitted an amiatiae brief in support

1%30an Sachs (widow of Theodore Sachs), Interviewed by Louis Jones New York
City, 23 October 2007.

191 Avern Cohn, Interviewed by Louis Jones, February 2009.

192Joan Sachs (widow of Theodore Sachs), Interviewed by Louis Jones New York
City, 23 October 2007.
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of Scholle’s 1960 suit to reapportion the Michigan Seff4te.

These activities increased shortly after Sachs left schoola Asipporter of
Governor Williams, he volunteered his services during Williams’ 195eetion bid
when the incumbent needed someone to represent his candidacy when tsari@dve
challenged the election results. In addition to the reapportionmest fwaswhich he
would be well-known, Sachs was best known as a labor lawyer who gpeepeesented
his clients, mostly teachers and firemen, during times of néigoisa strikes, grievances,
and when they needed him to draft legislation supporting their inté?ésts.

Given his experience with unions, his association with members ahiaegl
labor and progressive causes, and his enduring desire to makerendéfen the world,
Ted Sachs sought out progressive causes and labor organizationsrtieat lamge in his
perspective. His experience, training, and background combined to pramputeSto
contract Sachs to represent him in a case that had an impaoe ¢emtimark case of
Baker v. Carr(1962). Sachs brought the same tenacity he used in pursuit of haieduc
to Scholle v. Harg®®
Let the Litigation Begin

In late 1959, August Scholle directed his attorney Theodore Sacparsoe
litigation in what becaméchollev. Hare, a case litigated in the Michigan Supreme
Court. It was positioned to invalidate Proposal #3, which had been approved in 1952.

What the Michigan CIO hoped would be the successful culmination of gitempts to

1% Theodore Sachs, U. of M. Regents Board Candidetejsh News31 March
1961.

% bid.

19%Joan Sachs (widow of Theodore Sachs), Interviewed by Louis Jones New York
City, 23 October 2007.
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achieve reapportionment, ended as they had planned but with unexpected dietogir
the way. Like a chess game, where Sachs and Scholle caadsltjoned their pieces
with a particular road map in mind, they ultimately used manyhefsime pieces in a
modified case. Surprisingly, Scholle and Sachs played an indirkctimothe U.S.
Supreme Court case 8akerv. Carr (1962). This role helped lay the groundwork for
Reynoldsv. Sims (1964), and, together, forced the reapportionment of legislatures
throughout the country, including Michigan. What began as a defeat in skeeota
Schollev. Hare became a battle in a war that they ultimately Wn.

In Schollev. Hare, Sachs relied heavily on arguments initially researched and
debated when pursuing the 1952 initiative with Proposal 2. To this end, lehdxahe
issue of precedent-setting cases, he noted the clauses in the 148¥eNbrdinance
calling for representative government and, argued that populatifis stquired that
responsible parties reapportion legislative distrittsSachs did not merely rehash
demographics from the 1952 initiative. He illustrated how these statidtesied a more

glaring example of malapportionment in subsequent years. As Sachs statdatiief his

...on the basis of projected 1960 figures, plaintiffs district
has 724,000 persons, while the smallest, tH8 Bas only

49,000, a variance of 15 to 1 — with such variations existing
despite a hypothetical ‘average’ district size of 242,000

persons’®

As argued elsewhere, the under-represented areas were in urban areas.

Sachs raised other issues previously broached during the 1952 effort. ¢iteedriti

1% 5achs, “Scholle v. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1605-
1624.

19%August Scholle. James Hare, Secretary of Staéichigan Supreme Court,
Brief of Plaintiff, 3, 8, 10.

"%4pid., 3.
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the legislature for not previously reapportioning the legislatucerdeally, as mandated
by the 1908 constitution. He also noted that involvement of the courts im#tisr was
appropriate. The argument that malapportionment amounted to taxattbout
representation was raised as it had been seven years befodef@héants argued that
there was nothing wrong with receiving a disproportionate numbegdidtors, as was
often the case with states that received two U.S. Senatgasdless of their size. To
counter this argument, Sachs made sure to point out that stateadm@teed into the
union with the understanding that they were sovereign entities andcomparomise,
would not enter the union unless they received two senators. This ideanevar
intended to extend to counties, Sachs continued. Most importantly, mencsfd the
violation of the 14 amendment embodied in Proposal #3, an argument put forward in
1952. If Sachs did not use the exact words he and others used in the 1862=ifuttle,
the same arguments were made as part of his brief seven year$ later.

Needless to say, Sachs refined the arguments from 1952 thatdeatpd in his
brief in 1959 and updated them to include facts not at issue in 1952. allft¢hese
arguments had to convince courts who would not have been as moved by &he mor
simplistic arguments found in cartoons, billboards, flyers, buttons, bustmkers,
newspaper articles, advertisement, and radio and television comsetesigned for
popular consumption. For the legal suit, Sachs crafted a cogent atg@ustained over
the course of seventy-one pages, the brief addressed compleissegal complete with
eight exhibits. It reflected a strategy aimed at convindgggarticular justices hearing

the case. To his benefit, Sachs used the seven years to oefldas strategy and how

99pid., 1-71.
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best to present it in this new vend.

With the past and current judicial audience in mind, Sachs went beiend
arguments used in 1952. In addition to illustrating how malapportionmentedadiae
basic precepts of the Fourteenth Amendment, Sachs also argued thagdtien in
Schollev. Hare was subject to judicial review and should grant relief to theieggp
parties by allowing the legislature to reapportion itself, ilesuffer the consequences of
an at-large election until the problem was otherwise resdieBrom these basic
arguments, Sachs maintained that, “[e]quality in all respexctatithe heart of the
democratic process?? an idea that Proposal #3 blatantly violated. He further argued that
the rationale for the disparity was arbitrary and did not ewerfiocm to issues of land
mass, as some geographically large counties did not receiateassnator because their
populations were too small for even Republicans to justify.

Interestingly enough, Sachs relied on a states rights argumiamt,tioé province
of conservatives, to argue a portion of his case. He relied ohiddit State Supreme
Court cases as setting precedents and not decisions of the U.Sn&@wert. He relied
on the Fourteenth Amendment since “[iJt is as much the duty dfitbkeigan Supreme
Court to uphold the ‘law of the land’ as it is that of the UnitedeSt&upreme Court. In
this way he endeavored to avoid any possible counter-argumentsunbis quossible
subsequent unfavorable ruling that federal courts could only adjudicateederal case

since the plaintiff was merely seeking a ruling in a statat, where similar matters had

1pid., 1-71.
1pid., 6, 8-13 and 15-19.
13hid., 36.
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been adjudicated in the past.

As part of the strategy Sachs employed, he made few reésréncScholle’s
constituents or of the interests of metropolitan Detf8itie probably felt compelled to
mention that Scholle was “President of the Michigan State BFL; representing more
than 800,000 trade union members in 83 counties and 34 senatorial districts of
Michigan,™® but said little more of the matter. The strategy wasrcléay such
references may have suggested that the fight for reapportiommasrmrimarily about the
empowerment of labor and Detroit, as opposed to a more basic overaightitbat had
been continually violated. Since many clearly feared the powargahized labor, Sachs
did all he could to minimize such references without appearing tocwuwbvabout
Scholle’s interests.

For all of his efforts, Sachs’ arguments to invalidate Proposadli#i3hot move
the majority of the eight Michigan Supreme Court justices heahegcase. Stated

plainly enough, Justice George Edwards, Jr., speaking for the majority, ruled that

Equal protection and due process clauses of the Fourteenth
Amendment, as presently construed by the supreme court
of the United States do not prohibit, as a wholly arbitrary
classification, a State constitutional amendment which
establishes districts substantially unequal in voting power
for election of State senators...and the State Supreme Court
is powerless to hold invalid a duly-adopted amendment of
the State Constitution in the absence of a higher authority
for so doing than the State Constitution itséff..

With this, the Court dismissed the petition asking it to invalidateduly-adopted

pid., 12-13.

"bid., 41.

pid., 2.

11%5chollev. Secretary of Stat@uling and decision), April Term, 1960, 1.
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amendment of the state constitutibi”and deferred to the U.S. Supreme Court, which
had not yet ruled on the matter. In so doing, the Court dismissedstieeatinequality
between districts, however “substantial” that inequality proved to be.

The three justices dissenting in the ruling did so in strong and unambiguous terms.
Justice Kavanagh, for example, referred to the efforts to nmaintalapportionment as
“tyrannical” and inconsistent with the idea of freedom and justiéended through Civil
and world wars!® Attacking efforts to preserve malapportioned legislative distric
Justice McGrath argued that, “The only designations that can be {neeri952
amendment are palpably arbitrary, discriminatory, and unreasoradaleas such it is
class legislation which deprives the plaintiff and other citiz#ridichigan of their rights
in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Qatitstit™*° In his
dissent, Justice Smith decried the dilution of voting strength,atie df any formula
determining state senatorial districts, and the disparity batwexation and
representation?® Taking up a charge that brought Scholle into court, Smith stagd t
“It is clear from the 1950 census...that many of the vast g@dislly disenfranchised in
the State of Michigan are precisely those areas whereiooscentrated the reservoirs of
manpower necessary to our industrial might, the emigrants fronsdbéh, and from
foreign soil.**! The ill-effects were clear: “The racial problems, the aigeioblems, and
the suffrage problems are here brewed together in a vast caultiréinally, he argued

that, “The sorry catalog of abuses of minority rule, here showmil gart, amply

17 bid., 1.

8hid., 12-13.

Bbid., 41.

129hid., 51, 56, and 62
12Yhid., 61.

122hid., 61.
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demonstrates that government by only part of the people is both pamiand
destructive.**®* The comments exhibited during these dissenting arguments while having
no effect on the ultimate ruling may have resonated with jstickng on subsequent
reapportionment cases.

Notwithstanding the unfavorable ruling handed down by the court, a cargurri
opinion by Justice Black reflected an uneasiness with the wafich powerful forces
within the state so easily dismissed the wishes of its nyajaustice Black contended
that, “[sJome day, inevitably, the supreme court will authorizéfiable employment of
the equality clause in cases of present political nature. But#lyahas not yet arrived.”
Further acknowledging the changing times and the response ofothts ¢o those
changes, Black concluded that, “Already, in this swiftly advansi@agond half of the
Twentieth Century, it becomes more and more apparent that the lhal, iwmust be
stable,’ cannot ‘stand still*** Referring to the 1952 Proposal #3, Black argued that,
“...section 2 of said article 5 ruthlessly and progressively disndates against great
masses of citizens in favor of a minority of citizel/S. Even with these caveats, Justice
Black “vote[d] to dismiss plaintiff's petition™*°

Even Justice George Edwards, who stood firm on the legal basis rofihgs in
this case, suggested that there existed inherent problems with Pr&olsahis ruling,
for example, he argued that “[t]his Court does not determine tltomi®f the decisions

made by the people of Michigan in adopting their Constitdfibirom this vantage

123hid., 82-83.
12%bid., 113.
123bid., 122.
128hid., 124.
127hid., 104-105.
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point, he argued that, “[h]Jowever distasteful to some of us the rkgiohthe majority of
voters in 1952 may be as support for the classification of seratlstaicts which
resulted from the 1952 amendment, it clearly has been regardatetas acceptable
under the United States Constitution by the United States Su@enre™?® Given the
wide and growing population disparities between districts, some&gastmust have
guestioned whether they had trampled upon the spirit of the law, eVieeyaadhered to
its letter.

The Civil Rights movement represented a period of history wioeces battled
over control of socio-economic and political matters. Legislatieapportionment
signified one of the arenas in which this battle transpired. Migehalitug of war between
two formidable opponents, the outcome did not appear clear. Historiansyiéhe
battle from hindsight could certainly see how the contest tradsipirdne way that it did.
In this way,Schollev. Hare set off, or at least contributed to a chain of events that fed
into the proceedings of a constitutional convention in Michigan and cotitesba
transpiring elsewhere in the country.

The next battleground over reapportionment came at the 1961-1962 Michiga
Constitutional Convention. Emboldened by their successSeholle v. Hare, the
Republican-dominated convention sought to further solidify malapportionmetfitein
Constitution by what came to be known as the 80-20 plan, which alg@gédbf value to
population and the remaining 20% to area in determining the apportionfriegislative
districts. It was a convoluted formula that maintained an imbakiatevould only differ

in degree from the then current arrangement. That the 144 delegeliegded such

128hid., 105.
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Michigan AFL-CIO labor leaders as William Marshall and T@uowns (one of Con
Con’s three vice presidents), did not thwart the efforts of delegatadopt a proposed
constitution that retained legislative districts based on faaither than population. As
far as these delegates and others were concerned, their battle inuthisvias doomed to
be a losing one. The distribution of delegates by political partlyiwihe convention
reflected the distribution by party within senatorial distrietsnethod reflecting the pre-
existing and, what many argued, was an imbalance in favor of Regublin the first
place!?®

Before the convention adjourned, however, the Supreme Court ruiakerv.
Carr. The ruling did what Scholle and advocates of reapportionment among Con Con
delegates could not: It forced the Republican-dominated body to retdeniib
reapportionment plan with the knowledge that any such plan must nevsgasiny by
the Supreme Court. The attempt was a futile one. Before malmppnent advocates
determined how best to respond, Scholle mounted another legal maneueal toes
promise advanced by the ruling Bakerv. Carr. In Schollev. Hare I, he sought to
ensure that the Michigan Supreme Court determine that it would thext the case was
subject to judicial review and no longer infringed upon an altertassmch of
government. This is what the rulingBakerv. Carr promised-*°

Numerous other lawsuits followed. Michigan AFL-CIO Vice Presidafitiam
Marshall, for example, filed suit in Federal District Courkiag that the eighty-twenty
plan adopted by 1962 Con Con be held unconstitutional. At about the sameatime,

defendant in the first Scholle case, Senator Beadle, appealed itige inuthe second

129 amb, et al., Apportionment and Representative Institutions, 161.
130 amb, et al. Apportionment and Representative Institutjots5-156.
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Scholle case on the basis of Justice Stewart’s stay orddre Ifirst of these two cases,
the plaintiffs lost, as two of the three justice assigned ta#éise hailed from decidedly
Republican rank$**

Following Justice Stewart’s stay, the Michigan Supreme Couteavéo receive
guidance from the U.S. Supreme Court. Their wait ended on June 15, 1964therhen
high court ruled inReynoldsv. Sims which mandated that legislative districts be
apportioned solely based on population. That meant that the 80-20 planMitthgan
Constitutional Convention was null and void. It also meant that timaineah for the
apportionment commission to adopt a constitutionally acceptable plan torithe
November 1964 election. That plan was strictly based on population and iglave |
regard to county boundaries. Just a week after the ruliRgymoldsv. Sims “the U.S.
Supreme Court refused to hear the appeal from the second Scholleusudllowing the
Michigan Supreme Court’s decision to stahtf.1mmediately, the Michigan Supreme
Court ordered the use of a population-based apportionment plan in the upcoming
elections. With this apportionment plan in place, Democrats won cafithmth houses
of the legislature. While challenges to the reapportionment mliahsiot immediately
end, even though little hope existed for these challenges, as tae atettion of 1964
was concerned, strict population-based reapportionment wag3law.

Sachs employed a well-defined strategy to accomplish his goalthese
reapportionment cases. Their logic notwithstanding, his judgmehtsodialways hit the

mark. In the end, however, enough of his arguments stuck. In her diesertiterest

131Gething, “Interest Groups, The Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in
Michigan,” 155-165.

*4hid., 173.

“*3hid., 175-188.
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Groups, the Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in Michigan,” JGkthing
outlined his strategy in detail. There, she showed that Sachs wrasgumed that
George Edwards, known for his progressive politics, would rule in favd@cbblle.
Gething also illustrates how Sachs replaced Gus Scholle with ddichAFL-CIO Vice
President William Marshall in the case Mfrshall v. Hare in Federal District Court.
After all, Marshall, unlike Scholle, lived in Wayne County whasidents suffered most
from malapportionment. Besides, Scholle also was a polarizing figurgging the suit
in federal court allowed justices to rule on them without thoédtaving such rulings
count against them when running for re-election or impeachméortebthose elections
could take place, a scenario federal judges did not¥éar.

Understanding the position in which Sachs placed the justices in bbtlleSc
cases, he consciously refrained from publicly criticizing theseesjustices. He advised
his client to take a similar tack. In addition, the new constitutidmadt so easily allow
for challenges to apportionment cases in state courts. Sach®gy reflected sound
reasoning, and yet he lost this particular case, which was eedentbefore the court’s
ruling, given the court's make-dp> Whatever Sachs’ misjudgments, he vigorously
pursued all of these cases and finally met with success, ondé $heSupreme Court
ruled in bothBakerv. Carr andReynoldsv. Sims. The latter ruling forced the Michigan
Supreme Court to change previous rulings to conform with the high court.

Absent in Gething’'s analysis, however, is a connection betweeMittegan

cases that Sachs litigated and the cas&akérv. Carr andReynolds v. SimsAfter all,

134Gething, “Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in
Michigan,” 157-162.
*3bid., 159.
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the plaintiffs in Reynolds v. Sim$enefited from Sachs’ assistance in the case. It
ultimately met with success at the federal level and, thus, determinedttoene of such
cases in other states.

ConcerningBakerv. Carr, Neal Peirce and T. George Harris commented on the
role that Sachs played in that litigation. Peirce argues ftiiae AFL-CIO counsel,
Theodore Sachs of Detroit, did the basic research and then asesg@assed it on to
the plaintiffs in the famed Tennessee suiBekerv. Carr.”**® T. George Harris made a
similar comment in his biography on George Romney. There, hes dtat “Scholle’s
original suit in Michigan provided the legal brief for the Tennessase on
reapportionment that, decided by the Supreme Court first, brought theamesne vote
rule to the fifty states.. ™’

Sachs played a role iReynoldsv. Simsas well. In writing about that period, he

argues that,

[tlhe two years...were not without activity. The network of
attorneys and correspondence proliferated. We seized upon
every judicial development for the making of further
arguments. We made suggestions, stated positions, and
developed, refined, and exchanged theories and strategies.
Plaintiff-advocacy in the legislative apportionment area had
become a seamless web. When the landmark decision
finally came down, it bore the imprint of many and was in
that regard extremely gratifying®

The litigation in bothBakerv. Carr and Reynoldsv. Simswas a team effort in which

Sachs played an integral role. Because Sachs had been involvegportieament

13%peirce,The Megastates of Americ427.

137T . George HarrisRomney’s Way: A Man and an Idé&nglewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice Hall, Inc., 1967), 217.

1383achs, “Scholle v. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1622-
1623,
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issues stretching back to 1951, and with substantive litigation begiwitingchollev.
Hare in 1960, we can assume that Sachs had a great deal of advigeidadce to
provide.

Some have argued that this fight for legislative reapportionmastmore of a
fight involving August Scholle and attorney Theodore Sachs as opposad tovolving
organized labor more generally. There is some merit in this amgums the fight largely
depended upon the determination of Scholle and Sachs to see the fight through to the end.
With Sachs, Scholle initiated the effort and remained committed favibrable outcome,
regardless of the intense opposition to it. Natural allies counbetedto concede defeat
during critical moments of the fight. Even Democratic Governor @nén Williams
thought ill of the effort, believing that it might embarrass hird the Democratic Party.
We must remember, after all, that Democratic constituentseiiJpper Peninsula, for
example, actually benefited from malapportionment. They lived in wisdticts that
received a disproportionate number of legislators relative to their numibers.

Scholle’s adversaries within and outside of organized labor notwithstgriuk
could not have pursued the effort without organized labor. After allast not as if the
monetary resources used for the fight came from his personalagaokint or that he
pursued the fight when not committing his time to his duties akiyda CIO and then
Michigan AFL-CIO chief. Whatever reservations his adversaries in oeghitabor or the
Democratic Party had toward Scholle’s effort to achieve tapp@tionment, no one

prevented him from using those resources for these purp8ses.

139 Gething, “Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative Reapportionment in
Michigan,” 73-78 and 96.
14055¢chs, Schollev. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1610;

www.manaraa.com



172

Conclusion

In the same way that reapportionment gained little traction vathrs in 1952
and failed to resonate with the justices of the Michigan Supremet @out960,
opponents of legislative reapportionment were similarly stymied tre Supreme Court
ruled inBakerv. Carr in 1962. From that point forward, nothing could stop legislative
reapportionment from becoming a reality in Michigan and othersstiit@ the Michigan
Manufacturers Association that had railed against it in 1952, nor #pulRcan
delegates to the Michigan Constitutional Convention whose own reapportibpiaa
retained gross disparities between districts representingvensus urban districts, nor
the litigants who opposed reapportionment, could reverse the tide. Notheeats to
impeach Michigan Supreme Court justices who ruled in fav&cbbllev. Hare after the
ruling in Bakerv. Carr could stop the fight for reapportionment. However, the status quo
suffered other defeats in the early 1960s. Anyone witnessing theRiits movement
with its bus boycotts, the Supreme Court decisioBrownv. Board of Educationlunch
counter sit-ins, and mass demonstrations replete with high-powezdtbes trained on
African-American demonstrators, jailings of civil rightsdees, and freedom rides, may
have realized that legislative reapportionment was, as attoetepdchs argued, an idea
whose time had comé:

With the acceptance of legislative reapportionment came geraf other
possibilities, the possibilities of a voice for urban Americansie just a few years

before. Organized labor's efforts to reapportion the Michigartesemaa strict population

Gething,Reapportionment in Michigan3-78.

1*155¢chs, Schollev. Hare — The Beginnings of ‘One Person-One Vote,” 1605.
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basis in 1952 by way of an initiative and beginning in 1960 via liagatvith Scholle

and Marshall standing as plaintiffs, is representative of lalvolés The money for the
effort, most of it coming from the coffers of the Michigan CIO #mel Michigan AFL-

CIlO, is a testament to the role that organized labor play#uki effort. Archival sources

tell us that the failed attempt to inspire citizens to voteéapportionment in 1952 came

to $65,000. The effort beginning in 1960 outpaced this amount by approximately
$135,000, a significant amount of money at the time. Others contributed &dfoine
during the 1952 referendum and with amicus curiae briefs supp@thgllev. Hare,

but organized labor, particularly as directed by its labor chia§uat Scholle, dictated

the pace, the intensity, and the particulars regarding the case.

Because labor’'s power was centered in Detroit and other urban kichigas,
the possibility for legislation reflecting urban interests impdovio other indicator
demonstrated the changes to come than the complexion of the Midbggsiature in
1963 versus what we find only two years later, following court datssfor population-
based legislative reapportionment. During the 1963-1964 term, Republicamsatimmn
the state senate with 23 members to the Democrats’ 11. Inateehsiuse for that same
term, 58 Republicans prevailed over 52 Democrats. During the 1965-E966 t
however, 28 Democrats now dominated the 18 Republicans in the stae \shita 73
Democrats significantly beat out the 37 Republicans that the Mitleigatorate voted in
that term™*? With these changes in the partisan and ideological balance leiskture,

legislative changes were inevitable, even with a Republican GayeBeorge Romney,

142 Michigan, Michigan Official Directory and Legislative Manual (LansiState
of Michigan, 1963-1964 Term, 165, 174-176; Michigsiichigan Manua) 1965-1966
Term, 166, 177-178.
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in office. An amendment to the Hutchinson Act ranked high amongstffitresethat
legislators pursued with the reconfigured legislature for khitegislative

reapportionment paved the way. It is to this story that we now turn.
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Part IlI
A New Era for Detroit-Area Public Sector Workers, 1965-1967

Before many states began adopted laws that encouraged collztaning by
public employees beginning in the 1960s, Philadelphia, New York Citycofssn, and
the federal government had taken action that allowed collectiveib@gdor various
groups of public employees. These actions paved the way fdaisimeasures in other
states with Michigan being among them. With the advent of reappattiegeslative
districts, the Democrats gained a legislative majorit¥965. This chain of events led to
the enactment of PERA, as well as a Detroit City ordinanaerirrored the state law.
Intense and competitive organizing drives ensued, strengthening pudtbc seions as
they sought collective bargaining agreements. In some cas#gsghh public school
teachers, even pursued strikes to achieve their goals. Whilerfkasdook place, they
dominated the headlines and prompted legislators to seek measures to stop strikes.

In 1966, the Democrats lost control of the legislature just as guaskthey came
to dominate it in the previous session. Republicans never did eevkes Public
Employee Relations Act in the session following it enactmentiiayt made a credible
effort and revealed the precarious position of public sector workbosevfortunes
appeared to hold little security. A fragile economy, exacetbhy a decreased tax base,
internal dissension within Detroit's AFSCME Council 77, and civibdier meant that
AFSCME Council 77 could not expect its first contract in October 1@6he as

favorable as it would have liked.
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Chapter Four
An Act Poised to “Free Us From Slavery”:

The 1965 Public Employees Relations Act

Public Employees are hard working and skilled workers
who are entitled to treatment equal to the best workers in
private industry. This they expect and this treatment they
want — nothing else will satisfy them.

[T]hese amendments [to the Hutchinson Act], which were
made possible by Democratic control of the Legislature in
1965, corrected grave injustices imposed upon hundreds of
thousands of public employees, a large percentage of whom
are black

Many of us didn't realize it at the time, but Public Act No.
379 of 1965 [a.k.a. the Public Employee Relations Act] was
the most significant enactment of the "*73Vlichigan
Legislature®
On July 23, 1965, Michigan’'s Governor George Romney signed into UdohcP
Act 379. Better known as the Public Employees Relations Act (FEfRA law gave
thousands of Michigan’s public employees collective bargaining rigbyshis own

admission, Romney had given the bill more consideration than the nearly 4004s#s pa

by the Michigan state legislature during that year's sedsPublic employees and their

'Public Employees Council 77, “Mayor Not Snubbedgtroit Labor News5
March 1964, 6.

“Friends of State Representative James Bradley Birthday Party"ammo§r
January 1970, biography file of James Bradley, ALUA.

*George MontgomeryBackbencher: A Legislative Memdgivaterford,
Michigan: Sunshine Publications, 2002), 260.

“*Robert A. Popa, “Romney Gives OK to Union for Public Employes (Sl¢)¢"
Detroit News24 July 1965, 1-2; “Teamsters’ New Target: 250,000 Public Workers,”
Detroit News,1 August 1965, 1; “300,000 Michigan Public Employees Get Right to
Collective Bargaining,Public Employee August 1965, 1; Robert G. Howlett,
“Michigan’s New Public Employment Relations AcMichigan State Bar Journalb
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representatives had previously engaged in collective bargainingorbetreferred to the
practice as “collective begging,” as they were forcedal® twhat was given to them.
There was no requirement for local agencies to engage in the priocdss summer of
1965, however, the Public Employee Relations Act elevated collectrgaibiag to a
right and changed the nature of the relationship between the pabtar and those who
employed them.

Public employees and labor unions had been fighting for the enaatihanth a
law ever since the legislature enacted the Hutchinson Act a& yeefore. Opposition
prevented the effort from bearing fruit. The failed strike tdestcar workers in 1951 and
the existence of malapportioned legislative districts revehisdeality. By 1965, times
had changed. The state and the nation were moving toward acceptiigygoployee
unionism and its consequences. The Civil Rights movement, with its tproéeshes,
boycotts, and legal challenges compelled lawmakers, the judielagdycitizens to enact,
fight for, reinterpret and accept laws that provided for a negrgtable distribution of
power. Governor Romney gave voice to this trend when he declaredatlgmtyérnment
which imposes upon private employers certain obligations in dealthgheir employes
[sic], may not in good faith refuse to deal with its own publizaets on a reasonably
similar basis, modified, of course, to meet the exigencies oficpservice.® If a

Republican Governor could accept this view, it was reasonable tot@tpers would do

(1966): 12-16; see also George Romney to Donald A. D’Amato, letter, 29 September
1965, box 127, folder titled, “Legislature Regular Session, Miscellaneous D-F, 1965,”
George Romney Collection, Bentley Historical Library, University ofthian.

>For reference to “collective begging,” see Local 214, “An End to Collective
Begging,”Detroit Labor News19 August 1965, 10; Slaté?ublic Workers203.

®Popa, Romney Gives OK to Union for Public Employes [sDEtroit News 24,
July 1965; Law student Richard Fleming makes a similar argument. Semd;le
“Municipal Collective Bargaining,” 3.
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the same.
Romney's Relevance

Michigan voters elected George Romney Governor for the firstthode
successive terms in 1962. He took office with a more varied backgtbandthat of
other high-level elected officials. Romney had worked as a labfyighe Aluminum
Company of America. He also served as chair of the Citizenss&gviCommittee,
established to reform the Detroit Public Schools, and as the ahé#ne Citizens for
Michigan designed to reform the state of Michigan. From thereehed as a vice
president of the Michigan Constitutional Convention of 1961-1962. Most importaetly
served as the Detroit manager of the Automobile Manufacturersciden and in
increasingly responsible positions with American Motors CorporafisnPAMC’s CEO,
Romney popularized the compact automobile. These experiencesafemdi him with
state constitutional reform and the state's most vital manufacturing inddstmgver, his
previous record was far different than what he would find in hisyesx tenure as
Michigan Governof. His unique experiences are what attracted many of his sugporte
Romney went to some lengths to distance himself from partisaicpodib much so that
his conservative detractors within the Republican Party complaimstdhe did not
identify himself as a Republican frequently enofigdowever, as Republicans often did,
Romney railed against what he considered the ill-effects of lakddichigan and its role

in politics. At the same time, he spoke out against the auto industfiience in the

"Clark R. Mollenhoff,George Romney: Mormon in Politiew York: Meredith
Press, 1968), 5, 162-164, 168, 171; D. Duane Aiyhney: A Political Biography
(New York: Exposition Press, 1967), 50-59; T. George Harasnney's Way: A Man
and an IdegEnglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1967), 218.

8 Mollenhoff, George RomneyL89
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Republican Party. Unlike many other Republicans, he criticized maesep@hich by
their very nature, he believed, inhibited the competition necessaaytfealthy economy.
For Romney, then, the people, acting in conjunction with business, labor and
government, but with greater power, should dictate the course of the.riédtis was the
George Romney that successfully ran for Michigan governor and dsitjree Public
Employee Relations Act into law four years later.

If staunch Republicans expressed reservations about Romney’s ideoltagicel s
organized labor was even less enthusiastic. To be sure, WaltéieRente referred to a
collective bargaining agreement signed by Romney as “th& significant and historic
collective-bargaining agreement ever signed in the UnitedsStafeMichigan AFL-CIO
President August Scholle, however, saw Romney differently. On aasioa, Scholle
called him a “clown.” Romney’s candidacy raised other issuesryanized labor. His
belief that organized labor had too much influence in the Democratity Rside,
Romney angered organized labor during his candidacy when he shpwetnvited to
the September 1961 Labor Day celebration in Detroit. As far as ineghtabor was
concerned, he might as well have crashed a party and soughtetiigoatof the host's
girlfriend or boyfriend!

Reservations by organized labor notwithstanding, Romney did not beamtlee s
antagonism toward it as many in the Republican Party did. Romneys on the
Wagner Act provide a window into his views on the Public Employeati@et Bill.

Twenty years before the Michigan Legislature passed the Public EeepRglations Act,

%Ibid., 13, 123-131, 168, 183-184, 189.
Opid., 161.
Yhid., 174, 179-180, 183-185.
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Congress enacted the Wagner Act. Among other things, the actedqoiivate
employers to engage in collective bargaining when called upon to doy dbeir
employees. Romney spoke well of the Wagner Act, believing ttteatworking man
needed a voice. “The idea of the Wagner Act was sound,” a biogrgpberd him as
saying. “[l]t gave the laboring man the power to organize his @ntefto bargain with
the rising power of management. We settled at the bargairbiey reany matters that
would in other countries have been left to governm&nEdr Romney, the government
had a role to play in affairs otherwise limited to labor and mamagt. At the end of the
day, however, the two sides had to resolve matters themselves gtdghethat this was
possible. Both the National Labor Relations Act and, later, the d®ubhployee
Relations Act served this purpoSe.

Romney received pressure from organized labor to sign the Pubptofaas
Relations Act once it arrived on his desk in July 1965. Pressurefocamether areas as
well. Michigan’s Republican Lt. Governor, William G. Milliken, thoughetHutchinson
Act, providing for harsh penalties for public employees who engageddkass required
amending. “The law [Hutchinson Act] is so punitive that not oncesii& year history
has it been fully enforced,” Milliken wrote in a special repoBesides that,” he

continued, “it is outmoded in light of progress made through emplEyployee

?Harris,Romney’s Wa)85.

%While Romney signed the Public Employee Relations Act, he had not arrived at
the decision without some thought. When questioned on the matter during the course of
his 1964 campaign for governor, for example, he was quoted as saying, “l am not
opposed to further legislation in the area of public employee organization, butridtave
concluded precisely how we can accomplish the objectives desired and at thereame t
protect the public interest to the extent necessary,” he said. “I am open-miseekilyg
any procedure that will benefit the public interest.” see “Michigan Teah@iguncil
Implements Program of Service to Local Unioriblic EmployegOctober 1964, 2.
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relations in business and industry,” an idea that Romney voiced a¥ well.

Romney was what many would refer to as a liberal Republicamadgin fact,
supported many civil rights initiatives. His brand of civil rigldcourse, did not reflect
the thinking of many in the Civil Rights movement. Romney opposed bussiagneans
of integrating schools, thought ill of affirmative action, or whatdferred to as “reverse
discrimination,” and refused to disavow his affiliation with the Momfaith, which
forbade both interracial marriage and African Americans becomiigsts'> He also
argued publically for the role and responsibilities he believed baticatsf Americans
and whites were required to play in the fight against discrimin&tion.

Citing his policy to refrain from working on Sundays, Romney did nohdttke
June 1963 “Walk Toward Freedom” in Detroit where Martin Luther Kinggave his “I
Have a Dream” speech. It was a later version of the speddhetmaould give in August
to a national audience in Washington, D.C. Romney did, however, particigaeivil
rights demonstration against discrimination in housing in fashionatdses& Pointe, an
all-white suburb of Detroit” just a few days latérThis show of support for open
housing was not the first time he had done so. Indeed, he supportefart lzack as

World War Two® Romney also spoke out in support of the civil rights march to Salem,

%A Special Report from the office of the Lt. Governor,” June 11, 1965 as quoted
in Robert G. Howlett, “Michigan’s New Public Employment Relations Ali¢higan
State Bay 45, no. 4, (April 1966): 12-16.

1>George Romney, “I'm a Believer,” address before the Wolverine State
Missionary Baptist Convention, Detroit, Michigan, 31 July 196&&orge Romney: The
Concerns of a Citize(New York: G.P. Putnam’s Son’s, 1968), 58.

®George Romney, “Local Action is the Fiber,” address before Mayor’s
Conference on Human Rights, East Lansing, Michigan, 26 July 1968arge Romney
64.

"Mollenhoff, George Romney Mormon in Politjc203.

¥Harris, Romney’s Way: A Man and an idea, 204-205
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Alabama, supported the family of Viola Liuzzo (who was murdered Jthene took heat
for this support from many Michigan citizetfsAt a 1964 tribute given in his honor,
Romney spoke in support of broad civil rights connected with voting, emglaty
educational opportunities, equal access to public facilities and bssthepen to the
public; and he reiterated his support for open houSifg.a word, the Civil Rights
movement, which Romney noted as “sweeping over the nation,” cleaved hint?
His support of the Public Employees Relations Act reflectedritfiés consciousness
widely evident elsewhere in society. As Romney argued, publitrsemployees
deserved the same “right” to engage in collective bargainipgieeste sector employees
had had for the previous thirty years.
Public Sector Unions Embrace the Civil Rights Movement

Organized labor’s support of the Civil Rights movement outpacedupeod
Romney provided it. The Detroit Federation of Teachers, Council ZieoAmerican
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, and thec8eBmployees
International Union, all organized public sector employees in metrapdletroit. They
also embraced the Civil Rights movement. The inspiration that otherc psdxdtor
workers received from that movement empowered them to push for whét become

the 1965 Public Employees Relations AcOthers, including the Michigan AFL-CIO,

“Ibid., 205.

George Romney, “Rights as an American,” address at Romney Tribute Dinner,
Salt Lake City, Utah, 17 January 19643rorge Romney: The Concerns of a Citj£h

2Iaddress at Mayor's Conference on Human Rights, East Lansing, Michigan, 26
July 1963 as found in Ibid., 62.

?For an excellent overview of the impact of the Civil Rights movement on the
rights and development of public sector unionism, see Robert Shaffer, “Where Are the
Organized Public Employees? The Absence of Public Employee Unionism from U.S.
History Textbooks, and Why It Matterd,abor History 43, no. 3, 2002, 315-334,
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played an important role as well.

The Detroit Federation of Teachers in particular exhibitechareasing concern
for civil rights in the 1950s and 1960s. The Detroit Federation of Beachad a
significant proportion of African-American members for someetifh did not experience
the explosion and tension-laden problems of New York City wherecitys& African-
American population had little input into the teaching and pedagoiy ohildren®® In
contrast, the DFT issued a resolution enthusiastically supportirffgdgheern to develop
books and materials that will give fair and adequate treatneeratl tgroups in the
American culture® The local federation joined in the celebration of the Emancipation
Proclamation centennial and advised those realtors who sought adwenisen its
paper,The Detroit Teacherthat it no longer accepted advertisements from those who
violated open occupancy standards.

Acknowledging the local’s efforts in civil rights, Presideidhn F. Kennedy
invited DFT President Mary Ellen Riordan to a meeting to dis¢bssintersection
between education and civil rights. In the same month, Riordan wetedtnoit Board
of Education recommending that teacher vacancies in schools widdanmnant white
faculty be filled by African Americans, even recognizing tAitcan-American teachers

might not have wanted to “pioneer alone” in potentially hostile environmnts.

specifically 321.

Zpopulation of Detroit Reference to Negroes,” ca. 1958, box 6, folder “21: Civil
Rights/FEPC,” AFT Local 231 Collection, ALUA; Joshua FreenVelorking Class New
York: Life and Labor Since World War(New York: The New Press, 2000), 217-227.

2“Riordan to Brownell, letter, 4 March 1963, box 6, folder “21: Civil
Rights/FEPC,” AFT Local 231 Collection, ALUA.

*President John F. Kennedy to DFT President Mary Ellen Riordan, telegram, 16
June 1963, box 19, folder: “Civil Rights, 1963-1966,” AFT Local 231 Collection, ALUA;
Riordan to Brownell and Detroit Board members, letter, 25 June 1963, box 6, folder “21:
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Most importantly, the DFT fought for a state Fair Employmeacttes law and
its enforcement. The DFT then initiated an effort to encourag®iDatea organizations
to sign a joint letter requesting the city’s Board of Educatmadopt a policy for the
placement of teachers on a non-discriminatory basis. The Bi6Twabte letters to state
senators expressing its frustration over their refusal to support an FEfh&vedEration
complained about the unwritten policy of school counselors, who often egedura
students to take classes that qualified them only for meniabjobsnsidered race when
pointing students in the direction of employment in defiance of thedatas of this
law 2

Nationally, the American Federation of Teachers passed resolubiamsg
segregated locals, even before the rulinBriown v. Board outlawed such practicéIn
1965 the AFT'’s Civil Rights Committee prepared a detailed repolinimgt its position
on civil rights and its ideas of how locals could implement the phathored by six
people, one a Detroit teacher on leave, the report reiteragedirtion’s support of

integration, focusing its attention on the North. In some of its congudimarks, the
authors of the report argue that,
Unions such as the American Federation of Teachers that

are involved in a ‘rights’ struggle of their own, as well as
the many unions that clearly remember their days of

Civil Rights/FEPC,” AFT Local 231, ALUA.

*DFT President Antonio Kolar to Friend, letter, 15 November 1955; DFT Vice
Presidents Helen Bowers and William Loving to Detroit Board of Educatisiderd
Betty Becker, letter, 28 July 1955; DFT and 18 other organizations to Detroit Board of
Education President Betty Becker, letter, 13 December 1955; Don Vander Werp to DF
President Antonia B. Kolar, letter, 6 June 1955; DFT President Antonia Kolar to 12
Michigan State Senators, telegram, 25 May 1955; undated report from the Michiga
FEPC,; all from box 6, folder “21: Civil Rights/FEPC,” AFT Local 231, ALUA.

?’August 1953 “Resolution on Segregated Locals of the AFT,” box 6, folder “21:
Civil Rights/[FEPC,” AFT Local 231 Collection, ALUA.
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leanness, have a common bond with the civil rights
movement®

In these and other ways, the DFT, supported by its parent body, botibaeckito and
rode the wave of a rights consciousness activism, elements of ednttibuted to the
activism of others in Michigan, including the advocates of an amemtdiee the
Hutchinson Act. Detroit Federation of Teachers President Mdeyn Riordan gave voice
to the local’'s overarching concern with and support of civil rightsrwmdiee stated that,
“[tihe Detroit Federation of Teachers was among the finstinsisting that equal
opportunity be given to all, without regard for race, creed, color anatorigin.” “This
belief,” she continued, “was and is a major article in our balsilosophy as well as in
our written contract?®

AFSCME was also greatly influenced by the growing Civil Rsghbvement. For
AFSCME, 1963 was a busy year. In February, the organization sk&la four-man
committee “to deal with AFSCME's external and internal aights and liberties.” Its
purpose was to determine the existence of laws on which AFSCatibars could rely,
identify what other unions had done in civil rights, and widely publioggortunities for
redress of complaints. Beyond these areas, the purpose of AFSChiamittee was to
support a similar committee of the executive bd8rth June 1963, AFSCME held the
first of a series of conferences designed to address “ihtaniman problems, employment

and promotions, civil service, public laws and contracts, as well asngoarsd public

!The Civil Rights Committee of the American Federation of Teachers Execut
Council, “Toward Equal Opportunity: New Directions for AFT Civil Rights
Committees,” box 19, folder titled, “civil rights, 1963-1966,” AFT Local 231 Collection,
ALUA.

*Riordan to Brownell and Detroit Board of Education members, letter, 25 June
1963, box 6, folder “21: Civil Rights/FEPC,” AFT Local 231 Collection, ALUA.

3xgtaff Civil Rights, Liberties Group Named:; Ethical Practices Regaes
Public EmployeegFebruary 1963, 1.
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accomodations [sic]** A month later, AFSCME President Arnold Zander clarified the
mission of the conferences. As he explained, they representadith@s “full-scale
entry into the fight against all forms of discrimination, with tigatar emphasis on
ending job discrimination at the state, county and municipal le¥dl4ter that summer,
AFSCME sent many of its members to the 1963 March on Washingtpastasf a total
of a reported 50,000 unionists, exhibiting commitment to the causévibfrights.*
Additionally, AFSCME used its chief organ to press Congress @ivilarights act, one
of the chief aims of the marcéhln addition to the conferences, committees and marches
that AFSCME members and officers attended, the organizationsalsedi resolutions at
its conventions. In these resolutions, the organization formally wenteocordr as
opposing school segregation, restrictions to voting and “discriminatitrousing and
public accommodations,” and the immediate passage of the civils rigihit before
Congress®

The Service Employees International Union (SEIU) also maderghits part of
its program in the 1960s. During the union's 1964 international conventionafoipx
SEIU advocates of civil rights identified 10 out of 167 resolutions that reflectadcam
and interest in civil rights. The convention noted the union’s Committé€awinRights,

first established in 1961, “and urged each local union be called uponatdisFstan

*First Regional Civil Rights Meeting Held at NewporRtblic EmployegJuly
1963, 1.

32AFSCME Launches Drive for Civil Right ConferenceByiblic Employege
August 1963, 1.

3Union Members Help Swell Freedom Marchers' RanRsiblic Employeg
September 1963, 5.

3Civil Rights in Springtime?” editorialPublic EmployeeFebruary 1965, 4.

%American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employeseedings
of the 14 International Conventioin Denver, Colorado, April 27-May 1, 1964, 102-
104, 106-107, 338, and 348-349, ALUA.

www.manaraa.com



187

effective and meaningful civil rights program.” The convention @edings identified
Thomas Flowers, recording secretary of Detroit’s public sectanu@ouncil M, as one
of the seven SEIU officers who assisted in preparing one ahthe forceful resolutions
on the matter. In one resolution, it noted the “painfully slow progress made” irethefar
civil rights, the litany of violent crimes waged against AdncAmericans, the continuing
denial of employment and promotional opportunities, educational opportunitietheand
lack of rights at the ballot box. This particular resolution also toaie of overt and
covert acts of segregation, and the poverty that grew out of dis@imination, and it
challenged union members to refrain from discriminating against amagher. The
resolution commended SEIU President David Sullivan for establishingitherights
committee and similarly noted “courageous leaders” who fought orifbehthe Civil
Rights movement. The resolution supported the work of the AFL-CIO iwot& to
combat discrimination, pushed for each local to “appoint a Civil Rightsmittee,” and
directed SEIU President David Sullivan “to telegraph ... each memibée Untied
States Senate the unanimous demand of this convention that the irgletémuitous
filibuster be ended immediately and the pending Civil Rights bipguteto a vote without
weakening or amendment”

Unlike the Detroit Federation of Teachers, Detroit's CouncibMhe Service
Employees International Union did not have a history of civil rigittszism. In fact, it
did not have much of a history in Detroit at all. Given that it hah @stablished only in
1958, the Council had not yet developed a civil rights track recordndis ten-year

history in the Detroit area, the SEIU council spent all ofite trying to build what was

*Building Service Employees’ International Unidfficial Proceedings, 13
General Conventignl964, 194-196, ALUA.
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a struggling organization before events forced it out of existence.

There was, in fact, no consistent pattern of public sector union roghts
engagement. The nature, extent, and duration of involvement does not provide a
barometer for fully appreciating how this sector was infleenby the Civil Rights
movement. There were few places in the country where one could avandltleace of
the Civil Rights movement, much less in a city that had as lrgenber and percentage
of African Americans as Detroit. By 1960, Detroit’'s AfricamrArican population stood
at 482,229 or 28.9 percent of the population, up from 16.1 percent the previous decade.
The strength of the Civil Rights movement was dramaticthligtrated in any number of
Detroit-area marches, lawsuits and boycotts before and leadioghg enactment of the
1965 Public Employees Relations Act. The 1963 March Toward Freed®matioit was
one such moment. Led by Martin Luther King and organized by the tleeninant
Reverend C.L. Franklin, with the support of Reverend Albert CleaggpiD&layor
Jerome Cavanagh, and UAW President Walter Reuther, it was attbpdes many as
125,000 people, the largest civil rights march up to that time. Thehmeaflected a
moment in history where African Americans and other margiealizeople in Detroit
worked to make their concerns known. In its own way, the enactment d®@&ePublic
Employees Relations Act was a byproduct of this moment irfijstor it sought to
address the concerns of the public sector, which believed itedifierm marginalization
as well®’

The Civil Rights Movement Meets the Public Sector

When Jerome Cavanagh became Detroit’s new mayor in 1962, one of his first acts

3%'See, for exampléttp://www.daahp.wayne.edu/1950 1999.hamtessed on
March 5, 2010,
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was to issue an executive order mandating that the city’s p&ispalicy specifically
ban discrimination in the hiring, promotion and training of its currewt rospective
employees. Given the support that African Americans provided Cavaoaigly the race
for mayor and his campaign promises, Cavanagh’s course of action was umidrists
Besides, the executive order reflected the exigencies of the times.

Beyond this tangible expression of support for civil rights, publictosec
employees and their union officers lived in a world where matfigied groups actively
sought redress for their grievances. In this world, the status qoedfarould not
withstand the forces of change. As historian Nelson Lichtenstegilaieg, “In public
employment, American trade unions did ride a wave of rights cons@ssigo build
collective organizations of considerable size and poWeAFSCME, SEIU, the AFT
and other unions representing public sector workers all grew sub8tantiring this
period and that growth provided them strength to seek rights inspirdz I§34vil Rights
movement.

Public sector workers routinely borrowed language from the CivghiRi
movement when demanding improvements in wages, working conditions and shenefit
TheDetroit Labor Newsand its columnists engaged its readers with discussions of public
sector rights in order to motivate them to fight for the rightalective bargaining. In
the immediate months preceding the enactment of PERA, referemcaesond class

citizenship and struggle to gain first class rights are freiyyéound within the pages of

3Executive Order No. 1,” Jerome P. Cavanagh to All Department Heads, Boards
and Commissions, 22 February 1962, box 4, folder 7, Jerome P. Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA.

*Nelson LichtensteirState of the Union: A Century of American Labor
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), 181.

www.manaraa.com



190

the Detroit Labor New$® The use of this language demonstrates one significant way in
which Detroit-area public sector workers received inspiration ftben Civil Rights

movementf* An editorial appearing in thBetroit Labor Newsnade the point clear:

We think it high time that workers in government be given
equivalent citizenship status to everyone else in the
community. We believe there ought to be a defined and
printed grievance structure through which government
workers can engage in collective bargaining on grievances
arising from working conditions. We further believe the
overwhelming majority of the citizens of Wayne County
and Detroit support that viewpoint”

Appropriating the language of the Civil Rights movement, a colunfmtist AFSCME

Local 23, representing employees of the Detroit Housing Commission, argied th

...public employees are related to second class citizens
with substandard wages an [sic] dother [sic] iniquities [sic]
that make it difficult for Public Employees to live. We are
also saddled with an Act that makes it unlawful to strike or
arbitrate with the ‘City Fathers’ to improve our
conditions?®

“°See, for example, “Bills Provide State Labor Act, Give Public Employek [si
Rights,” Detroit Labor News13 May 1965, 6; “New Legislation Gives Public Employes
[sic] Right to Organize,Detroit Labor News Division 223 June 1965, 1; “Public
Employes [sic] Bill Needs Only Governor's Signature: Ok'd by Latyist, Measure
Guarantees Right to Organiz&ublic Employees Council 77 Mirrp24 June 1965, 1,
“Local 875,” Detroit Labor News23 January 1965, 7; “Good Hard Look at Situation,”
Detroit Labor News18 February 1965, 14; “Local 54Z)etroit Labor News29 April
1965, 11; “Anti-Union Hutchinson Act Amended by Legislatietroit Labor News10
June 1965, 11; “Organizing the Unorganized is Road to Collective Bargairidety,6it
Labor News24 June 1965, 14.

“Richard H. Klemczak, Executive Vice President, Local 236, P.L.C.,
AFSC&ME, “City Employes [sic] Are Resentful of ‘Pay Grabber’ Irapsion,” (letter to
the Editor),Detroit Labor News28 January 1965, 7.

“2AB, “Why Exclude Government Workers? Collective Bargainir2gtroit
Labor News11 February 1965, 5.

43 ocal 23, Detroit Housing CommissionJetroit Labor News27 May 1965, 7;
see also 1967 Executive Committee, National Governor's ConfeRegert of Task
Force on State and Local Government Labor Relat{@gcago: Public Personnel
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References to “second class citizens” and “iniquities” reflect@ahearns of public sector
workers. They also reflect the influence of the Civil Rights movement.

When public sector union leaders fought against what became thkirtdott
Act, they argued that the public sector should not be prohibited frokmgtrAFSCME
leaders made a similarly bold statement in 1965 when the union nforcsdully to
amend the Hutchinson Act. “Sometimes you must break the law in rdget justice,”
AFSCME President Jerry Wurf said of the law banning publicosestrikes. “’Our
success is not dependent upon the law, but rather on winning the etbotiogh union
solidarity,” he later said, echoing the same t6h&his statement was similar to those
concerning discriminatory laws throughout the South and elsewheres fanmous letter
from a Birmingham Jail, for example, Martin Luther King, famously argued the point
well: “One has not only a legal but a moral responsibility to ohest laws.
“Conversely,” he continued, “one has a moral responsibility to disobeystulgjws.*®
For Wurf, it was unjust to prohibit public sector workers from stgkivhen necessary.
They had a moral responsibility to disobey any such lamattered little that the courts
had routinely denied public sector workers the right to strike imp#s¢’® Many public
employees began to entertain and, on occasion, use strikes tohfeircemployers to

seriously consider their concerns.

Association, 1967); Doris B. McLaughliMichigan Labor: A Brief History from 1818 to
the PresenftAnn Arbor: Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, The University of
Michigan—Wayne State University, 1970), 150.

*“Sometimes You Have to Break the Lavd&troit Labor News18 March 1965,
6.

“Martin Luther King, Jr, “Letter from a Birmingham City Jail,” in Jonatha
Birnbaum and Clarence Taylor, edSiyil Rights Since 1787: A Reader on the Black
Struggle(New York: New York University Press, 2000), 481.

**Shaw, “The Development of State and Federal Laws,” 22 and 32-33.
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Advocates of public sector empowerment often used the word, “rightstiein
context of comparisons with the private sector. The public sectorhdkm ‘right’ to
wages secured by those in the private sector for comparable avoight’ to engage in
collective bargaining, and a ‘right’ to working conditions comparablevhat private
sector workers enjoye€d. The more radical of the group argued that public sector
employees had a right to strike as well, although most did not tlogeesire publicly.
Times had certainly changed.

At the same time that the Civil Rights movement began gamioigentum, the
AFL and CIO merged and “gave impetus to intensified efforts tonazgd municipal
employees and furthered the control by these municipal unions gfamrpromotion
opportunities in the public servicé®
The Public Sector Expresses Right To Equal Treatment

Many within the public sector believed that the state and goaérnments that
employed them treated them unfairly in terms of the waf@esgfits, and working
conditions, relative to workers in private industry. Similarly, pulkctor employees
spoke out against a system where benefits in the private selijpsed their own. As the

Detroit Labor Newseported,

Employees in private industry are now negotiating for
pensions amounting to half of final pay for 25 years of
service or 2/3 of final pay for 30 years of service while
Wayne County employees must work at least 33 or 34
years — in some cases over 35 years — for half of average

“’See for example “Legislation Pending for our BeneBXyision 26 April 1965,
1.

“8Ewart Guinier, “Impact of Unionization on Black$toceedings of the
Academy of Political Scienc@0, no. 2, (1970): 176.
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compensation — AND THEY HAVE HELPED TO PAY
FOR SOME OF THAT*®

Organized labor often expressed their dismay over the dispanggty in the language
commonly used during this era of rights consciousness. In anticipdtibe passage of
House Bill 2953, théDetroit Labor Newsreported that, “[tlhese Bills if finally made

State Law will permit Public Employees some of the rigtitsch other workers already

enjoy.”°

With expanded collective bargaining rights, public sector employeeddw
have an avenue to fight more effectively for improvements in wagaking conditions,

and benefits.

The outspoken president of one public sector union made a complementary

argument about the disparity in pay between public sector workersnathe private

sector:

Some of the news media in this area suggested that we
should compare some of our wages with those in other
cities. And we should not use industrial rates. We do not

agree with this formula because we do not educate our
children, feed or cloth[e] them nor shelter them in other

cities. Therefore, the bread and milk that rise because of the
cost of a rising economy or a new contract must be paid by
the city or county employee the same as the industrial

employee’?

The issue of wages, while often the most important part of geoesation package,
played only one part. Benefits also factored significantly intcetheation. Public sector

workers seeking improved benefits, often framed these discussidhe language of

**County Employees Ask More Liberal Pension®gtroit Labor News1
October 1964, 2; see also, “County Employees Get 15 cent Pay Bidegdit Labor
News 5 November 1964, 12.

**pyblic Employes [sic] Win Collective Bargainingetroit Labor News3 June
1965, 2.

>1Alton Cobb, “Mayor’s Refusal to Hear City Employees Blast&gtroit Labor
News 25 March 1965, 4.
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unfulfilled rights, to which they believed they were entitled. The right to medical
insurance was one such benefit. “The full paid hospitalization werkeguested the city

to pay is not a new program,” local public sector president Alton @aipleed. “It is paid

in full by cities in this area. And [it] is a standard partrwfustrial contracts in this area.
Here again the employees are victimiz&d.”

Articles in theDetroit Labor Newsreported how some public sector workers
recuperating from illnesses, suffered from a lack of insuramcéack, some locals had
established “sick committees” that not only organized efforts tarenthat sick and
infrmed members were not forgotten with cards and hospital vibi$, most
importantly, they assisted in collecting donations to offset I@gdes and the cost for
medical treatments. As revealed inDatroit Labor Newscolumn written by and for
Local 1497 members employed by Wayne State University, “Aftetingea report from
Bro. Fisher, the Chair stated, that there will be letters @antasking for donations for
Bros. Horace Cox and Charles Dawson. Their sick and vacation banks have be
exhausted® Improvements to their employer-paid health insurance would have
benefited those forced to rely on the kindness of others.

Even as late as 1965, many Detroit-based AFSCME members didcedte an
income equal to what the Division of Living Conditions Studies, compyetthéd Bureau
of Labor Statistics, said was necessary for an average houseliold.thé article never
argued that an increase wagight, public sector workers did not hesitate to make
demands consistent with the demands of other groups seeking equityena tbiecivil

rights. As an example of the inadequate pay,0k#&oit Labor Newseported that bus

52| 1h;
Ibid., 4.
>3 ocal 1497, Wayne State Universityetroit Labor News27 May 1965, 8.
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drivers later that same year sought the equivalent of a $602 wdiggh would have
brought their income up to no more than $6,114 less than what the Buréaboof

Statistics prescribed for an average family household five yeHse. The paltry pay
placed Detroit behind “cities comparable to Detroit — Chicago, Wgstim, D.C.,

Philadelphia, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Boston, [and] Pittsbtftgh.”

The working conditions under which some public sector workers toiled would not
have been tolerated by many private sector workers. Conditions Vvilhedroit Street
Railway drivers received only eight hours of pay for shifta®56 hours further angered
public sector workers. The Detroit Street Railway Commissisn atquired that bus
drivers pay for clothes and pay other expenses without compen4fioaese conditions
prompted them to seek redress for this treatment that privcite serkers may not have
tolerated.

Michigan's Organized Labor Supports Public Sector Collective Bargaimg Law

The coverage of public sector issues in the pages oD#éteit Labor News
assisted those seeking legislation for a public sector collettargaining law in
Michigan. Union conventions and meetings constituted another important haty t
advocates of public sector unionism sought to advance their cause. Spdnsahed
Michigan AFL-CIO as well as AFSCME Councils 23, 68 and 77, cenfsgs publicized
the importance of public sector collective bargaining legislation.

A particularly important source of political pressure in suppoRERA was the
bold action taken on the part of teachers to amend the Hutchinson d\dte Bure,

teachers received some of their motivation to act from gathetimgs attended and

5411h;
Ibid.
*>DSR Bus Drivers Ask .30 Pay HikeDetroit Labor News11 March 1965, 6.
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information in the pages of labor periodicals. Whatever the sourdeeinfrotivation,
Detroit-area teachers kicked into higher gear the discussiomisfaliion providing for
expanded public sector collective bargaining.

As an educational mechanism, etroit Labor Newsalled upon subscribers to
work on behalf of labor's cause. In one article, a writer bbwg inspire readers into
action. “Has your Local Union carried its fair share of tightf?” asked this writer. “Ask
your officers and yourself whether your Local and you have doyihiag to make this
proposed legislation a reality,” he continued. “If you are not fullpp®rting the
Michigan Public Employees’ Legislative Committee through ydtouncil,” this
columnist stated, “you probably don’t recognize the great need for this legistat

Many regarded member education as the key to the succesanizedylabor to
achieve its goals. ThBetroit Labor Newsstood as one of the key tools in educating
members of organized labor as to what they needed to do beyondregltivamselves
on the issues at hanf.The Wayne County AFL-CIO commended tBetroit Labor
Newsas a vehicle for the type of education needed for union membeastesolution
adopted during its Spring 1965 convention, the delegates resolved that Efjtor of
the Detroit Labor News Brother Hal DelLong, be commended for his enthusiastic
cooperation in publicizing Education Committee activities, and theal lunions be
urged, likewise, to use tHRetroit Labor Newsas their media of communicatiorf The

commendation applied to educational work that DeLong and the labor pugsued on

*%Alvin H. Ruthenberg, “Public Employes [sic] Win Collective Bargaining,”
Detroit Labor News3 June 1965, 2.

>™Detroit Labor News is Oldest Educational ‘ToolDetroit Labor News15
April 1965, 8.

*“Education Committee Reports on Activitie§etroit Labor News10 June
1965, 9.
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behalf of public sector empowerment.

In 1964, the Michigan AFL-CIO redoubled its efforts to promote publitosec
unionism and collective bargaining rights. Of the many resolutiopassed during its
September 1964 convention, one in particular spoke to this goal. Witiesbistion, the
state AFL-CIO sought to “give all-out support to the Public Eiygds Legislative
Committee in its concerted drive to secure immediate legislavhich will assure to all
public employees in Michigan their full rights as employees aiidens.” It also
encouraged its affiliates to develop educational programs supporting pettics unions
and to press the Democratic and Republican parties to push foregtsation’®
Interestingly enough, the resolution made reference taghts of public sector workers
five times, thereby invoking the language of the Civil Rights movement.

Months before the voters elected a new legislature from reappattiegisiative
districts, Detroit-area AFSCME affiliates hosted a collecbargaining conference. In
addition to prominent members of leaders of Detroit-based publiorsagions, Victor
Gotbaum of AFSCME's national office was on hand at the conference, therelyis@ni
its importance to the larger mission of the union. Even given the conference’s pugose “
develop a new interest in the education and training of leadersiilic FEmployee
Unions,” its organizers included sessions on the law and prospects &aplication to
states like Michigan. To this end, Michigan State University gg=dr Russell Allen
discussed the importance of President Kennedy’'s Executive Order 1@98i@gifederal

employees collective bargaining rights. More to the point, Hkd?d'gave the students

*Michigan AFL-CIO, Resolutions Adopted by the Fourth Convention [of the]
Michigan AFL-CIO, 14-17 September 1964, box 11, Unprocessed Collection, Michigan
AFL-CIO: August Scholle Collection, ALUA.
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of the conference a new insight on the Hutchinson Act.”

To complement the Michigan Public Employee Legislative Come)itaéSCME
appointed Nancy Pratt Vanderbeek as Director of “the newlyeztdgichigan Public
Employees Technical Council 68.” In making the announcement, newhge&lec
AFSCME President Jerry Wurf said that the purpose of the cowasl“to provide
union members and local officers education in trade union principleseeamadiques and
coordinate the legislative activities of the local uniofi5." The AFSCME Board
established Technical Council 68 along with other councils 2AH&CME International
Board Meeting in June 1964. At that time, newly elected AFSCKEBitRent Jerry Wurf
said that “[tlhe very important and necessary job of setting up sodunchtton and
research programs, being active in a meaningful way in poldtadn, and participating
in coordinated legislative programs has been neglected too%ong.”

In terms of legislative action, AFSCME planned for the technicaincils to
“adopt unified legislative programs for their area.” The couvedse to prepare bills and
resolutions and designate a spokesman who will serve as the ouegiklative
representativé® For Council 68, that person was Theodore Sachs, who had served as the
Michigan AFL-CIO legal counsel for many years. With Sachsidgnce, Technical

Council 68 sought to assist in the effort to press for the amendmetite 01947

%%Collective Bargaining Know-How: AFSCME Conference Hears Experthien t
Subject,”Public Employees Council Mirro23 July 1964, 1 and 4.

®ICivic Leader Heads AFSCME’s Educational-Political Coundfyiblic
Employee Council 77 Mirror20 August 1964, 1; see also “Pick Aid for State Union
Council,” Michigan AFL-CIO Newsl2 August 1964.

%20ur Most Urgent Need: Education, Legislation, Research, Political Action,”
Public EmployegJune 1964, 1 and 2.

®%Technical Councils Will Provide Education, Legislative AssistanBelic
EmployeeJuly 1964, 5.
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Hutchinson Act. Union officials argued that lack of coordinated suppibiedstheir
attempts to amend the Hutchinson Act. During the course of CouncéfGdisto amend
the Hutchinson Act, Nancy Vanderbeek said that, “many differdist imve been filed
by many different senators and representatives. While eadobtkined some important
improvements, no one bill has developed which had the support of the ehtre la
movement.®* One of aims of Council 68 was to organize labor's support and caedi
efforts.

Nancy Pratt Vanderbeek's background as ASFCME's director fonnibal
Council 68 equipped her for the job at hand. She had served in differenitiespaith
the League of Women Voters in Michigan and the United Fund AgeAog& Service
Association. In terms of her activities for organized labor, she wrote osléonthe AFL
and then the AFL-CIO concerning consumer economics. Once the emerafions
merged, she represented the labor federation concerning women viorkehen
Council 68 held a conference on October 31, just two days before dhenider
elections, Vanderbeek pressed for the election of legislatorgatlgatic to the concerns
of the public sector workef.

In March 1965, after having reviewed the state of the public sectdichigan,
Council 68, with the assistance of Detroit's Council's 23 and 77, sporsdegislative

conference. Major AFSCME figures of local and national prominemasle an

®%Michigan Locals Unite legislatively Behind 'State Wagner Actsal,”
Public EmployeeDecember 1964, 1.

®*Nancy Vanderbeek Named Director of New Southern Michigan Council,”
Public EmployegAugust 1964, 8.

%% ocal 23: Detroit Housing CommissionDetroit Labor News] October 1964,
7; “Michigan Technical Council Implements its New PrograiRyblic Employee
October 1964, 1; “Education Conference is Succé&¥stfoit Labor News12 November
1964, 4.
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appearance. Jack Kaufmann and Alton Cobb, who served as president aradysetret
Public Employee Council 77, were both on hand as was Council 68 DireataryN
Vanderbeek. Of particular importance, AFSCME President JMfuyf attended the
gathering, as did State Senator Sander Levin. Levin's presemase particularly
important, given that he now served as the chair of the Labor Cararfutt the Senate.
He was in a position to push for a law to change the 18-year old Hutchinson Act and push
for public sector collective bargaining. Admittedly, Levin beligwbat there existed a
“terrific logjam of bills introduced in the State Legislatiffein 1965 and that public
sector unions would have to “document and substantiate its claims for bette?3aws.”

In February 1965, the Michigan AFL-CIO sponsored the Education Contere
on State Legislation. While the War on Poverty was a focal pairthe gathering, it is
likely that the discussion group on labor legislation, addressed dktternof state labor
laws, including the Hutchinson AEY. The Michigan AFL-CIO sponsored a similar
gathering in Lansing two months latérAs reported in the issue of tietroit Labor
News AFSCME Public Employees Council 77 “was well representedaimsing at the
Legislative meeting of Public Employees. The final actiors waken as to the bills
covering Recognition, Collective Bargaining Elections and Binding Artoinafi*

Representatives of public sector workers encouraged their meraberget their

®7«Collective Bargaining Bills Introduced in Legislatur@tblic Employees
Council 77 Mirror, 25 March 1965, 1.

®% ogjam Delays Action on Bills, Detroit Labor News25 March 1965, 8.

% egislative Conference,” Feb. 12-1Bublic Employees Council 77 Mirrp20
January 1965, 1; Tommy Thomas, “AFL-CIO Conference Points up Need for
Legislation,”Detroit Labor News11 March 1965, 8.

"“Top Speakers at Legislative Conferend@gtroit Labor News11 February
1965. 1.

"“pyblic Employees Council 77Petroit Labor News11 February 1965, 7.
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state legislators, expressing to them their thoughts on mafterterest. “You can help
by writing your representative in Lansing and let them know of ymmcern,”* a
column written for AFSCME Local 23 members suggested in the xioofethe bills
brought before the legislature which gave public sector workers avefwre
advancement. A number of public sector workers answered the callgetiRomney to
support the legislation amending the HutchinsonAct.

In addition to individual letters, at least one local submitted digetio State
Labor Committee Chair Sander Levin. Bearing ninety-four signatofethe Detroit-
based Local 413 of the Utility Workers of America, the petition éskat Michigan
Senate pass four bills, including the bill amending the Hutchinsorn_Aein received at
least one other petition as wéll.

The change in the times revealed itself iDetroit Free Pressditorial. “If the
Law is Useless,” the title said, alluding to the Hutchinson ‘AcQught to be Changed.”
The editorial endorsed the measure introduced by Leonard WaltommacEadic state
representative who sought a middle ground “between those who want to keaqt the
unchanged and those who want to legalize public strikes.” As teathamsarby

Hamtramck had gone out on strike the previous month, thereby nglée Hutchinson

Act’s ban on striking among public sector workers, “the obvious conclusion is that the act

2| ocal 23, Detroit Housing CommissiorJetroit Labor News27 May 1965, 7.

3See, for example, Richard Mohr to George Romney, 30 May 1965, and Harold
J. Lozen, Sr., to George Romney, box 103, folder entitled, “Labor Mediation Bd —
Legislation Labor, Department of — 1965,” George Romney Collection, Bentley
Historical Collection, University of Michigan.

"Ppetition from Local 413, Utility Workers of America to Sander Levin, 8 June
1965, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA; Sander Levin to William
Northrup, 25 June 1965 and Northrup to Levin, 16 June 1965 enclosing petition (n.d.)
seeking Levin's support of House Bills 2953, 2954, 2869 and 2591.
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doesn’t work. It's not difficult to see why,” the editorial saidjngswords such as
“punitive,” “inflexible,” “harsh,” “too automatic,” and “vicious,” to desbe the law. The
assessment was not as startling as was the source. Wietnratveay workers engaged
in a strike in 1951, the paper was less than supportiveDélreit Free Presdad then
argued that, “[tlhe public could not have been more effectively rolblibd strikers had
staged corner holdup$>By May of 1965, too many segments of Detroit's public sector
were challenging the law and demanding concessions from theAdtthe editorial
suggested, the tenor of the times convinced otherwise hostile forces that tdoilld not
remain unchanged.

The legislation amending the Hutchinson Act received significant sufnoon
organized labor, which then placed pressure on the now Democratic-amhtroll
legislature. The Michigan Democratic Party also supported tbet.effs reported in the
Public Employees Council Mlirror, ‘[tthe Democratic Party has made comprehensive
labor relations legislation for public employes [sic] a prjoitem in its agenda..”
Although critics argued that labor had undue influence on Michigan’'soDetic Party,
there were moments when this influence was lackinthis was not the case with the
bills supporting an amendment to the Hutchinson Act.

Obstacles to Public Sector Collective Bargaining Law
The bill amending the Hutchinson Act received support from manys.aiidee

Michigan AFL-CIO, AFSCME Councils 23, 68 and 77 individually and thirotge

">DSR Losses Pile Up,Detroit Free Presditorial, 25 May 1951, 6.

"priority Given Our Legislation,Public Employees Council 77 Mirrp25
March 1965, 1.

""Judith Rosemary Dean Gething, “Interest Groups, the Courts, and Legislative
Reapportionment in Michigan,” (Ph.D. diss., University of Michigan, 1967), 73-78.
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Michigan Public Employee Legislative Committee, and the DeatiocParty all weighed
in with their support, as did the Michigan AFL-CIO's publicat@etroit Labor News
and AFSCME's publication, th@ublic Employee However, forces detrimental to
amending the act and supporting legislation existed, often within dhee dabor
organizations. These forces included internal discord, fragmentaticiignilism and
uncertainty as to which course of action to take. Additionally, there wther forces that
actively worked against the efforts to amend the Hutchinson Act. Miohigan
Municipal League and Michigan Education Association stood as twieomore vocal
opponents to HB2953, the bill amending the Hutchinson Act. These forcesovweme
formidable, as this history reveals.

The establishment of Technical Council 68 did not receive endorsefnemt all
circles and contributed to discord. Some took umbrage with the jpiéa taxes levied on
Detroit-area locals to support its operation. Others took to idetw the council and its
director as the “dragon lady' and her crew,” an obviously sefistance to the council’s
director Nancy Vanderbe€R. Additionally, there were some who believed that the
Council should have been supported with per capita taxes from localsghiout
Michigan, instead of just Detroit-area councils 23 and 77. Howewvetr even the
resistance that certain segments of the union’s membershipderdbg possessed stood
in the way of the voters electing the people they felt wouldtdegislation supporting
their concerns. Ultimately, Council 68 could not sustain the supporththatternational

union provided it during its early years and it dissolved. During htgtsexistence,

"% ocal 312: Ferndale City Employes [si€etroit Labor News28 January
1965, 10; “Local 236, Public Lighting Commissiom&troit Labor News18 March
1965, 6; Hal DeLong, “Public Employes [sic] Scolded for not Doing Homework,”
Detroit Labor News18 March 1965, 6.
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however, it did play a role in raising awareness about isstezgimg public employees,
including the restrictions of the Hutchinson Att.

Union fragmentation plagued public sector unions. Often, they competedneat
another for members employed in the same units of government, imétpadsuing a
unified and strengthened position. For this reason, AFSCME and other wainilotieeir
best to organize Detroit-area public sector unions under the Counaimbrella,
contending that fragmentation does organized labor little good. Arghegoint, an
article in theDetroit Labor Newsasked, “...why is [it] that Public Employees fragment
themselves into forty or fifty meaningless associations witmatibnal or international
affiliations?"®°

Issues of class and status put public sector workers in conitictome another
from time to time as well. This happened in Ecorse, a Detubitir® in the case of its
teachers and non-professional school employees. Ecorse Teautngtained that non-
professional employees received more pay than they should haveeapebers’ current
compensation and the training required of teachers. To demonkgmtéustrations, the
Ecorse Federation of Teachers demonstrated outside of thesofiicthe Board of
Education. “Lydia Rizzo, president of the Ecorse Federation afliegs, said it takes an
Ecorse teacher 22 years of earning power to equal that ofadieus even including the

increments teachers gét."Representatives of some city employees in Ferndale took

"L ocal 312, Ferndale City Employes [sicJetroit Labor News17 June 1965,
8.

8xstep Up Council 77’s Organizing Effortsletroit Labor News25 March
1965, 4.

8L ocal 1496, Ecorse School Employes [sidp&troit Labor News4 March
1965, 4; “Ecorse Teachers Call Pay Proposal UnfBieftoit Labor News15 April
1965, 10; see also “Local 1496, Ecorse School Employes [Biejroit Labor News22
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exception with the disparity in wage increases between them aod poH fire fighters.
“As | take up my pen this eve, I'll admit, I'm in a foul mood, representative of a
Ferndale local admitted...The police and firemen,” he continued, “§epét. cent. Us
second class citizens 5 per cefit.”

Some public sector locals experienced dissension within the rankd) dildi not
contribute to the cohesion desired to support the public employeeomsldiill. One
article in theDetroit Labor Newsfor example, took exception with the opinion of a
former member of the local they both represented. “Mr. Dun wasdioere member as
long as he had an expense account with the local,” he began. “[Aéfteras dropped
from the grievance committee he became irritated and didf@gdtated. He has been
indoctrinating every new man with his lies about the union, for whidiakeroven to be
a poor loser® We do not know how much dissension this local endured as a result of
this 'poor loser,' or if, the writer brought his own biases te #ssessment of Dun.
Whatever the case, such conflicts did not have a meaningful impact @netsure that
the public sector was able to place on the powers that be to egiatation empowering
them.

The negative impact of internal dissension aside, opposition to temisla
amending the Hutchinson Act received direct attacks. The Michi¢zie Employees
Association, for example, “consistently opposed collective bargainiigile the
Michigan Civil Service Commission did “release a proposal tqASCME] on June

5[, 1964] which spells out forms of recognition, 'management’ and 'empigyee, and

April 1965, 12.

82« ocal 312, Ferndale City Employes [sic[Jetroit Labor News13 May 1965,
13.

8« ocal 1497, Wayne State Universityetroit Labor News3 June 1965, 5.
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certain procedural steps which can be taken,” it never warmed tdetheof collective
bargaining rights in the way that AFSCME had thought of thtfihe vice president and
general manager of the Sheraton-Cadillac Hotel probably dpok¢hers when he wrote
Cavanagh in March 1965 complaining of “outlandish demands of the city wdfRer
The sentiment and convictions found in this opposition aside, it was grmficant
enough to withstand the forces supporting the bill that became thec Birbployees
Relations Act.

The most vocal opponent to HB 2953, however, came from the Michigan
Municipal League. A non-partisan organization founded in 1899, “the leaglierbught
together city and village officials to exchange information &rrdefrom one another,
developed unified policies on matters of municipal concern and spokecalgeetive
voice on those matters®®In an effort to stop HB2953 from going forward, the
organization lobbied Sander Levin and James Bradley, chairs of the semhhouse
labor committees respectively. In a policy statement issued in 18&d,a letter
forwarding it four years later, the MML shared its concernth he bill as it was
introduced in April 1965’

Making several references to “representative government,” the Leagexidhat

elected and appointed officials in the state legislature, boardsoamaiissions provided

8%Michigan Council 7 Views Bargaining at Education Conferengeiplic
EmployeeJuly 1964, 4; “Education Helps AFSCME Grow UP(iblic EmployegMay
1965, 3.

#Mark Schmidt to Jerome Cavanagh, 31 March 1965, box 227, folder 16,
Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
8http://www.mml.org/about/background.hticcessed on 28 December 2008

8 Michigan Municipal League, “Public Employer-Employee Relationsddgstant
of policy),” 14 October 1961, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA; Robert E.
Fryer to Sander M. Levin and James Bradley, members of the senate and house labor
committees, 13 May 1965, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA.
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for “sound and adequate” provisions for employer-employee relationssté@tement did
not use the word, 'sovereignty'; but it clearly believed that pifogedure were developed
in which public officials could abdicate their responsibilities begaafscommitments
made by some outside authority, there would be no effective means of holdingialsoffic
accountable.” The League made the point even clearer in its comomelctzmpulsory
arbitration": “Compulsory arbitration in the public service is ptately incompatible
with a system of representative government. A primary and besicept of
representative government is that elected officials are esbeatbitrators in the public
interest. Any attempt to introduce an outside arbitrator is ar akegation of this
concept.®

The League’s statement also stressed the differences bepneate and public
employment, noting that 'profit motive,' the 'significant persdinaincial stake” and the
exclusivity found in bargaining parties make the private sectohndifterent than the
public sector. In making decisions, representative government is,atieensht argued,
concerned with “all groups, organizations and individuals among the gemddiiat,”
which significantly differentiates it from the private secttfrlegislation were developed
which provided that representation could only be accomplished throughcallwith a
group [i.e., a union], there would be a destruction of the democratiemotiat each
individual is entitled to be represented as he chooses.” Embodieé idea of public

service, the statement continued, is the idea of a public truséxtends to all people,

8Michigan Municipal League, “Public Employer-Employee Relationddstant of

policy),” 14 October 1961, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA. This
document is missing page two of the four pages it comprises, but still includes
meaningful information and insights about the League and its thoughts on public sector
unions and empowerment.
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many of them operating outside of the bounds of the parties fourad collective
bargaining scenarit.

When the Director of the Michigan Municipal League, Robert Fryaote
legislators about the Hutchinson Act four years later, he stlg&ssed the differences
between public and private employment in the context of labor. He “&sind
objectionable the concept of 'exclusive' bargaining representatigablic employees.”
The four years between the letter and an earlier policy statement did, hoeverege the
way the League thought about employer-employee relations iputblec sector. Since
1961, the legislature had been reapportioned, and this led to a Demtegéaiature
more inclined to grant public sector rights similar to those found in the private.sEhe
Civil Rights movement was at its height at this moment as. wdéler all, 125,000
Detroiters had participated in March Toward Freedom demonstratetioit two years
before, Congress had passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and VotihgsRgt in 1965.
These events and others must have moved the officers of the MidWignicipal League
to tone down their disappointment with HB2953.

One other important thing had occurred since 1961. In January 1962, President
John F. Kennedy issued Executive Order 10988, which established a systaiactive
bargaining for certain employees of the federal governmemnédy’s executive order
was important for two reasons. First, it signaled a changmaood in the relations
between employer and employee in government, of which local aedgstatrnments in
general must have taken notice. In his letter to Levin and Bradl\dly Director Robert

Fryer said that, “[w]e believe that if employee rights are to be recaghinelicating that

bid.
Opid.
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the bill might be passed into law, “that certain public emploiggts should be set forth
in this legislation.” To that end, he suggested the inclusion of laedguagn Kennedy’s
Executive Order. The language reflected the desire to magudatrnol over public sector
workers that the original bill did not include. For example, thguage from Executive
Order 10988 said that “'Public officials of the various governmentaicégg retain the
right in accordance with applicable laws and regulations...to hirenqiey transfer,
assign and retain employees with the agency, and to suspend, ddisubtatge or take
other disciplinary action against employees”..”

In order to maintain the provision banning strikes, the League sedgistt the
bill include a measure requiring that public sector unions “mustrée &f corrupt
influence and must not assert the right to strike or advocate throveiof government
by force, violence, or other means.” For the MML, while the riglotssciousness of the
Civil Rights era demanded that the organization change its approguiblic sector
unions, the 'red menace' still retained enough of a threat to rdgongeage banning
unions from “the overthrow of government by force, violence, or other méans.”

Opposition to House Bill 2953 also came from the Michigan Education
Association, not because its leaders thought well of the Hutchinsobwdiecause they
believed that the changes reflected in HB 2953 failed to meetettds of teachers. The
MEA argued, instead, for legislation that created a Profedsidiegotiations

Commission, which would include a service panel comprised of educanotls “

Ipresident, Executive OfficExecutiveOrder 10988 Employee-Management
Cooperation in the Federal Servicg7, no. 1 (17 January 1962); “Government Employes
[sic] Win Union Recognition,Detroit Labor News25 January 1962, 1 and 4.

’Robert E. Fryer to Sander M. Levin and James Bradley, letter 13 May 1965, box
6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA; Shaw, “The Development of State and
Federal Laws,” in Zangoria, edPublic Workers and Public Uniong4.
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demonstrated competence in dealing with problems of education” anathwized to
pursue fact-finding when necessary. The panel would provide recommendatoles
available to the public, but they would only be advisory. The MEA suppodiéztitve
bargaining between duly represented parties but argued for the aseoofmission on
those occasions where the parties could not resolve issues. The ald&Afeared
mediation by non-educators, believing that such individuals would notdplbyeciate
the educational issues at hand and, therefore, would not be able taedigpesolve
educational disputes. In addition to bread and butter issues, “curricagmpupil
placement,...working materials, facilities and conditions,...teacher vewant in
decision-making,...teacher participation in staff selection and luaian,
and...administrator backing of teachers” were issues that requinedt®nal expertis€.
Joining the Michigan Education Association, the Association of SchooldBoaso
opposed HB 2953 for many of the same reagbns.

Having an indirect, but potentially damaging affect on the al whe situation in
New York, where Governor Rockefeller vetoed a measure that Iesdengenalties for
striking public sector workers. The veto, Senator Levin believed, woumldolelen
opponents to voice their concerns about HB 2953. “Because we have ldanhétke
Governor's office is receiving some mail in opposition to this Végislation, let me
suggest that you encourage some communiques urging his support,” he twrot

supporters in a letter. Understanding the need to publicize the advocacy fol, thevhil

%Robert E. Pickup, “Michigan Public-Employee Relatior&dceedings of the
Academy of Political Scienc@0, no. 2, (1970), 101.

%“Background for Legislation: Professional Negotiatioridjthigan Education
Association Legislation Bulletjr2 February 1965, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin
Collection, ALUA; Legislative Service Bureau, “Research Report: Asiglgf House
Bill No. 2953,” 10 May 1965, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA.
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made reference to an enclosed press release, which he hoped beoukkable in local
newspapers, on bulletin boards or for personal distribution to members of
organizations.. ® As the end result revealed, opposition to the public employees relations
bill did not have the desired affect.
A Reapportioned Legislature with a Democratic Majority Bodes Well for PERA

Even with the apathy of some public sector workers, internal discord, faismonal
and fragmentation within and among public sector organizations ardfdines to deralil
any meaningful changes to the Hutchinson Act, the stateddegis and governor did
pass and sign into law HB 2953. Democratic Party control of both hausies, was due
in large part to the reapportionment of that lawmaking body, la@etpunted for the
success of what would become the Public Employees Relations Act. “Neves ivethe
history of the Michigan State AFL-CIO has the DemocraticyPa#ten a majority in both
Houses of the Michigan Legislature,” one writer for Begroit Labor Newsommented.
“Imagine what this means translated into legislation for theplee This historic fact
heralds the possibility of tremendous success towards a legislative prégnaotime in
the history of this state,” the article continued, “have we hdwmktéer opportunity to
accomplish the legislative goals for which we have struggledydars.®® Quoted in
anotherDetroit Labor Newsarticle, a Democratic party official explained it thisywa

“What has gone unnoticed is the uncontrovertible [sic] fact thfallya reapportioned,

%Sander M. Levin to Friend, letter, 2 July 1965, box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin
Collection, ALUA,; see also Theodore Sachs to Sander Levin, 23 June 1965 enclosing
“Ronald Sullivan, “Governor Vetoes Condon Revisiddgw York Time23 June 1965,
box 6, folder 6, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA.

%« abor Plans Education Conferenc®gtroit Labor News14 January 1965, 11;
“300,000 Michigan Public Employees Get Right to Collective Bargainifgtilic
EmployeeAugust 1965, 7.

www.manaraa.com



212

‘one — man one — vote’ legislature can be both responsible and respongieetatal
needs of all the people? Writing in his memoirs, Michigan State Representative
George F. Montgomery echoed these same sentiftfeResapportionment, as we have
argued, flowed from even larger forces in Detroit and throughout thtedU States,
namely the Civil Rights movement. Its impact was only beginning to be felt.

There are those who argue that legislative reapportionment did ttet.nirafact,
the Republicans recaptured the Michigan legislature shortiedfter, as part of a
national backlash to President Lyndon Johnson’s agenda and that of thE96865reat
Society’'s where Democrats controlled Congress. This reaction badeguences
affecting electoral politics in Michigan, as many cast thedtes for Republican
legislators. During a brief window of opportunity in 1965, however, dominant

Democratic forces stood on the side of the Public EmployeesidRaladct. One article

in theDetroit Labor Newsaid it best:
Those of us who have been journeying to Lansing for years
and been continually rebuffed by a malapportioned
Legislature on basic issues affecting the people of
Michigan, have cause for rejoicing. It is obvious that the
first equitably apportioned Legislature in a century in this
state has done a good job for the pedple.

One such basic issue concerned those public sector workers intarestbthining

collective bargaining rights and a repeal of the anti union Hutchinson Act of 1947.
To illustrate the importance of legislative reapportionment in19@4 election,

and its impact on the Public Employees Relations Act, we obskatethe Michigan

Senate in 1963-1964 session had twenty-three Republicans and 11 Demndtlats)

9% egislature’s Greatest Gain is RevealeDgtroit Labor News8 July 1965, 4.
%Montgomery Backbencherl5,
9%\\elcome Aboard, Governor!Detroit Labor News1 July 1965, 12.
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the Michigan House Republicans held a fifty-eight to fifty-twajority. Given this, it is
little wonder that pro-labor legislation faced difficult hurdi&gmilar disparities existed
in both the Senate and House labor committees, where the Republicaiyninad not
allowed similar bills to make it to the floor for a vote in pos session$? In this
climate, it made little difference that the governor waympathetic supporter of labor
legislation, which had been the case since early in G. Menn#iardé tenure in that
office.’*

With reapportionment, the voting majorities became reversed. Dthend965-
1966 legislative session, Democrats outnumbered Republicans twemytdaHiteen in
the Senate and seventy-three to thirty-seven in the House. Desnals@toutnumbered
Republicans by four to two in the Senate Labor Committee and ninetorf the House
Labor Committeé®? From a Democratic point of view, however, there was the problem
posed by the election of the first Republican in sixteen yeamg&&omney. Ironically,
this meant that the divided partisan control of state governmenhgedt except that
now the Democrats controlled the state legislature and the Rembtize Governorship.
This situation was less damaging than it might have been, hovesv@gvernor Romney
was a liberal Republican who was at least somewhat sympaihettective bargaining
in general, and public sector collective bargaining in particular.

The reapportionment of the state legislature constituted onenreasy

Democrats came to outnumber Republicans in that legislative bodyheknmason

1%state of MichiganMichigan Manual, 1963-196@ ansing: State of Michigan,
1964), 165-166 and 174-177.

10k abor Day Address,” G. Mennen Williams Papers, Box 423, June-December
1950 Speeches, Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan.

192 Michigan,Michigan Manual, 1965-196@.ansing: State of Michigan, 1966),
166-167 and 177-179.
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involved the coat tails associated with President Johnson’s landsidewer Barry
Goldwater. Because high voter turnout generally benefits Denmccandidates,
advocates of a public employees relations act benefited frorelémgent as well. In the
same way that a lack of voter turnout during the 1946 ushered insarcative U.S.
Legislature that ultimately passed Taft-Hartley into ladwg voter turnout of moderates
and liberals that dominated the Democratic Party, turned out to elect Jdfthson.
Despite the import of the 1964 presidential election, reapportionmasitthe
more important reason that advocates of the Public EmployeeSoR&lAct met with
success in 1965. Of the eighteen Michigan House members who inmothec®ublic
Employee Relations Act, eight had not previously served in theldage. All were
Democrats; all but two were from the Detroit metropolitan ,aaed thirteen represented
Detroit proper. Of those legislators who listed occupations for ptioincan the
Michigan Manua] four indicated a current or past profession as a teacheristed
affiliations with the UAW, one listed himself as a machinisti another as a housewife,
an occupation found nowhere amongst the Michigan house members oketaupr
term. While three listed themselves in real estate and oae editor, most of those who
introduced this legislation represented occupations that suggestezhandior working
class affiliation. In introducing the bill, they supported a mammstituent base of the

city: public sector workers and the people they set?ed.

193Gregory M. Saltzman and Shlomo Sperka, “Public Sector Collective
Bargaining in Michigan: Law and Recent Developments,” in Joyce M. Naidalames
L. Stern, eds.Collective Bargaining in the Public Sector: The Experience of Eight States
(New York: M.E. Sharpe, 2001), 107; MontgomeBwackbencher7.

1%Michigan, Michigan Manual(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1966), 177-178;
James M. Hare, Secretary of Stafkchigan Manual(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1964),
165, 175-176; MichiganJournal of the House of Representatives of the State of
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Representative Leonard Walton introduced the bill in the Michigan é{8usie
entered the legislature in 1962 without the benefit of a reapportiegesthture. Like the
others who co-sponsored HB 2953, Walton was a Democrat representirg] tistrict
in Detroit. A Catholic who had memberships in the Irish AmericambCKnights of
Columbus, and American Legion, Ford Motor Company Post 173, littlehisn
background would have marked this life-long Detroiter as pro [&Bétowever, Walton
lent his name and office to HB 2953.

Walton's sponsorship of the bill may have been based on the district
represented. As the legislator representing Detroit district, he almost certainly
represented a significant number of public sector workers. Givdnptlidic sector
workers and their unions paid particular attention to how their repedsest voted on
important legislation, Walton's support of HB 2953 certainly would liehieh when he
sought re-election.

Sources regarding Senator Roger Craig, who introduced the bill etiette, are
more extensive than those for Walton. Craig subsequently ragof@rnor in the early
1970s. At 31, Craig was one of the younger legislators. His elagagsnmade possible
only by a Dearborn law that disqualified candidates who were sinedusly running for
other elected offices. Craig’s opponent in the primaries, Gddege had violated the
rule; as a result, Craig entered the legislature after §dost the primary a few months
previously. His youth was not the only quality that distinguished hisnaAnember of

the American Civil Liberties Union and the Americans for Deratbc Action, and

Michigan, 1965, Regular Session

1%\ichigan,Journal of the House of Representatifiesnsing: State of
Michigan, 1965), 979.

1%\ichigan, Michigan Manual (Lansing: State of Michigan, 1966), 203.
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serving as a vice president of the Detroit chapter of the Natlavayers Guild, Craig
was a bonafide liberal. The label meant that he would have had hesadhran-ins with
Dearborn’s controversial and long-time mayor, Orville Hubbard, sehbiographer
described him as “The Dictator of Dearboffi””Craig had come into conflict with
Hubbard over matters concerning the school board. Then Craig clealléhdpbard for
his position as mayor. These conflicts with Hubbard meant thag @rd not mind a
fight. Although no significant fight existed over the legislat®cess leading to the
enactment of the Public Employee Relations Act, Craig’s sugsoit the Senate could
not have been concerned about any fortitude he might require tthkeagnate on this
matter.

James Bradley, who served as chair of the House Labor Comumhitteny the
1965 session, and played a significant role in shepherding the 1965 PublicyEes
Relations Act into law, previously had been active in the Ci\ghB& movement. During
Bradley’s unsuccessful campaign for Congress in 1961, ReverendeGdatghinson
commented that, “he ha[d] been a fighter for equal rights, equal hoesjugl education
and equal employment opportunities'®*He received numerous commendations for his
work in the area of civil rights throughout his career. He redesatisfaction for his

work on behalf of “minority groups and the economic underd@yThese accolades

19David L. Good Orvie: The Dictator of Dearborn: The Rise and Reign of
Orville Hubbard(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 276-286; Michigan,
Michigan Manua] (Lansing: State of Michigan, 1965), 169; Press release, July 30, 1964,
Orlando Falvo, Chairman of the Craig for State Senate Committee, biograghical fi
Burton Historical Collection, Detroit Public Library.

1%George H. Hutchinson, “James H. Bradley Seeks Support of Minority Groups,”
Michigan Chronicle 14 October 1961, bio file, ALUA; “Bradley Testimonial Planned for
Nov. 4" Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor Newls§ October 1967, 3.

19Birthday Party Program from the Friends of State Representatives Jame
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suggest a rights consciousness that had implications for his earadegislator. Bradley
took great pride in his work to amend the Hutchinson Act, which, he nredtai
“corrected grave injustices imposed upon hundreds of thousands of publayeewpla
large percentage of whom are blaci”

Senator Sander Levin had a keen interest in the bill, as evidencdds b
attendance at conferences and workshops organized to lay the grouhomihik and
other pieces of labor legislation. Levin also collected and reviena@rial from both
proponents and adversaries of the bill, including alternative ldgislaand a report
assessing its merits. The information from these sources providedwith the
background he needed to clarify pissition on the measuté&' It is clear, however, that
Levin was leaning toward for support for this legislation even asdmsidered the
counterarguments of the Michigan Municipal League and other stakehibfdeespite
the reservations that the Legislative Service Bureau had aboamandment to the
Hutchinson Act, Levin supported the measure through the legislativegstothese
reservations could not withstand the arguments that Ted Sachs @afb&lur of the

Public Employee Legislative Committee provided Levin.

Bradley,” 9 January 1970, biography file, ALUA. See also, [James Bradleyijdpioyg,
n.d., bio file, ALUA.

"pid.

MRobert E. Fryer to Sander Levin, letter, 13 May 1965; “Background for
Legislation: Professional Negotiations,” Michigan Education Associdtgmslative
Bulletin, 2 February 1965; Michigan Municipal League, “Employer-Employee
Relations,” (Statement of Policy Public), 14 October 1961; Theodore Sachs to Sander
Levin, 23 June 1965, enclosing Ronald Sullivan, “Governor Vetoes Condon Revision,”
New York Time£3 June 1965; “Further Memo with Reference to HB 2953,” 8 June
1965; “Analysis of House Bill No. 2953 (Research Report),” Legislative ServioeaB,

10 May 1965.

1125ee, for example, Sander Levin to Mr. and Mrs. Sheldon A. Wagner, 18 May
1965 and Levin to Mr. and Mrs. Edward. J. Zawaski, 20 May 1965, box 4, folder 8,
Sander Levin Collection, ALUA.
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Michigan Poised to Consider Public Sector Collective Bargaining Rights

The political climate to support public sector collective bargginnanifested
itself in Philadelphia where, beginning in 1952, Mayor Joseph Clarknitlated an
effort to formalize collective bargaining relationships withigml fire fighters, and other
municipal employees. By 1958, AFSCME District Council 33 organibedet latter
workers. AFSCME’s agreement with the city approximated privateéos models but
with the absence of a strike provisibi. However, these relationships transformed the
city’s public sector labor relations and influenced others toeveuiheir own labor
relations.

With what would become a trend continued in 1958, when New York City Mayor
Robert Wagner, Jr., issued Executive Order 49, which allowed thetaiwgertify
exclusive bargaining agents for particular groups of workers...” Giversiee of the
city's workforce, the executive order had a significant impact, ece@ by unions’
sense of empowerment and successful efforts to unibifize.

At the time, Michigan-based stakeholders probably looked more toward
Wisconsin than Philadelphia or New York City to determine how touguasstate-wide
law enabling public sector workers to bargain collectively. Wisconsin haggaspublic
sector collective bargaining law in 1959 that the legislastmengthened in 1962. Like
Michigan, Wisconsin was a Midwestern state that had a histerg atronghold of

progressive forces, even as it also witnessed the growth of consefeates that often

13 |rving BernsteinPromises Kept: John F. Kennedy’s New Frongeew York:
Oxford University Press, 1991), 208-209.

11430shua Freemahorking Class New York: Life and Labor Since World War II
(New York: The New Press, 2000), 203-214; Mark Maty Unions: Managing
Discontent in New York Cijrutgers University Press, 1987), 48-50; Bernstein,
Promises Kept209-211.
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neutralized the former’s influence. While organized labor falbefsought a public
sector law, the conservative League of Municipalities, County BAastciations, and
the Chamber of Commerce in Wisconsin successfully opposed billstiegnpublic
employees to bargain. When Wisconsin voters elected a Dencoayatrernor
sympathetic to a public sector law, the path was paved for slagh & opened the door
to similar laws in other states, among them Michitfan.

The influence of events in Wisconsin extended to at least one cadaattanded
by officers of metropolitan Detroit-based AFSCME Councils 68 &ndrhis conference,
sponsored by the University of Chicago and held in February 1965, focused an publ
employment and collective bargaining. There, Arnold Anderson, who sesed
commissioner on the Wisconsin Employment Relation Board, gave enpagsn titled,
“The Developing State of Collective Bargaining for Public Empésy&'® His
presentation almost certainly provided insight into the possibifiiegursuing collective
bargaining legislation for the public sector in Michigan.

In addition, advocates of public sector unions received support from another
important place: the American Bar Association (ABA). In 1955, #i®od relations
section of the ABA issued a report outlining the parameters for quskelctor labor
relations. While the authors of the ABA report did not advocate pubtiosstrikes and
sided with administrators who opposed public safety personnel joining umibese a

“conflict of interest and loyalties” might exist, they advaheeset of balanced ideas and

12Joseph SlatePublic Workers: Government Employee Unions, the Law, and
the State, 1900-1962&haca: Cornell University Press, 2004), 158-192; Lee C. Shaw,
“The Development of State and Federal Laws,” in Sam ZangoridR@dic Workers
and Public UniongEnglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1972), 26.

1&pp\W Local 26 Officers Covering Wide TerritoryJetroit Labor News25
February 1965, 10.
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practices that supported public sector collective bargainirfgputitconceding managerial
prerogatives of public sector manag€rsThe authors advised that public sector unions
should be consulted before drafting revisions to pre-existing lagislafhey believed
that such unions “should not be expected to make any non-essentifitesitl? and
should not “subject public employees to arbitrary treatment byinesinators hiding
behind the protection the law affords® The report also argued that department heads
should be willing to hear grievances if necessary, but only thiéggrwent through proper
channels?®

While acknowledging the sovereignty of legislative and execuiodies to set
wages and working conditions, the authors argued that, “no sound reasipedexvhy
such policies would not be the subject of reasonable negotiations kathduly
constituted and democratically chosen representative of organizedyee®fd* As for

strikes, the authors argued that,

[i]t is the responsibility of government administrators to
avoid conditions becoming so unfavorable as to justify
public employees resorting to such extreme measures. It is
no answer to the problem of preventing strikes of
government employees to outlaw the 'strike' by legislation.
These have proved unworkable and mostly fdfife.

The authors may well have reflected on the application of the Hutechiest during the

1951 DSR strike when making this statement.

American Bar Association, H. Eliot Kaplan, et al, “Report of the Committee on
Labor Relations of Governmental Employees,” (Chicago: American BarIC&8&b),
90-91.

“3bid., 92.

"bid., 93.

29bid., 95.

ibid., 92

'“4hid., 93.
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The importance of the ABA's report was evidenced by Michigan @over
George Romney's reference to it. When he signed legislationiafidher public sector
bargaining in Michigan, Romney quoted some of the language found in tiAés AB

report’?®

Given the credibility of the ABA, his reliance on the reporttifiesl his
position.

With this background, we turn now to event in the Detroit Metropolitea.dn
particular, we review a spate of conflicts that the Detaieta teachers had with school
boards and how these conflicts motivated others to more seriouslgeotise plight of
public sector workers in general. Teachers played a centmlinmalhe history herein
examined. Their actions prompted the state legislature to dmaétutchinson Act and,
through a number of strikes and threatened strikes in Detroit, Blackr Lincoln Park
and Taylor Township, motivated that same body to enact the Public fegRelations
Act 18 years late** Romney gave voice to the influence of teachers in 1965 when, in
responding to the President of the Warwick Teachers Union about his tSopp&RA,
he conceded that, “I am hopeful that this [i.e., PERA] will reliseme of the teacher-
school board strained relations that exist in some afeas.

The most prominent of these conflicts took place amongst Hankrasachers.

In a chapter of hi¥Vorking Detroit Steve Babson provides a history of salient moments

123bid., 90; Robert A. Popa, “Romney Gives OK to Union for Public Employes
[sic],” The Detroit News24 July 1965, 1-2; SlatelPublic Workers161.

124 abor Mediation Board, “Memorandum on House Bills Nos. 2954 to Amend
Labor Mediation Act and 2953 to Amend the Hutchinson Act, box 103, folder titled,
“Labor Mediation Board — Legislation Labor Dept. of — 1965,” George Romney
Collection, Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan.

12George Romney to Donald A. D’Amato, letter, 29 September 1965, box 127,
folder titled, “Legislature Regular Session, Miscellaneous D-F, 1965,” Geama&y/
Collection, Bentley Historical Library, University of Michigan.
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leading up to and including the amendment of the 1947 Hutchinson Act in 1965.
Focusing attention on the plight of Hamtramck teachers to gain basie rights, he
recounts the treatment that they had received at the hands aofarekis school board,
which paid its teachers less than most other teachers inatlee @hd indeed less than
janitors who worked in the district. That these teachers took to ¢ketgines surprised
few, not only because of the history of low wages and poor working tcomlithey
received but because Hamtramck enjoyed a large union populatiorugjusisted that
these teachers would take only so much from what Babson descsitsescarrupt”
school board?®

Meetings with the school board went nowhere, Babson says, and, inhfact, t
superintendent avoided scheduled meetings, further angering the réeaEhmally,
Hamtramck teachers met secretly in late April 1965 and votedol33 to strike if they
continued to receive resistance, which they did. However, tlobdesa called the job
action a “prolonged teachers’ meeting’...hoping to circumvent thestaiike provisions
of the Hutchinson Act**’ For their efforts, the Hamtramck teachers “signed the firs
genuine legal, binding contract with a school board,” Die¢roit Labor Newseported.
“No other teacher's union has ever accomplished that ¥&4if’ continued. These
teachers won the victory while fellow members and officers oMlohigan Federation

of Teachers attended the®3nnual convention of their union.

128steve Babsonorking Detroit(Detroit: College of Urban, Labor, and
Metropolitan Affairs and Wayne State University Press, 1986), 192-199; Jo&iB, Da
“A Case History of the Hamtramck ‘Sit-In,” April, 1965” (Master’s The&astern
Michigan University, 1966).

“Nbid., 194.

1281 07-Hour ‘Union Meeting’ Wins Gains for Hamtramck TeacheBetroit
Labor News6 May 1965, 1.
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...delegates to the convention literally held up ... on their
shoulders Robert A. Kulczycki, president, and Cornelius
Quinn, vice president, of Hamtramck Local 1052, as
though they were the heroes who brought in the winning
score of the big gamé?

Other teachers in the Detroit metropolitan area sharedctmeerns of those in
Hamtramck, although the latter appeared to have suffered more than most.

To be sure, the conflicts between Detroit-area school boards certainly dieighe
heavily on those who pursued the Public Employees Relations Act. Events outside of
Detroit and Michigan played a role in prompting these events. It is worth noting tha
events in New York shared the history under study. In 1947, teachers in Buffalo, NY
struck, which inspired the Condon-Wadlin Act, which, in turn inspired the Hutchinson
Act after Detroit area teachers took to the picket lines or threatened to do scef-ourte
years later, teachers affiliated with New York’s United Federatioreathers
successfully pressed for collective bargaining rights, which, in turn, inspireditteta
teachers to successfully press for bargaining rights of their-wn.

HB2953 Moves Through Legislative Process

The House and Senate introduced their versions of the public emptelaEmns
bill on the same day, April 14, 1965; on June 22, the legislature pasdad. tBe®vernor
Romney signed PA 379 into law the next month. The new law amendeditti@ridon
Act in a number of significant ways. Like the Hutchinson Acprithibited strikes by
public employees. The new act, however, did not assign punitive consesguertbose

who did strike. Most importantly, the new law more narrowly definbdtveonstituted a

129 1h;
Ibid.
1303effrey Mirel, The Rise and Fall of an Urban School System, Detroit, 1907-
1981 (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press), 271; Freenvdarking-Class New
York 204; Maier City Unions 117-118.
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strike. In the Hutchinson Act, if a single person did not come t& @wsi1scheduled, he or
she could be deemed to be on strike and, as a result, be fired, losdé&igpension, or
other benefits. The Hutchinson Act also prohibited the employee wHatedoits
measures from receiving increases in pay for a year if aldeweeturn to work. The
employees would be on probation for two years, during which time he evahé serve
“at the pleasure of the appointing officer or body.” Non-public seetoployees
encouraging or coercing public employees to go out on strike wouddliect to a fine
for as much as $1,000.00 and/or one year in priSomhis measure, directed toward
union staff members and officers, was particularly onerous. Sonme argeed that it
violated the constitutional guarantee to fspeech.

In contrast, the new law provided for unions and required collebavgaining

should employees of a governmental unit request this option. Most importantly,

Representatives designated or selected for purposes of
collective bargaining by the majority of the public
employees in a unit appropriate for such purposes, shall be
the exclusive representatives of all the public employees in
such unit for the purposes of collective bargaining in
respect to rates of pay, wages, hours of employment or
other conditions of employment, and shall be so recognized
by the public employer?

This clause meant that unions representing a minority of workeaigy governmental
unit would lose their members to unions representing a majorityeagémployees in that
unit. This assured less fragmentation among public sector unionggasefrtation that

had weakened organized labor in the public sector. The clause alsd s& simplify

3l\Michigan, “Hutchinson Act,’Public and Local Acts of the Legislature of the
State of Michigar{1947), 633-634.

132\Miichigan, “Public Employees Relations AcBublic and Local Acts of the
Legislature of the State of Michig&h965), 745-750; see also, Saltzman and Sperka,
“Public Sector Collective Bargaining in Michigan, 108.
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negotiations, as public employers now only had to negotiate with presentative in a
unit as opposed to additional ones.

The new bill was passed by a 90 to 4 margin in the House, witbdsrocrats
and four Republicans abstaining. Because the margin exceedeetlartdmmajority the
law had immediate effect. Otherwise, @ys would have to have elapsed before the bill
became effective.

As the Public Employees Relations Act was state lawdindt apply to federal
workers. However, it did not apply to classified state workerg Jdate constitution
mandated that their labor relations operate under the civil sesystem. Initially,
employees of state universities were exempt from coverage under PER¥K.FASRA, it
covered local and county workers as well as teachers and othersoskedwvithin the
public school systertt>

In the months following the passage of HB2953, organized labor applauded the
support provided by the legislature and governor. “300,000 Michigan Htrlptoyees
Get Right to Collective Bargaining,” the headline of one papek'8af'l think this is a
real victory for Council 77 and | hope the city employes [sic] realia@s this union that
paved the way for the rights they now enjdy>"the Public Employees Council 77
Mirror quoted Council 77 staff representative Alvin H. Rutherford. Chaih@fSenate

Labor Committee Sander Levin, as did Detroit City Councilmen gdnekley, referred

133 Michigan, “Public Employees Relations AcBublic and Local Acts of the
Legislature of the State of Michig&h965), 745-750.

134300,000 Michigan Public Employees Get Right to Collective Bargaining,”
Public EmployegAugust 1965, ALUA.

13%gee Benefits in New Law,Public Employees Council 77 Mirrpt9 August
1965, 1, ALUA.
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to the law as “the magna carta for public employé&s.Public Employees Council 77
President Jack Kauffman proudly declared that, “[n]Jow, by lawcare sit down at a
bargaining table and pound out reasonable conditions of work and wagas. article
titled, “Public Employe [sic] Act Hailed as Historic,” rerkad that Sander Levin, chair
of the Senate Labor Committee, “said that the law, passed ®yehr's Democratic
controlled Legislature, marks a revolutionary development between umbptoyer and
employee.*®

With whatever success a law might meet as it winds itg theough the
legislative process, there are often challenges that it confronts entootltat success. For
the two months between its introduction in April 1965 and passage in Jandars of
both the house and the senate introduced amendments to the public emelatens
bill. In the process, wrangling took place between supporters and oppbe¢ots a
resolution was found. It is little wonder, then, that the adage, “lamssausage are the
two things no one wants to see made,” resonates for many.

Following its initial submission, Michigan House Labor Committémi€CJames

Bradley (D) and Representative Bobby Crim (D), offered amendmentiouse Bill

138sander Levin, “Big Gains Chalked Up in Stategtal 155 Common Sense
September 1965, ALUA; Hal DeLong, “Convention Points Up Importance of Politics,”
Public Employees Council 77 MirroDecember 1965, 1; Sander Levin, Press Release,
“House Bill No. 2953 — Organizational and Bargaining Rights for Public Empldyees,
box 4, folder 8, Sander Levin Collection, ALUA; for another reference to PERA as the
Magna Carta see, Richard P. Fleming, “Municipal Collective BargainingeVAel of
Some of the Aspects of Industrial Relations Between Employees and the Geweaim
the City of Detroit, Michigan,” Essay, (Master of Laws, Wayne Stktwersity, 1966),
17.

1373ack Kauffman, “Members Can see What AFSCME Has Achieved: A Look at
the Record Reflects Tremendous Gains for Worké&rsblic Employees Council 77
Mirror, 14 October 1965, 1, ALUA.

13&pyblic Employe [sic] Act Hailed as HistoricPublic Employees Council 77
Mirror, 18 November 1965, ALUA.
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2953. Many of those offered by Bradley aimed to clarify languagdhe bill as originally
submitted. The Senate successfully demanded that the final versrenctearly define
who could and could not qualify as a supervisor in the Fire Departnreptifposes of
collective bargaining. The final version also comprised reasotaigeage outlining the
restricted conditions under which a party could demand a representatiotiahelec
Representative Bobby Crim's objections reflected a combinationsdfdining,
background, and affiliations. A former teacher, Crim held afidieg with the Flint
Education Association and Michigan Education Association. A Demogatsenting
the 79" Representative District in Genesee County, he had previousigdsas mayor
and councilman, in Davison, Michigan. Crim had a closer ideologilegiahce with the
more conservative Michigan Education Association than the Amerieder&tion of
Teachers® After all, the language he introduced as an amendment to HB2&See
that organization's interests and concerns. In particular, Callad for a Professional
Negotiation Commission to be used during collective bargaining inMighigan
Department of Educatioff’ Both the Michigan Education Association and Crim
believed that educators should play a central role in negotiationse Wisitussing
bargainable issues in teacher-school board labor relations, Robien Raiced a similar
concern. As the executive director of the Citizens Council of igahi an organization
charged with providing information about important matters concernatg and local

government, Pickup had studied this is§ti¢The Michigan law,” he argued, “does not

139Michigan, Michigan Manual(State of Michigan: Lansing, 1966), 184.

14O\viichigan, Journal of the House of Representatives of the State of Michigan
(State of Michican: Lansing, 1965), 1863-1865.

115eehttp://www.crcmich.org/PUBLICAT/1990s/1998/pickup.htadcessed on
25 May 2005 andittp://crcmich.org/INFORMAT/info.htmaccessed 7 August 2005.
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specifically define the subjects, which are open for negotiatittnCrim's colleagues in

the House did not agree. The MEA’'s lobbying and Crim's proposed amendment
notwithstanding, efforts to modify the bill to reflect these corcemere rejected. On
June 21, the day before the legislature passed the bill, Dencd@egdresentative Traxler
moved for a reconsideration of the measure, hoping that the move esglitin further
changes or simply to record his opposition to the*fill.

The limitation of the law was inherent in the nature of lawsndedves. Laws
regulate behavior and, often, restrict parties from pursuing refinesaresolved matters
outside of the parameters of the M Since the new bill did not provide for strikes,
which were and are rarely accepted for public sector workerssiaoé the bill did not
allow for binding arbitration, the right to collective bargaining cooldan little more
than an opportunity to engage in non-binding discussions. So long as tloyemepuld
demonstrate that he or she had pursued the negotiations in good ftbelitd stop the
employer from maintaining unacceptable wages, work conditions, andtbeméafs was
the fear of public sector workers and the unions who representedthem.

During the course of the process whereby the bill became Public329,
Representative Crim exhibited concern that the bill was unable to accomnimlagzts

of the educational community. In a similar vein, there were othecsworried that the

1“’Robert E. Pickup, “Michigan Public-Employee Relatioi&dceedings of the
Academy of Political Scienc@0, no. 2, (1970): 99.

143Michigan,Journal of the House of Representatives of the State of Michigan
(State of Michigan: Lansing, 1965), 1866.

14430seph A. McCartin, “Bringing the State's Workers in: Time to Rectify an
Imbalanced US Labor Historiography,abor History 47, no. 1, (February 2006), 73-94.
Reference on 80; see also 1967 Executive Committee, National Governor's @mfere
Reportlg;‘ Task Force on State and Local Government Labor Relati@6is, 6.

1bid., 23
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state labor mediation board was unqualified to mediate disputes eoetpablic
employees and employers when private sector labor relatiangsvspecialty. After all,
labor relations in the public sector came with unique issuesstima¢ believed did not
mirror the private sector. Robert Pickup said it best. “It isu@dgthat the entire
orientation of the staff was toward the private sector and thaetiteency has been to
apply to the public-employee negotiations those standards that hadyadteveloped to
meet problems of the private sector which are not the same as ithdee public
sector.**
Other concerns surfaced as well during the legislative debate. For extraple
proposed law extended an unfair labor charge clause applicable to state and loxal publ
employers, but not to their employees or their representatives. In this, legslators
modeled HB2953 after the Wagner Act and did not include its amendments under the
Taft-Hartley Act. Advocates of the clause argued that employelplogter to discipline
employees under these circumstances. Some, however, questioned the fairness of a
system that applied what they considered to be different standards of blecbptaavior
to one party but not to the othéf.The law, while it provided “for public employees to
organize together or to form, join or assist in labor organization,” neither said plegdm
that these same employees had a right to refrain from joining or assistirgg in

organization of a labor organizatioff As with other elements of the bill, opponents may

1“*Robert E. Pickup, “Michigan Public-Employee Relatioi&dceedings of the
Academy of Political Scienc@0, no. 2, (1970): 102.

*%bid., 102; Saltzman and Sperka, “Public Sector Collective Bargaining in
Michigan,” 108; 1967 Executive Committee, National Governor's Conferepart of
Task Force on State and Local Government Labor Relati@6v, 15.

1“8Robert C. Grosvenor, “Labor Relations in the Public Sector Service in
Michigan: A Comparison of Three Approaches,” 6, box 156, folder entitled, “Labor —
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have refrained from arguing the point because of the perceived futility in they evad
the political capital expended in the process.
Public Sector Activism During Legislative Deliberations

While the legislature was considering changes to the Hutchinsgnpéblic
sector workers in the Detroit metropolitan area expressedfthsiration in the form of
strikes over wages, working conditions, and benefits. In May 1965 empl@jethe
Public Lighting Commission, the Detroit Public Works, and the Bugdand Safety
engineering Department called in absent, on vacation, or not iat gibtest to the 1965-
1966 city budget, adopted earlier in the spring. These plumbers, painters;iates;tand
carpenters slowly ended their strike after three days, veith elay finding increasing
numbers returning to their jobs. The Cavanagh administration threatemngdumbers
who participated in the strike with disciplinary action, rangingm “loss of pay,
suspension, loss of longevity pay, consideration for promotion and possihlaeagon
of employment” in a letter. Newspaper reports indicated the $&me.

Mayor Cavanagh said that he was not prepared to invoke the Hutchigson A
because work continued at sites. His executive secretary, however, did not gedrttta
According to his executive secretary’s investigation, “work hagptd on the City
Airport terminal, the new south wing at the Detroit Institute df Receiving Hospital,
the Kennedy Square underground parking garage, the swimming poolCatbs¢-ield,

the zoo refectory and the Children’s Zoo on Belle 15%.In all likelihood, Cavanagh

General,” George Romney Collection, BHL.

14%Clyde Dougherty to Plumbers, 18 May 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA,; “City Warns it May Fire ‘Stay-Home’ Building Work®” Detroit
News 18 May 1965.

15%City Warns it May Fire ‘Stay-Home’ Building WorkersDetroit News 18
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refrained from invoking the law because of its implications. Opaélic sector
employees engaged in a strike, regaining their jobs would be diffedl any such
employee could lose pension and retirement rights. A prison sentesceseaved for
anyone encouraging or coercing a public employee to engagetiikeg a provision
clearly directed at unions. These provisions elicited fear in @sblitor workers but did
not provide viable alternatives to resolve outstanding problems. &hevées reflected in
newspaper articles that referred to the job actions as wglistae,” or referred to the
workers in question as being “absent” from their duties. Media outldtsiot use the
word, “strike.™>*

In solidarity and sympathy with protesting city employeesraum of private
sector employees honored the strike by withholding their work fi@aat one day of the
job action. The combined actions of striking city employees and thosatglyi
contracted on city projects prompted the mayor to make a concessiogpdsted in the
Detroit News “[tlhe stay-home protest ended Monday after Cavanagh approved a
suggestion by union officials that a lump sum be set aside inektebudget to make
wage adjustments in line with prevailing rates in private industfy.”

Therein was the issue: public sector workers received lesghbarbrethren in

the private sector. “Even with recent raises granted by tiye .citradesmen on city

payrolls get 25 to 50 cents less an hour than those employed by movatactors,” one

May 1965.

*Ybid.; “If the Law is Useless, It Ought to Be Changéddetroit Free Press20
May 1965, 8-A; Michigan, “Hutchinson ActPublic and Local Acts of the Legislature of
the State of Michiga(il947), 633-634.

152Feud Forgotten as Mayor Praises City's Employes [sR&troit News 27
May 1965.
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union official complained during the May 1965 strike of skilled city keos™>* The
argument “that there should be a differential because of theaasg of year-round work
in city employment did not resonate with city building tradesmba taristled over a 15
cent differential between what they received compared to “toeinterparts in private
industry.”™* Whether the differential equaled 15 or 50 cents did not mat@mtamber
of city workers. For them, any differential raised questions of inequity.

As for Cavanagh's “assurance of year-round work in City emplogmpublic

sector workers had a counter argument to which he did not have as ready an answer:

As for the so-called 'guarantee of tenure,” of former

Government employes [sic] — dropped from the rolls

because of consolidation, because of management decisions

dictating reductions in force, or because of the introduction

of new systems, new equipment, new ways of doing things

— are grim testimony to the reality that looms far larger than

the myth®*®
Making reference to the introduction of technical innovations whileectfig on the
safeguards afforded workers in private industry, the author of the abte®the tenuous
position of public sector employees.

Even the venerable American Bar Association concluded that putilogment

did not offer the security necessary to offset pay diffesmntin the same report that
Romney used to justify his decision to sign PERA into law, thé& ABjued that, [e]ven
alleged security in the public service has become not much diffiecen that enjoyed in

many areas of private employment.” The ABA issued the reportyears earlier,

indicating that ideas concerning compensation and security for dalior employment

15*Mayor Says ‘Stay-Home’ to End Soorfetroit News 19 May 1965.

15%Cavanagh to Restore Pay-Raise Furiktroit Free Press21 May 1965.

155 ocal 207, Detroit Water Board Employes [sicyetroit Labor News]8
November 1965, 16.
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had begun to change long befdr.

Even as incidents of May 1965 unfolded, Cavanagh received three cbmes
form letter signed by members of the International Brotherhoodeaftri€al Workers,
Local #58, requesting parity in pay. The letter quotes a portiomeo€ity Charter that,
“no skilled mechanic shall receive compensation in a sum less ttanhighest
prevailing wage in that particular grade of work.” Apparently, gractice began as
early as 1948 and continued through the Miriani administration. Thel atp&harter
corroborates this claif?’ According to the union’s letter, there had been a time when the
city provided skilled workers retroactive pay after withholding tteat for periods. The
letter then pointed out past, current, and projected differentiatsilded as “glaring and
is the cause of much resentment.” The projected differentialh®orl965-1966 fiscal
year, the letter argued, was $11,050 for those in the private indastyndy $9,256 for
those in the public service, amounting to a differential of neaglyteen hundred dollars.
The letter then noted Cavanagh’s income tax plan and a “promiseif thgpassed,

Cavanagh

would see to it that the skilled craftsmen employed by the
City of Detroit received [sic] the prevailing rate of pay.
Needless to say, the income tax plan passed, with our help,
but so far, the Mayor has not kept faith with his promise.
This is not good at any time but is especially so in an
election year™®

15American Bar Association, H. Eliot Kaplan, et al, “Report of the Committee on
Labor Relations of Governmental Employees,” 90.

157 Detroit, Charter of the City of Detrqi(Detroit: City of Detroit, Revised to
January 1, 1948), Title IX, Chapter Il, Section 4, 221.

>®Richard B. Stone to Mayor Cavanagh, letter,10 May 1965, box 212, folder 5,
Cavanagh Collection, ALUA. The other letter are signed by John Parke and John Canales
[sic?] (note: as standard archival practice generally dictates thatataplare discarded,
it is possible that there were many more of these form letters sent to Glaviaaa the
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There is no known response to the allegations outlined in this letter. However, Gavanag
did respond to the differentials in response to the strike in May 1965. As reported in the
Detroit Free PressCavanagh “said he believes workmen agree that there should be a
differential because of the assurance of year-round work in City emphoyiigWhat
constituted a reasonable differential in pay? It was Cavanagh’s “intee¢poCity of

Detroit rates of pay within 25 cents of the construction industry r&t&H.the strike

revealed nothing else, it illustrated that workmen did not placidly “agree” fteaeditial

and, in fact, took exception to it. Historian Joseph Slater argues the same point.
“Throughout this period their experiences contradicted the notion that government
employees were somehow privileged,” he says in his Badkic Workers“They were

poorly paid,” he continuetf*

The strike in the building trades was not the only time in 1965 that city workers
engaged in an unauthorized strike to demand an improvement in their wages. Fourteen
plumbers in the Department of Public Works, reported sick for two consecutivendays i
protest of inadequate pay raises for the 1965-1966 fiscal year. Their demaa@®f
cent raise were answered with an unacceptable 29-cent upward pay adjuBhnsedtit]
not sit well with the fourteen workers. Instead of calling a formal strike, kiptliat the
Hutchinson Act might be used against them, many of them called in sick. Beghmmihg
14, the same day that the state legislature introduced House Bill 2953 and SéB2te Bil

amending the Hutchinson Act, the plumbers absented themselves from work.tithe tac

three found in the Cavanagh Collection).

15%Cavanagh to Restore Pay-Raise Furiktroit Free Press21 May 1965.

1%\Memo from Boaz Siegel, 21 May 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.

1815)ater,Public Workers202; see also Ross, “Those Newly Militant Government
Workers,”Fortune August 1968, 106.
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did not work to the extent or in the way that the protesting plumbers desired. Indeed,
Glenn Richards of the Department of Public Works “ordered sick pay withheld from 13
city plumbers in his department who reported sick for the second Yahie workers
pursuing the “strike” did not appear to be coordinating it with legislators.tfiba¢ two
events took place on the same day does say something about the tenor of the times, when
public sector workers and the legislators who responded to some of their concerns
operated out of a rights consciousness. Indeed, these legislators were,dwitheay,
responding to the concerns of public sector workers about the Hutchinson Act. The Civil
Rights movement, with its sense of rights consciousness, must have shaped how the
plumbers went on strike and how legislators responded to the push for a change in laws
that would empower city workers to pursue their rights.
Conclusion

Marvin Esch stood as one of the few legislators who vocally opposed HB2953. A
former Wayne State University professdno represented the 53rd district in Ann Arbor,
Esch was not only one of the four representatives who voted against the bill when it came
up for a final vote before reaching the governor's office for signatusdsbédelt strongly
enough about the bill to formally comment on it before it won success. “Mr. Speaker a

members of the House,” he began,

| voted 'no’ on House Bill No. 2953 not only because |

object to the substance of the bill, but also because the bill
passed through the Labor committee with but ten minutes
discussion, and because debate was cut off on the floor
before any member of the opposition had a chance to
debate the bill, and before the motion to refer to the Ways

182City Refuses Sick Pay to Plumberfetroit Free Press16 April 1965, p. 7B;
se also, “City Warns it May Fire ‘Stay-Home’ Building Worker®gtroit News 18 May
1965; Fleming, “Municipal Collective Bargaining,” 14.
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and Means committee could be discussed, in spite of the
fact that the Secretary of State had indicated the bill would
have real financial implication[s]*

As one of thirteen members and one of four Republicans of the House Caimmittee,
Esch possessed particular insight into the workings of this coeenatid the legislative
process that moved this bill from its introduction through to its pes§aThe concerns
about the bill's “financial implications” and lack of “debate’icsanuch about interests
that House Bill 2953's advocates had in the measure. Followikgsstmost prominently
the strike of Detroit Street Railway workers in 1951, a numbepre¥ious efforts to
amend the Hutchinson Act through the legislative process duringl®@s, the
opposition that G. Mennen Williams, a popular governor, had to the law, no#rttbon
numerous calls for its amendment by an organized labor energizéu [§ivil Rights
movement, the Hutchinson Act remained intact for eighteen years. Waerocrats
finally came to dominate both the Michigan House and Senate followigigldtive
reapportionment, they were in no mood to further discuss the metits ofll, let alone
more than the ten minutes that Representative Esch arguedonétid. As to the bill's
“financial implication[s],” its enactment did mean that thetesthad to now expend more
resources for a bureaucracy established to administer itdates. Most importantly, an
energized public sector, emboldened by the Public EmployeesdRslaict, could more
forcefully pressure elected and appointed officials to accommaiiaieges in wages,

benefits as well as other terms and conditions of employment, wiadhfinancial

%3Michigan, Journal of the House of Representatives of the State of Michigan
(Lansing: State of Michigan, 1965), 1866.

%Michigan, Michigan Manual, 1965-196@.ansing: State of Michigan, 1966),
179.
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implications for the Detroit metropolitan community and beybiid.

However legitimate the concerns of Representative Esch, theembam
generated by the rights consciousness sentiment would not alldivranyy stop or slow
the enactment of the Public Employee Relations Act. Moreover,tdehpilegitimacy of
Esch's concerns, the success of the measure may have preveygediablems. As
public sector workers in Detroit and beyond witnessed their counteripattie private
sector receiving contracts with wages, working conditions, and ketigdit far outpaced
theirs, the threat of escalating in strikes was real. Thieestf Hamtramck teachers in
April and of Detroit building tradesmen in April and May probablfluenced other
public sector workers to seek redress for treatment thisgved they did not deserve.
The Detroit Newsarticle entitled, “Other City Unions Eye 'Stay-Home', quaied union
official as saying that “If this tactic works, others mayit. After all, we can't strike and
we can't even get across-the-table bargaining. If you feel kartve got to do
something.*® The State of Michigan and its cities and counties may have beén har
pressed to come up with the resources required to manage alstatméaliation board
with increased responsibilitiéd’ but the impact of widespread and continuous strikes

amongst public sector workers may have proven more damaging. rguraemt herein

16%300,000 Michigan Public Employees Get Right to Collective Bargaining,”
Public EmployegAugust 1965, ALUA

%830 Ann Hardee, “Other City Unions Eye 'Stay-HomBgtroit News 19 May
1965, box 260, folder 29, Cavanagh Papers, ALUA.

187A year and a half after Governor Romney signed PERA into law, the Advisory
Committee on Public Employee Relations gave voice to the idea that the $tate La
Mediation Board required additional funding given the increased workload. See Advisory
Committee on Public Employee Relations, “Report to Governor George Romney,” 8, 15
February 1967, 7 and 8; see also 1967 Executive Committee, National Governor's
ConferenceReport of Task Force on State and Local Government Labor Relations
1967, 11.
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posed is a counterfactual one, but one no less important to considereflbeting on
the pros and cons of the 1965 Public Employees Relations Act.

For the public sector and those who supporter their empowerment, the Publi
Employees Relations Act offered numerous benefits. With thedatlic sector workers
had an avenue to improve their wages, working conditions, and benefitsad@ean the
hole was to bring pressure upon the powers that be to sign favorabénagts. They
had the capacity to accomplish this end by their use of the medidha collective
bargaining provision within the law to force what they had difficygroposing in
previous years. We must remember, too, that PERA encouraged otheneigganized
public sector workers to become organized. In theory, a more denskenséip base
had the capacity of strengthening unions during contract negotiations. While patdic se
membership grew substantially in Detroit with the passagé€ERA, the contract
AFSCME Council 77 negotiated in October 1967 was not nearly as stsdtgydficers

and members would have liked. The following chapter examines why that was.

www.manaraa.com



239

Chapter 5

The Prospects and Limitations of the Public Employees Relations Act965-1967

It is a pleasure to see how knowledge of the new laws can
be a shot in the arm to members of ... AF.S.C. & M.E.
[locals?

We will be able to raise our heads and get off our begging
knees and set down across the table with management and
bargain COLLECTIVELY?

"You have won the war here in Michigan, so to speak. Now
you must perform the important task of securing the peace
by establishing strong local unions and councils -
financially strong with well-trained local union leadership
that is able to use the power of this union, not only at the
collective bargaining table, but in the halls of the legislature
and in the communities where our people fve:-
AFSCME President Jerry Wurf

Laws may set into motion responses that create other setsliehgea that the
polity is then compelled to manage. The Public Employees Reldidnisad this affect.
Because the workers that were regulated by it served the eotnmunity, the law
inspired significant changes in Detroit. How could it be othervI3etroit was a “union
town” and because Michigan’s Public Employees Relations gnifsiantly changed the
relationship between the city and its sizeable work forcepitldvhave been surprising

had changes not occurred.

The responses that PERA set into motion in the two years follatgimgactment

14 ocal 207, Detroit Water Board Employes [sicDetroit Labor News11
November 1965, 7.

2DPW Locals 26, 229, 327 and 1220 to Meet Nov. ZBtroit Labor News]1
November 1965, 10.

3AFSCME President Jerry Wurf quoted on the occasion of the Second Annual
[Michigan] Leadership Council in November 1967 in “Michigan Leadership Moves to
Create Strong ProgramPublic EmployegeDecember 1967, 12.
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include a Detroit ordinance that mirrored the state law, intenganizing efforts by
public sector unions and associations, and the adverse effecthraofkang economy on
public sector workers seeking improvements in pay, benefits andngockinditions. In
addition, the legislature changed from Democratic to Republican cotFk$CME
international imposed trusteeships on two AFSCME affiliates, gowemh officials
resisted PERA, and the Civil Rights movement continued to influenceadtnese of
public sector labor relations. Each of these developments fadtimeiicantly into the
modest agreement into which Detroit and AFSCME Council 77 finalize@ctober
1967.
Detroit Enacts it Own Labor Relations Law

In December 1965, following the enactment of the Public Employeedidte
Act, Detroit's mayor and City Council passed and signed intddedinance 140-G. By
enacting this ordinance, the city established the administrataghinery to manage
Detroit's labor relations. In the process, city officials tedi the state's role in labor
relations with city employees, thereby taking control of the$ations. In so doing, the
city sought to prevent any negative consequences from the involvemarstate labor
mediation board in particular: a scenario where a state labdiation board, trained to
mediate private sector labor relations, might intervene in Dstrpublic sector labor
relations. Moreover, with city labor relations in the hands of Detfficials, the city
could better define relations where PERA was ambigtious.

The ordinance “established a labor relations bureau to consistlicdcior and

“Sterling Spero and John M. Capozzdlhe Urban Community and Its Unionized
Bureaucracies: Pressure Politics in Local Government Labor Rela{ie® York:
Dunellen, 1973), 47-50.
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such other assistants as may be required.” It provided the dirgittothe power to
negotiate on grievances, make rules for the administration ofd@ance, and carry out
its mission under the direction of the mayor and Common Councilhdrt,sthe law
created a division of the city government designed to mediate anct dalations
between the city and its employ€es.

On the surface, the passage of the city ordinance facilitalezttive bargaining
between the city and its employees. For many at the timejuihservice system did not
work, and other agencies proved inadequate in managing the city's easplapeoffice
specifically charged with labor relations might stabilize aggtematize public sector
labor relations. The ordinance, then, replaced what many refesres “collective
begging.” The city council promptly approved the ordinance with no dissenting®votes.

Previously, public sector unions, associations, groups, and clubs lobbied the
mayor and city council members for wage hikes and improvements irfitbesed
working conditions. In the years leading up to 1965, public sector unions, and
associations, representing repairmen, boiler inspectors, nursesls,guiaffic sign
mechanics, typists, stenographers, construction inspectors, libragaitatisn workers,
recreation workers, bus drivers, window washers, and engineers, amamg other
workers, sent letters to the mayor and city council membguesting adjustments to the

terms and conditions of employment for their members. On otherioesathe mayor

°Ibid., 45-46; Detroit, Michigan, “Labor Relations Bureau for City Employees’
Collective Bargaining Ordinance®mendment to the Municipal Cofl965), Ordinance
No. 140-G, Chapter 2, Article, 7; McLaughliMjchigan Labor 149-150.

®Ibid.; Mel Ravitz, Interviewed by Louis Jones, 7 August 2008. In this interview
Mel Ravitz who was on the Common Council when that body passed this resolution,
indicated that the two people that were not present, may have objected to the ordinance
but decided not to vote against it since they knew that their vote would not have mattered
anyhow.
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convened groups of public sector representatives, often in the auditorithre @fity-
County Building, to discuss compensation packages. The process did notfallow
meaningful negotiations and reinforced the image of 'collective beygm@ suggested
that public sector workers had little say in the outcdme.

Dozens of organizations represented city employees in thelgadmsg up to the
enactment of the Public Employee Relations Att. addition to AFSCME's Public
Employees Council 77, which represented approximately 9,000 workersggeaahother
organizations made their requests known to city officiaEheir requests chiefly
concerned wages, as when AFSCME Local 236 President compiairtad letter to
Detroit City Councilmen Mel Ravitz, that his members, emplogiethe Mistersky Power
Station of the Public Lighting Commission, received wages and fhagefits that were
far less than comparable workers at Detroit Edison. To engghdise disparity, this
Local 236 president included a chart reflecting a wage study illustratirtiftbeences. It
called attention to the fact that, “MISTERSKY WAGES LISTRBOVE AVERAGE

ABOUT 60 [CENTS] PER HOUR OR ABOUT $1200 PER YEAR LESHAN

"Mae MacLeod to Al Leggat, 24 February 1966 and Mayor [Jerome Cavanagh] to
45 employee representative groups, 23 February 1966, box 270, folder 14, Jerome P.
Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.

®Robert E. Pickup, executive director of the Citizens Research Council of
Michigan sites 34 such organizations whereas Sterling Spero and John M Captzzola si
48. See “Michigan Public-Employee RelationBrbceedings of the Academy of Political
Science30, no. 2, (1970): 94; Sterling Spero and JohitCkpozzola, The Urban
Community and its Unionized Bureaucracf{dlew York: Dunellen Publishing Company,
Inc., 1973), 45; Web site of the Citizens Research Council of Michigan accessed at
http://www.crcmich.org/PUBLICAT/1990s/1998/pickpu.htort 25 May 2005; for a
sampling of the range of organizations representing city employees feitnl 984 see
the Mel Ravitz Collection, ALUA, especially box 2, folder 20; box 6, folder 7; and box 8,
folder 19.

%“Union Listings,” February 1966, box 270, folder 14, Jerome P. Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.
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EDISON WAGES.*°

The local was not alone in complaining about the terms and conditiomsrkf
for its members. “From our observations,” wrote a senior stgffesentative for
AFSCME Local 1220, representing maintenance workers and windoshens “it
appears as though length of service with the Department [of PMolrks] have little
weight as to transfer rights, choice of jobs or promotional opportsritfieThe
Association of Governmental Senior Clerks, Typists, and Stenogrgpdrsmnalized the
plight of its members in seeking an increase in wages. iimgito Councilmen Mel

Ravitz, public sector representatives described a typical member of tlair loc

Generally, he is a husband and father — a responsible
citizen — who is seeking to raise his standard of living. This
pressure becomes most urgent when he feels that he is
losing out, either in lower income, in higher living costs, or
by comparison with what others are receivifg.

These concluding words, “by comparison with what others are reggivieveals the
growing sentiment that public sector workers deserved what prsex®r workers
received.

Robert J. Hugler of the Governmental Accountants and Analystsciatiso
complained that, “the failure of your Honorable Body to approve theuéxecsalary
rates recommended by the Mayor is, in our opinion, a questionable ecdrtencited

the difficulty in recruiting and retaining qualified individuals latver rates than the

%Robert J. Jones to Mel Ravitz, 6 March 1962, and “Edison/Mistersky Wage
Study,” 1962, box 2, folder 20, Mel Ravitz Collection, ALUA.

) awrence C. Stranahan to William G. Rogell

12Robert Steill and Mary Keene to Mel Ravitz, 22 January 1963, box 6, folder 7,
Mel Ravitz Collection, ALUA.
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private sectof® Again, this union representative alluded to the disparity in pay betwe
his members and those employed elsewhere doing similar work.

The issues of wages aside, public sector employees also cahteeneselves
with health care, seniority, pensions, vacation rights, sick leagangtirance, and death
benefits, among other beneflfsThey often pressed for changes in benefits as forcefully
as they did for wage increases. As with the wages, many a@othplaints centered on
the lack of equal treatment with private sector employers.

During the period preceding the new law, neither the council reyomwere
under any obligation to address the concerns of the public sectorth&/iistablishment
of a Bureau of Labor Relations, however, which had the power to conoluctlf
collective bargaining and the resolution of disputes, the relatiprstiveen the public
sector and the city became formalized.

Responding to the enactment of the Public Employee Relationsitatffials
pressed to have a local ordinance. Less than a week after glatlegi passed PERA, G.
Remus, of the Board of Water Commissioners, advised Fred Romanofijtieze
secretary to Mayor Cavanagh, that the city should establishigaesctoncerning
collective bargaining procedures for city employees under the stat® law. Remus,
however, did not conceive the idea on his own; he was prompted by Clem, Lew
regional director of Local 413, Utility Workers Union of Americawie had requested a
meeting with Remus for the purpose of engaging in a collectikgaimang relationship

with the Board of Water Commissioners over which Remus servgdresal manager.

*Robert J. Hugler to [Detroit] Common Council, 18 May 1964, box 8, folder 19,
Mel Ravitz Collection, ALUA.

1“See, for example, Alvin H. Ruthenberg and Robert N. Pruitt to the Honorable
Common Council, City of Detroit, letter, box 2, folder 21, Mel Ravitz Collection, ALUA.
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Needless to say, Lewis’ letter was inspired by the passégie new state law.
Anticipating the wide-ranging implications of the new law, Renadvised Romanoff
“that a meeting be held with the proper people...to establish unif@otiqes as far as
the City is concerned.” In the months after the enactment of PBRAprior to the
enactment of Detroit Ordinance 140-G, other unions approached thercpgyticular
city departments that employed their members, for the purpose of engagingoipriper
collective bargaining relationships. In each case, the requestsmaate to the Chief
Assistant Corporation Counsel with the recommendation that they tspitiions to this
effect to the State Labor Mediation Board. Now there was m@ssure for the city to
establish uniform practices that Remus thought neceSsary.

Inspired by the enactment of PERA, the relationship that tiiehad developed
with AFSCME over the decades began to mature. Early in AU@&8, a memorandum
of understanding was created regulating the relationship betweedME$ocal 23 and
the Detroit Housing Commission. The memorandum addressed emplpyesergation,
grievance procedures, promotional policy, personnel practices, emptayerg, union
business, general working conditions and general provisions. The impodarnhe
memo notwithstanding, its authors noted that its dictates wereiventsnce Public Act

379 was not fully operationaf.

1°Clem Lewis to G. Remus, 29 July 1965 and G. Remus to Fred J. Romanoff, 30
July 1965, Jerome Cavanagh Collection; Robert Reese to Fred Romanoff, 10 August
1965; Thomas Gallagher to Frank Foucault, 18 August 1965; Gallagher to Leo P.
Bartnik, 21 September 1965, all from box 212, folder 5, Jerome Cavanagh Collection;
“Pending Labor Matters,” Ca. early September 1965, box 212, folder 6, Cavanagh
Collection.

%proposed “Memorandum of Understanding — Detroit Housing Commission and
Local 23 AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 14 July 1965; Anthony Ripley to Richard Strichartz and
Robert Reese, 11 August 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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While memoranda of understandings are important mechanisms, tkeyl ldne
finality that the city’s labor relations required. In the courseletermining a plan of
action for a more formal mechanism, significant players witbity government
convened committees and drafted proposals for dealing with thelatateefore, and
perhaps in anticipation of adopting, a comparable local ordinance. Chkm§t#nt
Corporation Counsel Thomas H. Gallagher, Controller Richard Stragl@@narles Meyer
of the Civil Service Commission, Budget Director Edward NowakhudtrtPetrimoulx,
Head Governmental Analyst for the Budget Bureau, and Fred Romanxeftutive
secretary to the mayor, comprised members of the local govetnvhe acted on behalf
of the city in connection with labor relations. However, it wasumtid mid-August that
Gallagher received a formal request from Detroit's Common Cbtinadevelop means
of complying with the newly enacted law providing for recognitioh collective
bargaining units among public employees.” To this end, Gallagbeveced a
provisional committee on labor comprised of Charles Meyer, Arthimnfailx, Al
Leggat as a consultant, and Gallagher as chairman, to actreay &gethe city before the
Labor Mediation Board and recommend procedures and means for dedlnalvar
matters.’

Later in August, budget director Nowak drafted a “Proposed Ordinance
Governing Bargaining Procedures,” wherein he provided alternabvélsd formation of
either a Labor Relations Counsel or Commission intended to managearges,
complaints involving unfair labor practices, petitions requesting neatibns in wages,

hours and working conditions without impinging upon the jurisdiction of thel C

"Thomas H. Gallagher, 16 August 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA,
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Service Commission, Controller, other departments, or the Common Couweit & tall
order. After the Common Council reviewed the provisional committeedposal, a
subsequent and lengthier, albeit tentative, proposal was put fodhyrN®vember. This
latter proposal argued for a labor relations director as partaidor relations bureau that
would be subordinate to the mayor in order “to avoid a possible ttoethe strong
Mayor concept in the present and all future administrationsetdatingly, this proposal
was as much concerned with adhering to Kennedy's 1962 Executive 00888
allowing for collective bargaining among certain federal @ygés as it was with PERA,
thereby acknowledging the importance of a tone established on the federatanelvsl.
The Provisional Committee on Labor then set out to draft a De#datied Code of Fair
Labor Practices for Common Council approval. It was to outline a propgoseess for
negotiations, providing for the powers and duties of the Directohétabor Relations
Bureau as well as for an advisory committee. It was also tgrdgs the scope and order
of negotiations, agreements with bargaining units, rights and dutesm@byees, labor
organizations and departmefts.

The Provisional Committee on Labor submitted similar proposals agtlissues
to be considered for Common Council approval. Of particular intevasta memo
regarding employee relations in city service. The unidentifigbdos(s) maintained that
“[tlhe addition of a new and different agency merely added to rthgnfentation of
personnel administration and make its coordination more difficult.” Tkieogs) argued

that duplication of effort and interdepartmental conflicts resultech fthe proposal to

®Nowak to Strichartz, 23 August 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh Collection;
“Tentative Rules in Support of Bargaining Procedures Established by Ordemance
Provided by Act 282 and 379 of the Public Acts of the State of Michigan,” 3 November
1965, box 212, folder 6, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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establish a labor relations bureau. While the proposal set fattisimemo did not come
to fruition, it anticipated concerns voiced by others after the ordendar a labor
relations bureau had been approved by the Common Council and Thayor.

The enactment of laws requires that sponsors consider how theympitige
upon existing laws. In this case, those charged with formulatidopnéhce 140-G needed
to take a close look at Ordinance 336D, which the city had ena6btegkars before.
According to Budget Director Edward J. Nowak and Head Governmé&nédyst Arthur
J. Petrimoulx, “Ordinance 336D, among other things, purports to authinez€ivil
Service Commission to administer the pay play, ordinances and resslatifecting
compensation and fringe benefits.” The ordinance was inoperative, itgerseyally
believed, since there was neither a Personnel Director nor rules requitegtmyisions.
Besides, the Controller performed those functions delegated elseiwheBedinance
336D. The new ordinance needed to define the role of the ControlleelasThese
developments demonstrate the force PERA, as it forced Detsog@iernment to adapt
to the new public employee labor relations rules and, ultimatelyifynglieviously
established ordinancé$.

Part of the force behind passing the ordinance for a city laatians bureau
came from the rights consciousness stirred by the Civil Rigmbsement. This
burgeoning movement found expression in Detroit's Mayor Cavanagh. tDetizens

elected Jerome P. Cavanagh its mayor with great hope and ¢xped the age of 33

Nowak to Strichartz, 23 August 1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh Collection;
“Tentative Rules in Support of Bargaining Procedures Established by Ordemance
Provided by Act 282 and 379 of the Public Acts of the State of Michigan,” 3 November
1965, box 212, folder 6, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.

2Edward J. Nowak and Arthur J. Petrimoulx to Fred Romanoff, 12 November
1965, box 212, folder 5, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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and a Catholic, Cavanagh reminded many of John F. Kennedy, who asdwned t
presidency in the previous year. Cavanagh, a virtual unknown, embhac€d/il Rights
movement and publicly announcing his commitment to reform the DetadiceP
Department, which had long been seen as racist toward Africanidams?" Cavanagh's
public stance motivated the Trade Union Leadership ConferencBAREP, Cotillion
Club, the Wolverine Bar Association and the Michigan Interdenominationstdrial
Alliance to support a voter registration drive designed to suppe@r@ah's electioff:
Cavanagh entered the Mayor's office, with a sense of hope andatixpeas well as a
concern and interest in civil rights.

Programs initiated by Lyndon Johnson's Great Society and War omrtyPove
programs further solidified the relationship between Detroit's cAfiAmerican
community and Detroit's mayor, who embraced the new initiatizeen though issues
such as police brutality and shop floor oppression continued unabated dudhgfrhis
tenure, many voters expected Cavanagh to make Detroit a ppleiterto live and work
than what his predecessor had left. When Cavanagh won, he made good on his
commitment to bring equity in the executive order he issued shadtdy assuming his
new duties, one that tied his concern with civil rights with the pudaator. On February
22, less than two months after his inauguration, Cavanagh issued Exéarder No. 1.

It said, in part,
City employees shall be recruited, appointed, trained,

assigned, and promoted without regard to race, color,
religion, national origin or ancestry. Equal treatment of all

“IMary M. StolbergBridging the River of Hatred: The Pioneering Efforts of
Detroit Police Commissioner George Edwaf@setroit: Wayne State University Press,
1998), 12-14.

*?lpid., 31
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persons without regard to race, color, religion, national
origin, or ancestry shall be afforded to the public by all
municipal departments and commissions in performing
their services and in their operation of municipal
facilities?®

To ensure that the order would be taken seriously, Cavanagh requirede}zath
department and commission shall include in its annual report to tizgerM# activities
undertaken in compliance with this executive ordéiVith this executive order, the city
officially made a break with past practices, took a standnsigaiscrimination, and
furthered the cause of civil rights.

Sources do not reveal the number of African Americans that Detrgitoyed in
public sector work. We can assume that their representation amcheéntamproved
during Cavanagh's tenure as ma¥oiTheir growing numbers are reflected in the
concerns expressed by Michigan Representative James Bradleyvasiepartially
motivated to work on behalf of the Public Employees Relationsb&cause of the
number of African Americans who served as public sector wofRers.

In addition to formally advancing the idea and practice of nonidisaation,
Cavanagh’s support of a labor relations bureau evidenced his waagio embrace
change. To head up the new bureau, Cavanagh appointed Al Leggat, whovbddisex
consultant on committees concerned with public sector labor relafibese were few
people better equipped to lead the Detroit Bureau of Labor Relatiand éggat. Having

started work at Ford when he was 13, Leggat remained with the company forefeess b

Z3Jerome P. Cavanagh, Mayor, to all department heads, boards and commissions,
22 February 1962, box 4, folder 7, Jerome P. Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.

*|bid. StolbergBridging the River of HatredL45.

*®lpid., 145.

?Friends of State Representative, James Bradley, Birthday Pariyr'amno 9
January 1970, biography file of James Bradley, ALUA.
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assuming increasingly responsible positions within the UAW lelgierkle eventually
became Local 24 president. Much of his interest remained in thealabor journalism
and public relations. During the 1940s and 1950s, he served in editorial posititims
Willow Run Bombadief’ the Michigan CIQ?® and theAuto Worker and became
publicity director for the UAW Political Action Committee. His@ had experience as a
business agent and editor for the AFL in the hotel restaurantfiidhe late 1940s and
early 1950s, Leggat expanded his career by becoming Redford Tovéhgbgpvisor, a
position that he sought when he found corruption in the township government. His
success in getting elected to that position was due, in part, activgy in the Young
Democratic Organization in Michigan, starting in 1932, an organizdtr which he
became state chairmah.

The importance of Leggat’s political and union experience asidephrament
by Cavanagh to the position of director of the Bureau of Labaati®ek resulted from
his role in persuading a Detroit company to remain in the cigr af dispute with the
Teamsters over wages. As reported inDie¢roit Newsin June of 1962, “Legatt called in
state mediators, reopened negotiations between the union and managemdmturdust

before the company was to complete final arrangements for leBeingit, the employes

2’Al Leggat, Interviewed by Jack W. Skeels, 4 December 1959, 8, University of
Michigan — Wayne State University Institute of Labor and Industrial RastALUA.

*%bid., 9.

“Ibid., 11.

3_eggat Named New Ford Facts EditoEdrd Facts,20 Decembel947;
“Former Local 600 Editor Leads Ouster Movemeftd Facts 26 March 1949; “Labor
Rallies to Re-Elect Al LeggatFord Facts 31 March 1951; Al Leggat, Interviewed by
Jack W. Skeels, 4 December 1959, University of Michigan — Wayne State University
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, ALUA.
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[sic] voted to accept a three-year agreement and the plget&tain Detroit. Word of
Leggat’s work got back to Cavanagh through Allan Chisolm, chairman &t#te Labor
Mediation Board. From this reference, Cavanagh appointed Leggat to titienpo$
Bureau of Labor Relations in Detroit. Leggat’'s tenure as execusecretary of the
Michigan State Labor Mediation Board and as a civil serviceiama further acquainted
him with some of the nuts and bolts of what the new position invdfvetis work in
management positions at Cobo Hall and the Bridgeport Brass Congqmnglemented
his work in organized labor. It contributed to Leggat's ability tolaber-management
relations from the different perspectives required of the direxftthe Bureau of Labor
Relations for Detroit.

Once in the position, Legatt attracted positive attention from &euof sources
that took an interest in the role Cavanagh appointed him to direct. SmonLegatt
assumed his new position, Robert Perry of the Industrial Relatigs®cmtion of
Chicago asked Legatt to address that body concerning the propodedisation in
lllinois granting collective bargaining rights to its public eoygles. Several months
later, the Labor Relations Council of one Chamber of Commercel &8&eanagh to
allow Leggat to address its annual meeting in Indianapolis in Janaddition to
acknowledging Leggat’'s success in this new position, these reg@lestsay something
of the growing importance of providing public employees with callecbargaining
rights. It would have been unimaginable for any Chamber of Comnterdeave

considered inviting someone like Leggat to one of its functions ten lgeme. The year

3Anthony Ripley, “Legatt’s Labor Role Praised by Mayor; New Job Sigjhte
Detroit News 7 June 1962.

32Jack W. Skeels Oral History Interview with Al Leggat, 4 December 1959, p. 11
Relations, ALUA.
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1965, however, represented a moment in history where the idea haddattecreasing
acceptancé®

Under Leggat’s leadership, the Bureau’s first order of businasgavestablish a
representation policy that would determine which organization would sspregich

body of employees. According to the December 21, 1965, document,

the Labor Relations Bureau and the Office of the
Corporation Counsel favored the recognition of the largest
possible unit that will represent the greatest community of
interest while giving proper consideration to the
jurisdictional claims of recognized skilled trades and crafts,
professional and technical association and recognized
supervisory personnel.

The policy was sound enough, but recognizing labor organizations proved difficul
Recognition of these organizations also had far reaching implicatiéhen it came to
such employees as the police and fire fighters, there would nohdrg, if any,
challenges, since the Detroit Police Officers Association d&ire Fighters had
represented those employees for many years. The representatitreotity units or
classes of workers, however, had been divided among different unions. PR
mandated that, with some exceptions, each unit and/or class of empl@as to be
represented by one organization, often several unions sought to becoragcthaive
bargaining agent. AFSCME Council 77, the Teamsters, and to a kdsat, SEIU’s
Council M entered the fray in an attempt to win over city emm@syte their sidé* As

there were some 25,000 people employed by the city, the stakes were high. Thalend res

*Robert M. Perry to Cavanagh, 29 December 1965, box 270, folder14, Cavanagh
Collection,; Richard W. Averill to Cavanagh, 25 May 1966, box 270, folder 15,
Cavanagh Collection.

3Bargaining Units Currently Officially Recognized by Teamstavsal 299,” 15
December 1965, box 270, folder 16, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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of efforts to represent segments of this work force ended inedrecomplete elimination
of particular labor organizations from representing Detroit eityployees. Indeed, this
became SEIU’s fate, as AFSCME all but decimated that irttenad's Detroit-based

Council M in this winner-take-all conte¥$t.

Jurisdictional disputes between AFSCME and SEIU were not tlyeoos that
the Labor Relations Bureau had to address. Other examples dligumisal disputes
involved those between the Detroit City Hospital Employees Uniwh AFSCME
Council 77 over practical nurses, medical attendants, institutioraidatits, and other
non-professional employe&%.In his January 18, 1966, letter to Cavanagh and the
Common Council, Leggat refers to jurisdictional struggles betweerr ettgloyee
representatives. Leggat maintained that the Labor Relations Bureald week to
support an outcome that would be fair and reflect the interests cftyhi its ongoing
relationship with its employees. However, it must have caused Leggatt soraiy asxio
which outcome would be most fair to the interests of the employees and thekeity ali

One of the reasons that unions scrambled to obtain recognition Hieorabor
Relations Bureau and the State Labor Mediation Board was betagsgations for the
1966-1967 budget were to occur soon after the Labor Relations Bureastalaskeed.

The ability of labor organizations to secure wages, benefits, ankingoconditions

¥Representation Policy,” 21 December 1965, box 270, folder 13, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA; Jim Crellin, “City’s New Labor Relations Chief Haed®s in Both
Camps,Detroit News 15 December 1965; Flowers to Sullivan, 27 July 1967, box 53,
folder 15, SEIU Executive Office Collection: David Sullivan Collection, ALUAgUfes
Obtained from Flowers on Council M’'s Membership, 22 November 1967, box 53, folder
15, Sullivan Collection, ALUA.

%Leggat to Cavanagh and the Common Council, 18 January 1966, box 270,
folder 13, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA; “Preventive Mediation’ with City Unions
Urged,” Detroit News 12 May 1966, 5B.
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beneficial to their members was contingent upon their standinglatian to their
members, the city and state, as the city determined the budgetJtility Workers of
America and Local 447 of the Laborers and Hod Carriers Union, both omwho
represented certain segments of the Detroit Water Departmemipndizated this
concern. These unions expressed concern that their petition for egchesigaining
status may be considered after commencement of the 1966-1967 budgeteonougit
time to engage in collective bargaining relations with the ctyime for that budget.
Barring recognition as an exclusive bargaining representative, unieres hampered
during the negotiation proce¥s.

The challenges to the Labor Relations Bureau was partiattyonstrated by the
forty-five unions that represented city employ&e€avanagh invited representatives of
these unions to discuss the 1966-1967 budget in the auditorium of the CityCount
Building®*® Similar meetings had taken place between Cavanagh and labor
representatives in years past. Unlike those earlier encountats, |atv now pressed
Detroit and other Michigan cities to engage in a process moreagipng a good faith
effort to bargain collectively over issues of wages and work conditions.

Even as the Labor Relations Bureau was traversing new grouneémjtloyees,
their unions, and the departments wherein they worked, it had to deaksut#s that

others had to deal with in previous years when no such city divisisteéxin a letter to

37Utility Workers of America and Local 447 of the Laborers and Hod Carriers
Union to Mayor Cavanagh et al., 7 February 1966, box 270, folder 14, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA; Leggat to Mary Zaborski, 17 March 1966, box 270, foler 14
Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.

3Employee Representative List,” February 1966, box 270, folder 14 Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.

39Ccavanagh to distribution list of 45 organizations representing city employees, 23
February 1966, box 270, folder 14, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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Cavanagh, Clem Lewis, Regional Director of the Utility Woskef America, noted
Cavanagh’s budget projections reported in the media and took exceptiowtvatihe
deemed to be the continual policy of providing disproportionately high wiagése
police and fire department personnel compared to otfiers.

Still another issue confronted the Labor Relations Bureau. Theeechalienges
to the authority of the new bureau over relations between thendtitsaemployees. The
DSR Commission, for example, argued that, “the ordinance goveimn®$R is not
subject to the new Labor Relations Bureau provisions.” AFSCME Couiiciklso
challenged the Bureau’s authority in May 1966. A seemingly exatgue Leggat
expressed concern over challenges to the Labor Relation Buredhtsiy and other
matters that impacted its effectiveness, in a May 18, 1966 tet@avanagh, in which he
sought guidance and direction from the Common Council. He addressed ddoraads
union shop, compulsory arbitration, full scope of PERA vis-a-vis othésld¢ign and
Civil Service Commission practices, renegotiation of wages amefibe between
budgets, bookkeeping costs associated with dues check-offs, and aggdssagard for
the anti-strike prohibition within the lafv.

The advisory role of Detroit's corporation counsel, City contradlecretary-chief
examiner of the Civil Service Commission, and their respectisistaats contributed to

the confusion. As Spero and Capozzola argued,

The role of this advisory committee in the bargaining
process, as management and civic leaders had predicted,

“0Clem Lewis to Cavanagh, 25 March 1966, box 270, folder 15, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.

Il eggat to Cavanagh, 11 January 1966, box 270, folder 13 Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA,; “Preventive Mediation with City Unions,Detroit News 12 May 1966, 5B;
Leggat to Cavanagh, 18 May 1966, box 270, folder 14, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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proved a source of frustrating confusion. It trapped the
Labor Relations Bureau and its Director in a crossfire of
legal ambiguities, legislative-executive competition
between the Mayor and the Common Council, and
bureaucratic rivalries within the city administratién.

The challenges facing the Labor Relations Bureau required catheetten to resolve. In
conjunction with the members of the Labor Relations Advisory Boarggateproposed
that Detroit, Wayne State University, the University ofcMgan labor-management
departments, the Michigan Municipal League, and the National Leddtities convene
a high-level seminar to resolve issues that cities in Michigeed in the management of
public employees. “We would benefit greatly from the experienceitefs who have
dealt with municipal unions in the last ten years and they in turndwsmrefit from new
demands we are all facing in today’s highly organized drives vrote Cavanagh in the
late spring of 19663

Some believed that the bureau’s establishment was prematured, lle$sethan a
month before the ordinance went into effect, Detroit's Mayor Cavgnagcommenting
on a state law considered for lllinois similar to the Publipiyee Relations Act, said
he hoped that the lllinois law would not be given immediate e#fiedt“would allow for
the much needed time to propepsepare for its operation.” Moreover, a little over three
months after assuming the position of Director of the Labor ReRiBureau, Leggat
commented that, “It soon became apparent that this hastily pedcesgislation [i.e.,
Ordinance 140-G or PERA] should not have been given immediate .’efftastily

processed or not, the creation of a labor relations bureau for pulgioyses was not

“2Spero and Capozzol@he Urban Community and Its Unionized Bureaucracies,
46.

*3Leggat to Cavanagh, 10 June 1966, box 270, folder 15, Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA.
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deterred by those who had second thoughts. The force of history siraplgt not give
way to pressure from other quartéts.

There would be opportunities to approach a resolution on some of tagsesm
but it was not likely that they would be achieved during the Burebrss year of
existence. Whatever the case, the events leading up to and inchelibgbior Relations
Bureau’s first year were tumultuous, to be sure. Given the comienforces that
motivated them into existence, it would have been surprising had thewbghing less.
Given the tone of the 1960s, with its mobilization of African Amerscand other
marginalized segments of the society, it is logical thdtlic employees would both draw
from, and contribute to, that spirit as they sought empowerment falljpyears of what
they considered to be “collective begging” and demeaning treatment ais ‘pefvlnts.’

In 1965, formal and legally required collective bargaining right$ grocedures
constituted new waters for governments to navigate. This wag/ suhgl Legatt was
asked to speak to various gatherings about this subject, even thouighskd tvas still
new at it. Those requesting his advice sought to learn what he hadatoewtly and/or
avoid the mistakes he had made along the way. Whatever the caskingnernained
clear: Leggat, with his background and range of experiences, veamtimto a position
that anyone would have struggled with managing.

The Continuing Impact of the Civil Rights Movement
The civil rights-inspired fervor among public sector workers didemott with the

enactment of either the Public Employee Relations Act in 1965 or Detroit @ceii40-

*““Mayor Wants a Labor Bureau, Leggat to Run Rgtroit News 9 September
1965, 15-A; Cavanagh to Robert M. Perry, Chairman of the Industrial Relations
Association, 10 January 1966; Leggat to the Honorable Jerome P. Cavanagh, 28 March
1966, Box 270, Folder 13, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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G. The momentum from this movement also found its way into the suctdd=-SCME
Council 77's organizing campaign and its first contract with the initOctober 1967.
Historian Robert Shaffer attributes the growing energy of the gpgklitor to “the civil
rights movement, the student movement, the feminist movement and thiemjogsof
the established order normally associated with the 19804/iting less than a decade
following the enactment of PERA, Arnold Zack explained the miliawfcpublic sector
workers in similar terms. One of the main reasons for thigisietj he argued, comprised
“[tlhe demonstrated power of rising civil disobedience in the dgfits and draft resister
movements, anti-poverty campaigns and war protests, which convincéahingublic
employees of the viability of protesting against the 'esthblent’ to bring about
change.” Zack lists seven other reasons for the attentiorveelcbly and militancy of
public sector workers in the mid 1960s, including the relationship betweerd the
Civil Rights movement® Historian Joseph McCartin observed that, “as government
workers' unions became more diverse in their membership, they ax@deand gender
justice issues more central to their agenda3He connection between social movements
for civil rights and campaigns for the rights of workers was stronger in thi geltor.

The fertile ground created by the Civil Rights Movement prompthacates of
public sector empowerment to seek protections “afforded privater sgaployees by the

National Labor Relations Act,” and included in Kennedy's ExecutivdeOd0988

“*Robert Shaffer, “Where are the Organized Public Employees? The Absence of
Public Employee Unionism from U.S. History Textbooks, and Why it Matteedyor
History 43 (2002): 321.

“®Arnold M. Zack, “Impasses, Strikes, and ResolutionsPublic Workers and
Public Unions(New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972), 101-102

“"Joseph McCartin, “Bringing the State's Workers In: Time to Rectify an
Imbalanced US Labor Historiography,abor History47 (February 2006): 82.
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granting collective bargaining rights to federal employees. Thadline-grabbing
attention given to illegal strikes among transit workers in NewkYCity and school
teachers throughout the country also contributed to the sense of empaw among
public sector worker® In addition, Jerry Wurf's biographer refers to the ‘one-man, one-
vote decisions handed down by the Supreme Court and the “massivenrdtisederal
monies into state and city governments under President Lyndon Johnsat'S&Grety
programs*® as contributing to the empowerment of public sector workers begimmin
the mid 1960s. It is hard to imagine any of these phenomena existing twargyogéore,
when the country was emerging from World War Il and enteringCibld War era. In
this context, it is easy to see how and why the Detroit rgilstake of 1951 met with
failure and why a 1966 strike of transit workers in New York @iigt with success.
While many trace the inception and roots of the civil rights m&rerto World War 11,
the full impact of the war'’s language about rights was nowfeit the 1960s! “Rights
consciousness transcended most of the usual demographic and occupatiteral”’ba
Nelson Lichtenstein argues when he discusses public sector wéhkepsead to almost
every segment of society, to just about every interest group aimhfahe continues?

In this context it is not so unusual that public sector workers sobghitdawn set of

*87ack, “Impasses, Strikes, and Resolutions Pirblic Workers and Public
Unions 101-102; Richard N. Billings and John GreerBawer to the Public Worker
(Washington: Robert B. Luce, Inc., 1974), 165.

“9Joseph C. Gouldederry Wurf: Labor's Last Angry MafNew York:
Atheneum, 1982), 110.

*%Joshua Freemaklorking Class New York: Life and Labor Since World War II
209-211.

>INick SalvatoreSinging in a Strange Land: C.L. Franklin, the Black Church,
and the Transformation of Ameri¢@hicago: University of lllinois Press, 2006), 99.

>?Nelson LichtensteirState of the Union: A Century of American Labor
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002), 199.
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rights.

As discussed in chapter four, African Americans commonly bdister “second
class citizenship” when voicing their complaints against disnation during the 1960s.
Advocates of increased organization, representation of, and collectigairbag for
public sector workers used this same language to motivate them to demand thegahme
rights that private sector workers enjoyed under the National L[Rélations Act. When
AFSCME Council 77 organized workers (both its members and non-mentbexslk
off their jobs early in order to voice their frustrations to Dietofficials in 1966, they
appropriated the language of the Civil Rights movement to do so. yiérettiie Council
produced for the occasion explained that the Council intended “to secstreléiss
employment citizenship!!!!11°3

In 1966, Council 77 repeated the arguments made in the course afigpfesshe
Public Employees Relations Act. The Council sought parity with tihod@e private
sector. “For fifteen years the city employee has been saddjlith a law banning them
from their constitutional right to fight for better working conaiis and wages
compatible with those enjoyed by private industry,” one observerewildteMichigan
AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editiedlitorialized the same point when arguing,
“that the public — as an employer — has failed to keep pace witbritrege sector.” The
strength and relevance of this argument is reflected in hodighassion helped to shape
the contract negotiations with AFSCME. By making referencetmstitutional rights,”
advocates of public sector empowerment relied on language anticaussexl by those

within the Civil Rights movement. On some level, after all, @swhe Constitution that

>AFSCME Council 77 Flyer, “IT'S TIME TO ACT...FOR WAGE HIKES!!!,”
box 283, folder 4, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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was the basis for most of the claims made by proponents of civil rights and of unions.
An Organizing Drive Commences

As discussed in Chapter 4, the Civil Rights movement played a jengen
generating the momentum in Michigan politics required for theguges of the Public
Employee Relations Act. With a promise to provide public sector evsrivith rights
similar to those found in the private sector, the law sought to addoese of the
inequities in the work force. Similarly, it is in the contextlod Civil Rights movement
that the organizing drive among public sector employees took onmgediie continued
fervor following the enactment of the Public Employees Relatidos energized
AFSCME Council 77 and Detroit-area public sector workers morergigneo pursue an
organizing drive to further solidify their influence among Detratiblic sector workers.
The organizing drive began shortly following PERA's enactment.

On August 1, 1965, only nine days after Michigan's Governor George Romney
signed the Public Employees Relations Act into law,Deé&oit Newsran a front page
article with the title, “Teamsters' New Target: 250,000 PuMarkers.® An article by
long-time labor journalist Asher Lauren was subtitled, “5 Otheohmin Drive Spurred

by Michigan Law,®®

making reference to the Public Employees Relations Act. No
corresponding article appeared in the pages ob#teoit Labor Newsprobably because
the Teamsters were not members of the Michigan AFL-CICchigan AFL-CIO
Executive Vice President alluded to the Teamsters and/or oagjaniz like them when

he complained that, “there could be unions who made no contribution to nhé\ -

>Asher Lauren, “Teamsters' New Target: 250,000 Public WorkBetroit
News 1 August 1965, 1.

*bid., 1; Peter R. Lochbiler, “Labor Writer Lauren DieBgtroit News 6
August 1965, 1.
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CIO effort responsible for enactment of the legislation who would feelit would be
advantageous to organize in the public employe [sic] f&€ld&cknowledging the
Teamsters in the context of the Public Employees Relationsoigt would provide
publicity to an organization poised to compete with Michigan AFL-@ffdiated unions
organizing public sector worker5Whatever the case, the tone of the article was similar
to the period following the enactment of the National Labor Relatiahsn 1935, albeit
on a statewide scale. As with that earlier federal e, many believed that the new
state law opened the door for mass organizing drives in the paddtor. It is little
wonder, then, that many referred to PERA, as the little Wagnef Act.

Later in the month, AFSCME Council 77 made a concerted effortutcchaa
comparable organizing drive. A Local 542 columnist reported that,

[tihe opening gun was fired last Saturday at the EMBASSY

HOTEL for a vast organization drive for PUBLIC
EMPLOYEES. Top Organizers from the

*%pyblic Employes [sic] Now Have 'Instrument' for Organizingublic
Employees Council 77 Mirrof,9 August 1965, 1. See also, “Local 1220, Civic Center
Employes [sic],"Detroit Labor News26 August 1965, 13. For the response of one
AFSCME local to the efforts of a competing union the next year, see “CinviecCe
Local 1220,"Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editid2 October 1966,

9.

>’However, the Teamsters did receive mention irlteeoit Labor Newsbut
only when an AFL-CIO-affiliated union beat them out in a representation electin. Se
“AFSCME Local 101 Defeats Teamstérslichigan AFL-CIO News -- Detroit Labor
News Edition2 November 1967, 3.

*%New Labor Law Being TestedService Employees Nev&sSeptember 1965,

1; Richard N. Billings and John Greenyawer to the Public WorkdWashington:

Robert B. Luce, Inc., 1974), 8; In 1958 New York City's Mayor Robert Wagner issued an
executive order providing public sector workers collective bargaining righis.ofder

was often referred to as the “Little Wagner Act”. See Joseph C. Godkeleyn Wurf:

Labor's Last Angry MaNew York: Atheneum, 1982), 132; Joseph A. McCartin, “A
Wagner Act for Public Employees': Labor's Deferred Dream and the Rise o
Conservatism,Journal of American History95, no. 1, (June 2008), 123; Lee Shaw,

“The Development of State and Federal Laws,” in Sam ZangoridR@dlic Workers

and Public UniongNew Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1972), 20.
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INTERNATIONAL, STATE, COUNTY, AND CITY

levels were on hand to spell out the methods necessary to

insure the success of this drive. Regardless of the help from

the higher level it is still the duty of the rank and file of

each individual local to aid and support with all their

energies this effoff. (Capitalization included in the

original).
It is not surprising that public sector unions immediately pursuedssive organizing
drive after the passage of the Public Employee RelationgOkganizing new members,
after all, is often considered the life-blood of unions. In the montlwdéfie Michigan
Legislature passed PERA, one local affiliated with AFSCME Cibuiicmade this point
in aDetroit Labor Newscolumn: “This is the most important part of any Union activity,”
this observer said of labor organizing. “Without it you simply don/ehea strong Union.
It cannot be over stresse¥. " The other matter of importance for these locals concerns
what occurs when unions fail to engage in successful organiZingsefOther unions
target the same workers. For these reasons, organizing must be a never-ecesg pr

AFSCME Council 77s organizing drive was part of a larger efféationally,

AFSCME grew significantly during the 1950s and 1960s, significantigaming that of
most other unions. Unions organizing public sector workers over all gubstantially.
Indeed, one of the arguments used to justify the importance ofirsgudublic sector
unionism in the period is this growth, which contrasted significawith the fate of

many unions that limited their organizing to workers in the prigaeor during that

same period and beyofitl.

**ocal 542, Parks & Recreation, Zoo & Historical Museulgtroit Labor
News,26 August 1964, 13.

%% ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo and Historical Museubeftoit Labor
News, 3 February 19630.

®IRobert Shaffer, “Where Are the Organized Public Employees? The Absence of
Public Employee Unionism from U.S. History Textbooks, and Why it Matteedyor
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In an effort to rally its members, AFSCME Council 77, the loaffisiated with
it, and those who supported it, convened union meetings, conferences, converggms, m
rallies, and demonstrations with the purpose of organizing unrepréseeteoit city
workers. They held gatherings in union halls, hotels, before theaitycil, and in the
street. Admittedly, the organizers had additional concerns onntiredls when soliciting
support for the representation of city workers. They may have soogducate their
members about the benefits of union membership or directly prgs®fficials to
increase wages or benefits. They may also have organized thiesgngato clarify the
benefits of the Public Employee Relations Act. Even gatheroogsened for these
purposes had the goal of impressing upon city workers the importancmiafyjlocals
affiliated with AFSCME Council 77 and the formal collective bangay relationship
that the new law made possible.

AFSCME Regional Director Tom Fitzpatrick attended many es¢hgatherings.
As with the efforts to push for the enactment of the Public Emnegl®yRelations Act,
Fitzpatrick fought hard to ensure that locals affiliated wittSE&ME Council 77 received
formal recognition and a contract worthy of the name. Descriketynamic” in a
column for AFSCME Local 542 members, Fitzpatrick praised the [Goalthe fine
organizational work” it was doing. “This will motivate us to work hartbeget the other
per cent of the unsigned to sign up with AFSCMEOne observer was more forceful in
his assessment. “Any member or non-member who had the opportunityesiglfrto

attend the first Mass Meeting of Local 236, November 18, 1965, without a doubt received

History 43, no. 3 (2002), 315-334.
%2 ocal 542, Parks Recreation, Zoo, Historical Museum EmpReftoit Labor
News,11 November 1965, 9.
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an education,” this observer note@rie has to be present to feel the total impact of the
message delivered by International Representative Tom Fitzgafitakcs included in

the original)®® The next week Fitzpatrick was on hand at the AFSCME Public Employees
Council 77 convention, where he continued to spread the word about the potential i
collective bargaining following the enactment of PERAVhen Fitzpatrick spoke before
members and officers of Local 229, representing DPW Streaintbhance &

Construction employees, one commentator wrote:

The meeting was well attended by the rank and file who
were held spellbound by the eloquence of Tom Fitzpatrick,
AFSCME International Representative. He brought out
many points of issue that were both edifying and
enlightening to those of us who had thought, up until now,
that the formulation of a contract was a comparatively
simple mattef?

Fitzpatrick also called a collective bargaining conferenceetrdit in December 1965.
Six hundred people attended this event. Notwithstanding the conferenagss doc

collective bargaining, its participants discussed the importance of organizivedl as

Now with the new Law #379 [i.e., PERA] there is only one
job left to do — get out and sign up all government
employes [sic]. Since Council 77 and its affiliated locals
have carried the ball so well in the long fight, their
experience and desire to the [sic] their members receive the
best in the past, certainly are entitled to everyone's
support®

% ocal 236, Public Lighting Commission Employes [sidD&troit Labor News,
2 December 1965, 6.

®“pyblic Employes [sic] Convention Dec. 1Detroit Labor News9 December
1965, 15.

%% ocal 229, DPW Street Maintenance & Constructiddetroit Labor News9
December 1965, 8.

% ocal 207, Detroit Water Board Employee&gtroit Labor News20 January
1966, 8; see also Billings and Greenyayver to the Public Workefl51-152.
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An observer from Local 542 commented that,

[the organizing and Collective Bargaining meeting held
Sat., January 15, 1966 at the Pick-Fort Shelby Hotel was a
huge success. Inspiring talks by labor leaders in City,
County and State government should have an
overwhelming effect on all our members. To those who
missed this important conference, we urge you to attend the
next big one to be held in the near future. The time to be
announced lateY.

It is clear that in the immediate months following the enantroePERA, Fitzpatrick led
the drive to organize eligible city workers into AFSCME Councif¥7.

Tom Fitzpatrick's importance to AFSCME Council 77's development
notwithstanding, organized labor more broadly pushed the idea of public sector
empowerment through the Public Employees Relations Act. As Aorasuggested in a
Detroit Labor Newscolumn, the successful fight to amend the Hutchinson Act, as

important as that was, was not intended to be an end in itself:

Brothers and Sisters we don't want to be too critical, but
there is still too much complacency shown in some areas of
our organizational drive. We have fought hard to get the
Hutchenson [sic] Act amended so why not take advantage
of your gains? Let no one assume that we have won. We
still have to stay in and fight just a little harder. Come to

your union meetings and find out what you can do for your

union®

It was an important point, as the strength of a law is dependentwvigitant people
ensuring its effective enforcement. This columnist sought to push mésior union

members to be those vigilant people.

™ ocal 54, Parks, Recreation, Zoo and Historical MuseuDeftoit Labor
News,20 January 1966, 13.

®&pyblic Employees Council 77 Convention Dec. IDétroit Labor News25
November 1965, 20.

% ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo, Historical Museubetroit Labor News
21 October 1965, 6.
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In announcing a two-day convention of AFSCME Council 77 in Detroit, the
Detroit Labor Newsanticipated it to be “the biggest convention ever held...[T]he unity
that presently exists among affiliated locals,” the atwbntinued, “promises to bring
forth tremendous progres&”According to one observer, the convention lived up to
expectations. “I have attended numerous conventions, big and small, bst $ay, this
one was second to none,” the observor noted. “It was studded with manfyedual
individuals, who have been an asset to organized labor,” the observor coftinued.

The Detroit Labor Newsicluded an article from one local requesting members to
attend a meeting, where those in attendance could learn about thespuatdiccollective
bargaining bills enacted by the legislature and governor. I"EXliployees of the House
of Correction are invited to attend as there will be a complete explanatios 0éw laws
2953-54 by International Representatives on how public employees daacken the
classification of FIRST CLASS CITIZENS, if they will maltee effort to see that it is
done.”? AFSCME locals 26, 229, 327 and 1220 scheduled mass meetings to orient their
members in the changes as Wéls with the effort to press for the Public Employees
Relations Act, advocates of public sector unionization used the Igmgof rights
consciousness to motivate their members to action.

The staff and leadership of AFSCME Council 77 and its affdiatecals

understood that they could not fully organize otherwise unrepresentederseimio their

"“pyblic Employes [sic] Convention Dec. 1Detroit Labor News9 December
1965, 1.

"“Local 1497, Wayne State University Employed3étroit Labor News16
December 1965, p. 10.

2| ocal 875, Detroit House of CorrectiorDetroit Labor News11 November
1965, 9.

"**DPW Locals 26, 229, 327 and 1220 to Meet Nov. Z&troit Labor News11
November 1965, 10,
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fold by themselves. They continually encouraged members to take owattke of
organizing as well. Those already organized were more likelyntlerstand the benefits
of organization and could see the common plight of fellow co-workers.tidddlily,
those already organized were more likely to have befriended umpegdellow workers.
With these friendships, members were in an ideal position to conVierecomrades to
consider union membership.
A column for members of Local 23, representing the Detroit Housing

Commission, also publicized the need to motivate members to organize others.

The challenge to us as union members is to follow up the

passage of this bill with an intensive campaign of signing

up the unsigned. This means personally contacting your

fellow workers who are not members of your local and

acquaint them with the gains that we have made and
inviting them to help us become 100% organiZed.

Representatives of Local 236 representing the Detroit Public ihggf€@ommission
Employees argued that, “[e]lach of us must reach out to our uncedanmieathern [sic]

and point out the gains made by and the advantages of belonging to #recakm
Federation off State, County and Municipal Employees — the only Uiiofublic
Employees.™

Local 23 made a point of naming the union members who took time to and

interest in organizing fellow workers. As reported in Detroit Labor News “George
Shannon, Darlene Weston and Roosevelt Segars are three members dbf2Roc

representing employees of the Detroit Housing Commission], who havedoggg a

" ocal 23, Detroit Housing Commissioretroit Labor News12 August 1965,
4.

"L ocal 236, Public Lighting Commission EmployeeBgtroit Labor News]12
August 1965.
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good job in organizing some of our membéefsKember organizing took place at the
Detroit Water Board as well, where Local 207 represented mfattne employees within
that city agency. There, “Brother Hatcher at Sewage meatt and Brother Orey from
Central Maintenance are leading the pack in organizing and thareesbt far behind.
What a job has been done so far and by all appearance they hayeopteam left.*’
The tactic of naming member-organizers had the potential ofatioiy them to continue
that work while hopefully inspiring others to do likewise.

Local 542 joined the effort to encourage members to organize thgammoed.
“Our organization committee have been doing a yoeman [sic] jobtibdisng bulletins
and signing people up, but this does not stop any member from askorghleisworking
companion to join and give the Committee a helping hdhd& Detroit Labor News
column concerning the same local reinforced this point the followirekw@his job of
organizing the unorganized is such a big task that we could certsalynany more
hands.” “Many hands make work light and this is true especiallthis particular
field.”” In addition to making ‘work light,” involvement of a larger number ambers
empowers those unions.

The leadership of Detroit-area AFSCME affiliates, alwaysouraged their
members to attend and maintain some level of involvement in IdeaisafThe desire for

member involvement remained intact following the enactment ofAP&RI AFSCME

"L ocal 23, Detroit Housing CommissiorJetroit Labor News20 January
1966, 18.

"™ ocal 207, Detroit Water BoardPetroit Labor News3 February 1966.

"% ocal 542, Parks & Recreation, Zoo & Historical Museumgtroit Labor
News,17 February 1966, 12.

" ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo and Historical Museumichigan AFL-
ClO — Detroit Labor News23 February 1966, 11.
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leadership used PERA, as the reason for why members should be invAlVadeétings
now are very important as with the new Laws covering Collectimeg&ning and a
Contract it is very important that every member attend if youaés have anything to
say as What goes in the CONTRAC*.”

As part of the effort to motivate public sector workers, union saffght to
ensure members that their voices would be heard throughout the entiesspfomm
organizational drives to representation elections and contract agreenAFSCME
Local 542 representatives understood the importance of this incentive itwodoh its
members to begin writing their thoughts down as to how to improveetagonship
between employee and employer in anticipation of contracts. “Wialéng for this
meeting to be held, why not write down your ideas and give them toWoeiPres. who
will file them away for use at our meet[ing}:"one union official asked. Officials
affiliated with other locals encouraged their members to do the ¥dmcal 542 asked
that its members “[c]ontinue to submit your proposals and ideas \sluembodied in
our first contract. Please don't get impatient because of theg idalacognition, it has to
come and when it does we will be ready to bargain with the adratiost. So turn in all

your ideas, preferably in writing to your district Vice Presid&® Again, seeking

8x_ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo, & Historical MuseuBetroit Labor
News,30 December 1965, 7.

8| ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo & Historical Employes [siDgtroit Labor
News,18 November 1965, 13.

82« ocal 1497, Wayne State University Employes [si€)gtroit Labor News2
December 1965, 2; “Local 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo & Historical Musdetrdit
Labor News?2 December 1965, 7; “Local 207, Detroit Water Board Employes [sic],”
Detroit Labor News30 December 1965, 7; “Local 23, Detroit Housing Commission
Employes [sic],"Detroit Labor News11 November 1965, 12.

8% ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo and Historical Musewdichigan AFL-
ClO News — Detroit Labor News Editio® April 1966, 34.
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enhanced member involvement could only benefits the union as a whokgppsoached
its first formal contract negotiations.
AFSCME Council 77 Fends Off SEIU and Other Competitors

While the Civil Rights movement played an important role in therorgng
campaign conducted by the public sector, other issues factored csigtiyfi into the
intensity of the campaign. Competition for members representéalca that both
energized the intensity of these drives, but also detracted bogerd range efforts to
present unified fronts during contract negotiations. Competition for beemmhad
devastating consequences for some unions while it solidified the f@aserof others.
This competition reflected and heightened divisions among public sewtars, and it
weakened their collective efforts to win favorable contracts. rékalts of the struggle
undermined the enthusiasm and hope with which advocates welcomed the Public
Employees Relations Act. Indeed, one may reasonably speculateththaPublic
Employees Relations Act promised favorable consequences fdvlielligan-based
public employee organizational drives. With the enactment of PERX,al, AFSCME
Council 77 and other public sector unions, recognition leading to colldzangaining
relations elevated them to a position similar to what privattosainions had with
National Labor Relations Act (NLRA). The enactment of PERfed public sector
unions against one another in pursuit of the same members, a phenomefamtsimi
what happened among private sector unions after the passage of NLRA.

Even prior to PERA's enactment, AFSCME Council 77 faced compefaion
members and recognition from the Service Employees Internationah. Indeed, much

of SEIU’s publicity suggested that the PERA legislation wasenttoain a little desirable.
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Roy Berger, SEIU’s first Michgan-based public employee orgarsrd representative,
spent a good deal of his time cultivating relationships with publicial§. As far back as
1958, for example, Berger met with “State Representatives Jose@iG8nnor, and
William Copeland to discuss legislation pertaining to public engaeythat is scheduled
to come up on the new session of the State Legislattile.his 1966 letter to SEIU
International President David Sullivan, SEIU's Phelmon Saundersseggdréope in the
influence of PERA on the efforts of his local to successfullyaoize in Detroit.
Saunders was hopelessly naive. Most of SEIU officials operatimeiroit understood
that the legislation would have devastating affects on their presméceclipsing
AFSCME or even of remaining in the runnifrg.

Before Governor Romney signed the bill into law, SEIU OrgagiZDirector
Milton Murray informed SEIU President David Sullivan that, “My o6 are
concentrated on getting this very favorable bill adopted sometime in WB68 we
should have majority positions in at least a few more uffitslérein lies the concern of
Murray and other SEIU officials seeking to establish a strolajof public employee
locals in Detroit: That PERA favored unions that had ‘majority pmsst in state,
county, and municipal units. With but a few exceptions, SEIU did not haeset
majorities. Locals affiliated with AFSCME Council 77 did. Thigant that each unit in
which SEIU organized less than 30 percent of the work force, could nbimnksgly

challenge the union that possessed a majority. In those units B®IME possessed

%Roy Berger Activity Report, 1 November 1958, box 16, folder 15, William
McFetridge Collection,” ALUA.

8 Milton Murray to Sullivan, 25 June 1965, box 53, folder 13, David Sullivan
Collection, ALUA.

8Milton Murray to David Sullivan, 5 April 1965, box 65, folder 20, David
Sullivan Collection, ALUA.
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majorities, SEIU would be forced to determine another coursetiohaénticipating the
adverse effects of this legislation, Murray reported to Sullivan that,
| have just received belated word that the public employee
recognition bill that | was quietly trying to sabotage in
Michigan has been passed and will be signed by the
governor. The bill provides for exclusive bargaining
elections. Tommy Flowers estimates that within two years
most of our 3,000 membership in Detroit and Wayne
County will be wiped out. Flowers will get his executive
board together to map a defense campaign to salvage as

much as possible and | will keep in close touch by
telephoné’

The stakes were high.

With the odds set against it, SEIU's Council M, a counterpart t8CME's
Council 77, mapped out a defense that reflected its desperation. Bertptdn called for
a campaign designed to influence the membership to question the af¢hie new law.
“Although the Governor and the Michigan State Legislature sawo fsign bill #2953
into law,” Tommie Flowers wrote in a “Fact Sheet” distributied the Council M
membership, “neither one of these offices took the time to appi®pha necessary
funds needed to establish a State Mediation Board large ermdgtetmine the various
units for voting purposes throughout the whole state of Michigan.” Maintathetgthe
new law permitted other unions to engage in a “legalized publicoyelraid,” Flowers
suggests that “The Public Employee Bill #2953 still grants you the persomaiaigelect
whomever you may choose to represent you in the settlement of yewargre. This is
your right and no one can take that away from y8w.ater in August, th®etroit Labor

News published an article by Flowers reiterating these same pants,reinforcing

8 Milton Murray to Sullivan, 25 June 1965, box 53, folder 13, David Sullivan
Collection, ALUA.

8Tommie Flowers to Council M Membership, 9 August 1965, box 53, folder 13,
David Sullivan Collection,” ALUA.
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comments he made earlier in the mdfith.

The reality was that this alleged “right” had been takeayawhe language of
PERA makes this clear: “Representatives designated or estldot purposes of
collective bargaining by the majority of the public employges unit appropriate for
such purposes, shall be the exclusive representatives of all the gmbplicyees in such a
unit.”®® SEIU’s leadership sought clarification on the implications of dle before
conceding. When it directed its attorney Lester Asher to checkth@ matter, the
response confirmed what SEIU probably already knew. “...an individagl present his
own grievance, or his exclusive bargaining representative magmirhis grievance, but
not another union? The evidence on which Detroit's Chief Assistant Corporation
Counsel based his decision when determining the exclusive bargaining represessitive
payroll deductiori? In contested bargaining units, the director of the state labor
mediation board found that AFSCME members possessed a majority.

A portion of SEIU’s plan that was more tangible than the words act‘Sheets”
was its decision to join forces with the controversial Teamslievgas a curious move.
Teamsters President James R. Hoffa had been convicted o&mpgting and fraud in
two separate trials two years before, crimes for which hedveeiive a lengthy prison
sentence beginning in 1967. Council M must have had a certain ambivalenaethe

association, especially given Hoffa’s strong affiliation with the Taniocal in question

8Thomas Flowers, “Significance in Public Employee Bigtroit Labor News,
26 August 1965, 12.

“Michigan, “Public Employees Relations AcPublic and Local Acts of the
Legislature of the State of Michig&h965), 745-750.

91| ester Asher to David Sullivan, 29 November 1965, box 53, folder 15, Sullivan
Collection, ALUA.

%Thomas H. Gallagher to Richard Cordtz, 9 December 1965, box 53, folder 13,
David Sullivan Collection, ALUA.
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and its alleged connection with organized crithe.

Still, the Teamsters, bad image and all, was a powerful unios&fd hoped to
take a truck ride on its coat tails. “Teamsters Local 299 and @ddrast month filed a
joint petition to represent all employes [sic] in two deparits,” wrote Jim Crellin, of
the Detroit Newson March 9, 1966. According to Crellin, Joseph Valenti of the
Teamsters maintained that his Teamsters joined forces Vit So that the two
organizations would have more strength at the bargaining ¥ahlet mentioned in the
article was Council M’s determination to undermine AFSCME’sré&dfat all costs. This
was how many perceived the collaboration between Council M and theslers.
AFSCME produced and distributed a flyer that reinforced this thotighe Teamsters
were expelled from the AFL-CIO for corrupt practices,” thefflstated. “Read the daily
papers and see how many Teamster Bosses are in jail fongtigam the worker or
selling him out to management...This is the outfit that Building/iSet’ has sold you

out to.”®®

As for the final outcome of these efforts, Council M did not v tight to
represent DPW workers when it joined forces with the Teamd$tather, the truckers

union won the right to represent its truck driv&rs.

%Walter SheridariThe Fall and Rise of Jimmy Hoflew York: Saturday
Review Press, 1972), 7.

%Jim Crellin, “Union Get in Tangle Over City Employes [sidD&troit News9
March 1966, 19B.

%The Service Employees International Union changed its name from the Building
Service Employees International Union in 1968. See Tom BeadliNged for Valor:
The Roots of the Service Employees International Union, 1902(¥@&shington, D.C.:
The Service Employees International Union, 1992), 55.

*Flyer entitled, “Lets Tell the Truth! Ask the Private Trucker,” 8 July 1966, box
53, folder 14, David Sullivan Collection, ALUA.

Y“Teamsters Win Vote of City DriversPetroit News 16 December 1966 and
Thomas Donahue to Anthony Weinlein, 21 December 1966, box 53, folder 15, David
Sullivan Collection, ALUA.
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Despite the propaganda for Council M members and the coalition fowitled
Teamsters, Council M could not withstand the forces set into motiothdyPublic
Employees Relations Act. Indeed, two years after the legislationimergffect, Flowers
conceded to Sullivan that, “it is impossible for even a die-hard asianyself to pretend
that | cannot see that which is inevitable As predicted earlier, Council M was wiped
out®

Circumstances consistently worked against Council M until iaimecapparent
that no hope existed. The International regrouped and drew up arleg®as program
for the organization of metropolitan Detroit public employees. Witur€il M’s
dissolution, Local 505M merged into 808M and several locals continued tat®pa an
individual basis. The International saw enough promise in two of tlwesulbsidize
efforts that it hoped would take them into and beyond the next decadethdloplan
seemed viable. Given the circumstances, focusing on these twés |lseamed
reasonablé® Fights for members broke out elsewhere following the enactmefRAP
but the fight between AFSCME Council 77 and SEIU Council M had paatigul

devastating consequences for AFSCME’s competitfor.

To combat SEIU, the Teamsters, and other unions vying for memirensga

% Tommie Flowers to David Sullivan, 27 July 1967, David Sullivan Collection,
box 53, folder 15, ALUA.

%Figures Obtained from Tommie Flowers on Council M’'s Membership, 22
November 1967, box 53, folder 15, David Sullivan Collection, ALUA.

1%David Sullivan to Richard Cordtz and Tommie Flowers, 31 January 1968, box
53, folder 15 David Sullivan Collection, ALUA.

19 pcal 1220, Civic Center Employes [sicetroit Labor News17 February
1966, 7; Alton Cobb, “DPW Local 26 Snarled in Legalism Red Tdpetioit Labor
News,20 January 1966, 8; “Local 207, Water Board Employdestfoit Labor News6
January 1966, 5; Michigan Mediation Board Rejects Teamster Effd?ts)lic
EmployeeJanuary 1966.
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public workers, AFSCME pushed forward with a program designed to convince
unorganized public employees to join their ranks. The new program involvedstin
how the labor union marketed itself. AFSCME, it emphasized, only orghrand
represented those in the public sector, as its name suggestedr hetheeamsters,
SEIU, nor the utility workers, could say as much. Local 207 made thit wbien it
suggested that prospective members ask themselves if they withdd ‘itzelong to an
organization that deals with Government all the time and with 250,000 m&ndse
opposed to another union that does not specialize in public sector nfaitielis. sector
employment was its domain, AFSCME argued, and no other labor pagjani of its size
had a mission that focused solely on workers in state and local government.

Closely tied to the density of public sector workers in AFSGB&EIncil 77 was
the density of members in the specific government units thatCMES sought to
organize. For AFSCME, as with many other unions, the objective wvawganize
complete units. The power and force that workers of any givenconit exert was
limited by whether it could command the loyalty of its workke. “We still have a big
job ahead of us in uniting our forces into 100% before we start a@ggtifor a
contract,” a representative with Local 542 maintained. “[S]o whetleeare happy about
the results or a little disgruntled lets all band together mlilg job oforganizing THE
UNORGANIZED. "%

Further, AFSCME argued that there were additional benefits \aing® numbers
of public sector workers joined one union, rather than being representeuilbgle

unions:

192 ocal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo and Historical Museuichigan AFL-
ClO News — Detroit Labor News Editio March 1966, 3.
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Fifteen years ago there were about 40 unions representing
the public employee. Imagine the confusion and
consternation that evolved from such a status when
bargaining time rolled around! The Mayor, Common
Council and everyone else concerned had the public
employee right where they wanted him - disunited,
confused and fighting himself! This resulted in poor
working conditions, poor wages, second-class citizenship

and an apologetic mein [sic] for just being a public
employeet®®

Beyond referring to the 'second-class citizenship' that publiplog®es had long
endured, th®etroit Labor Newscolumn illustrated the unity required to achieve the first
class citizenship public workers demanded. Fortunately for Council 7fgwhequired
that units receive representation from one union, a position that made for union strength.
Forces Waged Against AFSCME Council 77

In its campaign, AFSCME Council 77 positioned itself for sescat the
bargaining table. With its history representing a large peagentf Detroit’'s public
sector workers and given the conferences, meetings and weit@tt demonstrations it
arranged, few could argue with its position. That it received the supp@rominent
politicians and labor leaders also bode well for its success. Cotincdlso knew,
however, that success did not come without a struggle. Delayitigsiag negatively
changing political climate, the realities of the economy afelhaill-conceived tactics all
worked to significantly thwart the hopes that AFSCME Council 77 haddaffiliated
locals, which were to attain contracts favorable to its members.

In the months following the enactment of PERA, AFSCME demonstrated i

protest against the pace at which the city was implementimgadtgsions. For example,

103 gcal 229, DPW Street Maintenance & Constructiddetroit Labor News6
January 1966, 5.
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the Detroit Labor Newsreported that in September 1965, AFSCME Council 7,
representing state employees in Lansing, came to Detrbit3)@00 members to protest
the city's delays®® The next month, following a leadership conference AFSCME
convened at a Detroit hotel, the union held a demonstration agansity government,
where the union charged it with “dragging their feet' in implemgnthe Public
Employees Act, passed in July 1968>"Others voiced concerns about the slow pace at
which the city agreed to sit down for negotiations. Some of thibdatad with Local
542, representing Parks, Recreation, Zoo & Historical Museum, coragldhat “[w]e
are being delayed until our city fathers finalize their budf8t¥What Council 77
considered delays in negotiations heightened the level of frustratiperienced by
AFSCME and other Detroit-area public sector unithfs.

In addition to the city’s slowness in recognizing locals atéawith AFSCME,
forces were at work that made it difficult for AFSCME Courndlto secure a favorable
agreement in October 1967. One particular “force” operated atateelsvel, but it grew
out of national concerns and had implications for public sector workedstlzeir
representatives in Detroit. One such “force” came in the fortheoGGovernor's Advisory

Committee on Public Employee Relations.

10%pyplic Employees Union Plans Cobo Hall Ralliichigan AFL-CIO News —
Detroit Labor News Editiorl4 September 1966, 11.

1%%AFSCME Board to Meet Here Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor
News Edition5 October 1966; “Civic Center Local 1220fichigan AFL-CIO News —
Detroit Labor News Editiod9 October 1966; “AFSCME Rally to Hear Scholle,”
Michigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editi@, October 1966.

198 gcal 542, Parks, Recreation, Zoo & Historical MuseuBegtroit Labor
News 10 February 1965, 11.

19%Detroit Council 77 Will File 'Unfair' Charge if City Stalls,Public Employee,
March 1966, 4; “City Union Threatens Wage Sugtroit Free Press12 February
1966.
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States throughout the country began expressing their reservations aboutt$ie 'rig
that public sector workers had begun to receive in the mid-1960s. Many even wondered if
some of those rights should have been limited more strongly to iphiblic employees
from striking. To this end, the National Governors’ Conference lgotagreconcile the
'rights’ of public sector workers to engage in collective bargaimity what they
considered as the rights of citizens to receive public serwithsut interruption due to
the threat of strikes or other job actions. It did not take longtldes to exhibit these
concerns. In 1967, the National Governors’ Conference issu&ejgsrt of Task Force
on State and Local Government RelatiorRublished by the Public Personnel
Association, which had a stake in its findings, the 101-page repshefti out many of
the issues in states with active public sector unions. Independent of this repenhogs,
school systems, and a board of supervisors from seven states, stretching fromi€dnnect
to California, sought some means of limiting the power of publitos@gorkers to strike
and perform other job actions not countenanced a decade before. These wefiteh
in a three-year period ending in 1968, pressed the same needittavdirkers’ job
actions, although they conceded that no easy answer eXited.

In July 1966, Michigan made its own contribution to the effort to impidabor
relations between state and local governments and their empl@edsly 29, Governor
Romney established the Advisory Committee on Public Employeetidteda In his
charge to the five-member committee, Romney noted the positiVidesuaf the Public

Employees Relations Act of the previous year, affirming thatlic sector workers

1981967 Executive Committee, National Governor's ConfereReport of Task
Force on State and Local Government Labor Relat{@igcago: Public Personnel
Association, 1967); Russell A. Smith, “State and Local Advisory Reports on Public
Employment Labor LegislationMichigan Law Review§7, no. 5 (Mar., 1969), 891-918.
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should have “the right to join unions or other organizations for the purpas#ledtive
negotiations free from interference or infringement by public eyeps” For Romney,
the Act “was an important, progressive step...” He did, however, exprgsstant
concerns, which is why he established the committee in tstepfaice. Both employees
and employers had taken liberties not outlined in the act, Romgegdrwhich was
indicative of a period of transition. In this environment, Romney soufjhit@ as to any
statutory changes in the law or policy and procedural changethéttes necessitated.
For Romney, public employees utilizing the strike weapon constitheednbst serious
reason to establish the committée.

The five-member committee echoed Romney's general approval heithA65
Public Employee Relations Act. It maintained that public segtokers should have the
right to join and engage in collective bargaining. With that, thencitt®e made a
number of recommendations related to the act, including applyingwhto laniversity
and state civil service employees, a budget increase f@&@téte Labor Mediation Board
to coincide with its increased responsibilities, and the unionizaticumervisors while
ensuring their exclusion from unions representing non-supervisory emgldylee bulk
of the recommendations, however, concerned a means of strengthersong¢mné law to
ensure that public sector workers would not resort to strikes evea thby retained the
right to collective bargaining.

For the committee, it was a tall order. The Committee glestruggled with the

issue of strikes among public sector workers. While the comnutteeluded that it had

1%9Governor George Romney to the Advisory Committee on Public Employee
Relations, letter, 29 July 1966, as Appendix “A” to Advisory Committee on Public
Employee Relations, “Report to Governor George Romney,” 15 February 1967, 1-2.
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“not yet reached a point where this 'ultimate issue' has torb=an realistically be
decided,” the report tepidly argued that, “[tjo say as somehdb there cannot be
effective collective bargaining without the right to strike isstaggest the conclusion
either that such right should be recognized or that public policy doegrovide for

effective collective bargaining in the public sector.”

The Committee clearly struggled to arrive at meaningful recendaations about
how to resolve otherwise intractable disputes within the publiosdatorder to forestall
strikes or other “interruptions” in the services public sector werkaovided, the
Committee recommended binding arbitration by a third party incse of disputes
involving police and firefighters and court-ordered mandatory injunctionsthose
public sector workers who utilized the strike before exhausting otieans to resolve
disputes. Those “other means” included an option of establishing mangest
“statutory mediation and fact finding” procedures and the governor@rdpgent of a
12-member panel authorized to conduct hearings involving disputes.

The Detroit Labor Newsargued that Romney's support of this report was part of
an effort to boost his campaign for the Republican nomination for prestdetawever,
there is some indication that Romney was loath to make any meggommendations
stemming from the recommendations of the committee. AfteRalinney believed that
issues surrounding public sector labor relations were inherentlyogendral. It might
require using the type of political capital that he could ilbaffto expend during the
upcoming election year. The strikes that inspired this committdeeifirst place affected

a wide range of the public, received media attention, and inspired ihsagased upon

1%pyplic Employes [sic] Are Again the TargeiMichigan AFL-CIO News —
Detroit Labor News Editionl7 January 1968.
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solutions. Public sector workers and their unions were, moreover, sSmgBaaware of
their power over politician§:* Writing some years later, James Mortimer made the
observation that public sector employees and their representativesitiee of their
existence as voters and employees, get to “sit on both cidhe bargaining table'*?
In this context, Romney was right to be concerned that any posititmokeon public
sector labor relations would damage his chances of becoming presidéke either
Coolidge or Dewey, whose presidential candidacies were enhandbadibiough stand
on public sector workers, Romney probably perceived the new publar seconism as
a distraction capable of derailing his chances. One way toteyd#ise issue was to
appoint a committee with no decision-making authority. Nonethelessgcdmmittee's
purpose and Romney's presidential hopes aside, the conflicts thaisgate the report
and the report itself revealed that many questioned the scopenpadt of the Public
Employees Relations Act. This questioning did not help the caus&®CKNE Council
77's efforts to win a favorable contract in October 1967.
Republicans Dominate 1967-1968 Michigan Legislature

At the time that public sector workers and their represensaswaght collective
bargaining rights, metropolitan Detroit was experiencing a dempbg shift that
compromised the ability of public sector workers to gain improvemertts. civil
disturbance that occurred in July 1967, greatly exacerbated the efadhie residents,
which had begun in the previous decade. The resulting population decline and

deindustrialization drained the city’s tax base and inhibited tHayabi public sector

1130seph Swallow, Interviewed by Louis Jones, August 2009.

2Henry W. Maier, “Collective Bargaining and the Municipal Employer,” in
Public Workers and Public Unior{&nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1972), 56.
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workers to obtain improvements in wages and benefits. Historian Th®ugase in his
book, The Origins of the Urban Crises: Race and Inequality in Postwar Dedrgities
that [Ijndustrial and population flight...drained the city of resourocesessary to
maintain infrastructure® Public sector workers were an important part of that
infrastructure. Statistics give credence to Sugrue’s arguMérite Detroit's population
grew rapidly for many decades, its growth rate changed2d&6. In 1950 its population
grew to 1,849,568, an increase of over 200,000 from 1940. By 1960, its population
declined by 179,424 people. During the 1960s, it lost even more residents, as
population dropped to about 1.5 million. Those declines continued in subsequent decades.
With the decline in population came a coinciding decline in tax revesee: to provide
public sector workers the pay raises and improved benefits theyedleSine hard
numbers representing the flight of residents to the suburbgalies the extent of the
demographic shift and suggests the affect on Detroit’s public seorers. Combined
Livonia, Southfield, Troy St. Clair Shores and Warren, gained over 20010@fy the
1960s. This is to say nothing of other suburbs that also made populatioh*gains.

With a majority in both houses, Republicans revisited the Public Bewlo
Relations Act. No one had had time to evaluate its effect, ghanit had been on the

books for less than two yedrs.Even the Director of the Michigan Department of Labor

3Thomas Sugruéhe Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in
Postwar Detroit (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 270.

13 ynn C. Meyers and David W. Van Meer, elichigan Statistical Abstract
(Lansing: Bureau of Business and Economic Research, Graduate School of Business
Administration, Michigan State University, 1966), 27; David I. VerwayMidhigan
Statistical Abstrac{Lansing: Division of Research, Graduate School of Business
Administration, Michigan State University), 13.

1Morgan O'Leary, “GOP Shelves Tighter Law on Public Employe Strikes,”
Detroit News 26 May 1967, 10-A.
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thought it premature to amend the [&W.Republican legislators, however, with the
support of Detroit's Labor Relations Bureau, were determined da&e nthanges.
Resistance to the growing or perceived power of public sector unmeh$ear of the
consequences of public employee strikes fueled the desire tablesstiimits on the
public sector. The proposed changes came in the form of House Bill 3254.

This bill not only forbade labor organizations from calling or instigatingestroy
public sector workers, but it went further in requiring orgaiors to seek to end any
strike when called on to do so. The bill mandated that the appropraté@ court grant
injunctive relief if it was determined that a strike had také&ce. Additionally, the bill
allowed for new procedures that did not exist in previous kgsl, namely “case
panels” whose purpose it was to resolve disputes that the laboriorediaard could not
and establish a process for fact finding. The bill also createdmmission on public
employee relations to continuously examine PERA and recommend neledeges.
Particularly burdensome to public sector unions was the measunéipng public
employees from being “represented for the purposes of colldmingaining, under the
provisions of this act by any labor organization which assertsigheto strike against
government or is affiliated with any labor organization whicledsshe right to strike
against government.” Similarly, the measure prohibited public @maps from striking
when confronted with what they considered unfair labor practices. \tHeileill allowed
for agency shop when called for in units where a union representedhfileyees, most

union officials argued that the negatives associated with the apilbditweighed the

11%Stan Putnam, “Public-Employe Strike Curb Splits City and State Albkstroit
Free Press21 March 1967, 7A.
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positives and actively lobbied against'it.

In the end, the House Bill 3254 was narrowly defeated by a vote of 88 That
the measure failed suggested that its punitive elements twereanuch for some
Republicans to stomach®

The death of House Bill 3254 did not mean the end of the influence that
Republican’s held over public sector workers. In fact, Republicanatémed to revisit
the legislation if public sector workers went on strike or otherwised coercive means
to gain pay increases and benefits. Advocates of PERA feare®épablicans might
deem any action as coercive. Whatever the case, it might notthleee much for
Republicans to garner the necessary votes to pass a singémura, given the right
conditions™'® State Senator Sander Levin, who helped shepherd the Public Employee
Relations Act through the legislature in 1965, warned that if HB 385dassed the
legislature would be guilty of fomenting a series of work stoppfJeevin's
counterpart in the Michigan House referred to the measurerss 6f the most punitive
anti-labor bills ever introduced in the Legislature.” Another obsetharacterized the
bill as a “vicious union-busting measurg:”

Advocates of House Bill 3254, however, contended that they had to do something

1"Morgan O'Leary, “GOP Shelves Tighter Law on Public Employe Strikes,”
Detroit News 26 May 1967, 10-A.

"8 ichigan, Journal of the House of Representatifiesnsing: State of
Michigan, 1967), 2137-2142.

11%Republicans Hold Gun at Heads of Employes [siMithigan AFL-CIO News
— Detroit Labor News Editior81 May 1967.

12 evin Blasts Republican Efforts to Undercut Legislative GaiMighigan
AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editia26 April 1967, 7.

12kpyblic Employe [sic] Bill Dies; GOP Brings it Back to LifeMichigan AFL-
CIO News — Detroit Labor News EditiaddMay 1967, 3; “Bradley Blames GOP for
Failure to Act on Public Employe [sic] BillMichigan AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor
News Edition31 May 1967, 3.
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to stem the tide of strikes among public sector workers, pariigibsachers, whose job
actions grabbed headlines. Some of these advocates supported cdileajm@ing for
public sector workers, but they argued the need for modificatootiee Public Employee
Relations Act:?? More than anything else, the introduction of House Bill 3254 sehea
that undermined the efforts of public sector workers. The tone s¢hedpill aside,
declining tax revenues had a more devastating impact on a Emtsaitl public sector
seeking improvements.
The Adverse Impact of a Constitutionally-Mandated Tax Reassessment
When Mayor Cavanagh ran for re-election in 1965, his popularity rdsulta

“crushing 69% of the vote.” During his first term, Cavanagh sucaggbught for the
right of the city to tax residents who worked in the city atte of 1.0 percent and non-
residents who worked in the city at 0.5 percent. These new revenues allowed Gawanag
retire the 19 million dollar deficit that he faced when he edténe mayor’s office. The
year following Cavanagh’s reelection, for example,

he became the first mayor simultaneously to head both the

United States Conference of Mayors and the National

League of Cities. His advice was sought by the White

House, he came to be seen as a presidential possibility
himself and he relished the id&4.

In other words, his star was rising both locally and nationally. With the revenuatgher
by new taxes, the Cavanagh administration amassed a $9 nsillipius by March
19672*In this context, the prospects for the city were bright, or were they?

In March 1967, Detroit Budget Director Walter |I. Stechased anxieties about

12230seph Swallow, Interviewed by Louis Jones, August 2009.

123Fine, Violence in the Model Cifyd4.

124\alter I. Strecher to Mayor Jerome P. Cavanagh, memo, 6 March 1967, box
331, folder 1, Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
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“the seriousness of the budget problem,” a problem that did not earser in
Cavanagh's first term as May®r.Contributions made by the City to debt service, social
security, hospitalization, and life insurance together offset ittoeeased revenues
generated by any and all taxes received. “The current[yearl967] may close with a
budget deficit of $14 million or more,” Strecher explained to Cavan&yith this
projection in mind, the city was not inclined to entertain the poggilmf wage and
benefit increases for its employees. In fact, Strecher neemded that “City operations

be cut back?®

which might easily have been translated as cuts in pay and tbeoefi
city employees or an increased work load, due to the need to trim city payrolls.
Detroit's financial problems caused difficulties in other wawshich had
devastating consequences for the ability of the Cavanagh admiorsttat conduct
business. Even as Cavanagh established programs that brought roiilfedsral funds
into the city that fueled the war on poverty, the City simubbase/ lost millions of
dollars due to constitutionally-mandated provisions over which neithearn@gh nor
anyone else had any immediate control. Prior to the 1961-1962 MicBigastitutional
Convention, and the ratification vote in 1963, the state assessed propisrtyaah value.
In analyzing the then-proposed constitution, the Citizens ReseanatciCof Michigan

(CRCM) observed that “[tlhe uniform assessments of such propettynshaxceed 50

per cent of its true cash value after January 1, 1886t’is little wonder that the CRCM

pid.

29bid.

127Citizens Research Council of Michigan, “An Analysis of the Proposed
Constitution,” No. 7, January 4, 1963, 3. See also Susan Fino, “The Michigan
Constitution,” inMichigan Politics & Government: Facing Change in a Complex State
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995), 63.
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referred to this revision as “a major chan{.That this constitutional change did not go
into effect until January 1966, says something about why the Cavadaghisiration
struggled to balance the city's books after that time. Thesesmosialso made it
difficult for Detroit city government to provide the wage and bemeickages desired by
public employees. Thilichigan AFL-CIO Newsaid it best:

Detroit city employes [sic] will probably find their wage

package affected this year by a provision in the state's

revised Constitution. Detroit Mayor Cavanagh pointed this

out at a press conference last Friday in which he

commented on a range of subjects. Cavanagh said that the

Constitution requires all communities in the state to do a

total reassessment of property. The effect of such a

reassessment is to lower taxes on business and generally

drop over all valuation of real estate property and the tax

income received by the community. Cavanagh said this will

limit the city's ability to grant an adequate pay increase
packagé?®

The Michigan AFL-CIO Newsepeated the concern about property assessments and the
shifting of taxes from businesses to people in February 1967. In aniadiat month, it
argued that the constitutional convention, whose membership was domimated
Republicans and based on a malapportioned legislature, put the taxsseasgeinto
effect as part of the state constitution, despite strong objectioms Democrats and a

few Republicans. The end result? A weakened tax base madehtharder for the city

to grant pay and benefit increases to their work8Bespite these circumstances, public

1%8Citizens Research Council of Michigan, “An Analysis of the Proposed
Constitution,” No. 7, January 4, 1963, 3.

12%Cavanagh Says Constitution Cuts Funds for Detroit Pay Increadiesigan
AFL-CIO News — Detroit Labor News Editiat4 December 1966, 1; Jim Hart of
McCandless-Hart Public Relations, Press Release, “Mayor Cavanagh. &idims
Support in Special Conference,” 18 December 1966, box 283, folder 4, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.

13%Romney, Not City Officials, to Blame for Tax Increaselithigan AFL-CIO
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sector workers continued to push for improvements to their wagesjtbemef working
conditions.
AFSCME Council 77 Suffers From the Misteps of Tom Fitzpatrick

Added to the challenges AFSCME Council 77 confronted, yet anothehavas
AFSCME regional director Tom Fitzpatrick argued on behalf ofGoencil. By many
accounts, Tom Fitzpatrick played an important role in garnering supmorformal
recognition of AFSCME to pursue collective bargaining for Détpiblic workers.
However, Fitzpatrick was less successful in his efforts to coevihe city to grant
improvements in pay to city workers. His methods seemed to have been
counterproductive and, in fact, a liability to the overall effortizgatrick may have been
overzealous and abrasive when the moment required more pragraatisgiplomacy
than he was able to muster. While tbetroit Labor Newsalways portrayed him in a
positive light, other sources describe him differently. In a kraatyr1966 letter to Leggat,
Fitzpatrick complained of what he saw as the “confusion which pees\gaur office,”
stemming from a misdirected letter and a “past history” iniigathat Leggat's office did
not pass on information to the City Council. For that reason, Fitzpdtiuntly “reserved
the right to present orally and/or in writing our position to the @om Council” to
ensure that that body receivédt.

During the early budget discussions in February and March 1966, AFSCME
Council 77 sought an increase in a total package of forty million rdplteventy-one

million of which the labor organization demanded for wages and the kedianbenefits

News — Detroit Labor News Edition
134Tom Fitzpatrick to Al Leggat, letter, 21 February 1966, box 12, folder 18, Mel
Ravitz Collection, ALUA.
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and improved working conditions. In the course of making its plea for tbkage
covering Detroit-based public sector employees in 1966, Fitzpargked that, “[w]e
want once more to challenge the mayor to submit our disputes over twaggsublic
panel of fact-finders since it appears that no realisteagit is being made to seriously
consider the demands of city employes [sitE"With a minimum $6,447 annual wage,
the requested wage increase included 15 cents across the boardjraovdaame of from
anywhere from 45 cents for unskilled labor, to 70 cents for skilled,ldbowages to
keep pace with workers in the private se¢tdiThus, organized labor continued to seek
certainrights to wages achieved by those in the private sector. At le&sCay official
considered the demand typical of a labor organization seekingsh&b¢heir members
without expecting exactly what they have requested. City ContiRIthard Strichartz,
for example, maintained that, “Historically, employe [sic] unibase always presented
packages they did not expect to gain in one yé&r.”

As the City and AFSCME Council 77 entered budget discussions ind&fgland
March 1966 regarding the 1966-1967 fiscal year budget, the union stopped short of
threatening a strike, but only because its president, Jack Kaufidampt use the word.
According to aetroit Newseditorial, “...Kaufman was quoted as noting the union could
close down public services not only to the general public but alschtmls¢ hospitals

and similar institutions through its control of the Water Board, iPubighting

132City Wage Demand is Up 2 Centd)etroit News3 March 1966, 5B; “City
Unions Ask Review of DemanddJetroit Free Pressl March 1966.

133Barbara Stanton, “City Employes' [sic] Pay Goal: A Whooping $40 Million,”
Detroit Free Press26 February 1966; “40-Million Pay Hike? City Caln&troit News
26 February 1966.

4bid,
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Commission and hospitals*® A belief in the right to receive comparable wages with
private sector employees accompanied by a belief in a strikareeans of securing those
wages. These tactics coincided with and grew out of the rights consciousnessraf the

Fitzpatrick did not soften his approach during budget discussions oéxthgear.
Some city employees and union representatives, however, understdimcmniceal straits
in which the city found itself throughout 1967. In an April 1967 memo ftahor
Relations Bureau's Al Leggat to Cavanagh, the former argued itgatraployees
generally understood that the city could not provide the increasebtsé@uter citing
“the unfortunate financial plight of the City,” Leggatt explained hioev believed its
employees would negotiate contracts given this situation. “I heagon to hope that the
employees are resigned to acceptance of whatever minimu@ityhean bear financially
provided they are treated alike to the extent possible. Some offdénarexpressed these
sentiments,” he wrote Cavanalfi.

AFSCME Council 77 represented “some” of these stakeholders. Michigan
AFSCME Regional Director Tom Fitzpatrick took exception with ¢tharacterization.
“We are at a complete loss to understand how you could make rexuatations dealing
with the bread and butter of 20,000 city employees with absolutely no taimsulon
economic matters with our organization, which represents more d@@itfetroit
employees than all other organizations combined.” After listvaglequate wages,

“intolerable working conditions,” lack of equity, and the need of ibheto conform to

13% oose Union Talk,” editorialPetroit News 1 March 1966, 18A.

13¢The letter to which Fitzpatrick appears to be responding is dated 10 April 1967
whereas Fitzpatrick makes reference to it being a letter of 14 April 1962g4kat to
Jerome Cavanagh, memo, 10 April 1967, box 337, folder 15, Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA.
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the strictures of the Public Employees Relations Act, Fitgkatomplained of Leggat's
mischaracterization of public sector workers as understandilag ‘tbubstantial
adjustments are an economic impossibility at present.” Fitzkafturther stated that,
“[ylour statements are your own and we are aware of no such tHing.”

Indeed, Fitzpatrick took the argument a step further and noted Hicdnrdollar
windfall that the city could have used to pay city employees agdested that the
money for one expensive junket could have been similarly used. What Leggat
characterized as a decision to go without filling vacanciesseas by Fitzpatrick as a
“wage cut,” as it meant that, “unfilled vacancies will becabed by the present work
force.”® Fitzpatrick ended his missive as boldly and bluntly as he beég4We reject
your recommendations to the Mayor and the political expediency whichpped them,
and demand that your office fulfill its legal and moral respongibihherent in the
Act..."3°

WWJ-TV aired Fitzpatrick's wage demands, which Leggat belibaedfired on
Fitzpatrick. According to Leggat, Fitzpatrick “just went on, and om some of the
demands bordered on the ridiculous,” a point that, Leggat believed, the mabild
recognize as such. As historian Joseph Slater argues, public parcépttors
significantly into how negotiations proceed between public sector uramds the
government. For this reason, Leggat saw Fitpatrick's commentsna$iting the city's

position’°

137Tom Fitzpatrick to Al Leggat, letter, 17 April 1967, box 337, folder 15,
Cavanagh Collection, ALUA.
138
Ibid.
Ipid.
140A] Leggat to Jerome Cavanagh, memo, 17 January 1967, box 337, folder 11,
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The role of public opinion affected public employers in the same whigh is
why they had to be cautious in the way they treated their weoritering times of
negotiations. To underscore this point, President Lyndon Johnson warned both public
employers and their employees to “[n]ever forget that the pobkcapies a third seat at
the bargaining table’* Leggat did not indicate to Cavanagh which “demands bordered
on the ridiculous,” but he may have been referring to hourly across thed oge
increases of 35 cents for unskilled workers and 70 cents for those vibovsal skilled
work or an increase in the $6,912 minimum wage.

Following the enactment of PERA, AFSCME Council 77 began a caacert
campaign to organize workers. If coverage in Bregroit Labor Newsabout the public
sector reflects the activities (or lack thereof) in theaavk educational efforts directed
toward organizing the public sector, then we must ask why théséies seem to have
stopped shortly after early 1966. Thetroit Labor Newslid not report much in the way
of educational efforts about organizing after this period. We mustdeorisvo possible
reasons. The first concerns thetroit Labor NewsAs the voice of the Michigan AFL-
ClO, which sought to foster cooperation between labor unions, it may kaickea
writing about conflicts between its affiliated groups. After #tle conflict between
AFSCME and SEIU surfaced in internal memoranda and not the padbs DEtroit
Labor News

The second possibility concerns problems internal to AFSCME Counaild/itsa

Local 26. During the period from the enactment of PERA through theemgnt

Cavanagh Collection, ALUA; SlatePublic Workers114 and 120.

%Y yndon Johnson as quoted in A.H. Raskin, “Collision Course on the Labor
Front,” Saturday Review25 February 1967, 32, box 337, folder 9, Cavanagh Collection,
ALUA.
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negotiated between Council 77 and the city, these AFSCMEasd8Blibbecame the subject
of trusteeships by AFSCME international. The imposition of adasttip meant that the
international gained full control of these affiliates and ousted tfeaers, in this case
because of allegations of fiscal mismanagement. The dissenssatiaasd with
trusteeships could have disrupted organizing activities during a lcpei@d in the
union's development. Indeed, AFSCME international eventually sawo fdigsolve
Council 77. As with the conflict between AFSCME and SEIU, it is eorable that the
Detroit Labor Newsvanted no part of covering these internal problems within its pages
Whatever internal or external problems AFSCME Council 77 confronted in the more than
two years preceding the agreement it negotiated with Deinoge problems did not stop
it from garnering the strength it needed to follow through wiblat tnegotiated
agreement??
AFSCME Council 77 Wins a Contract in October 1967

The economic straits in which the City found itself in 1967 compelléal seek
agreements with unions that did not provide for any wage increasesCiTyhentered
into one of these agreements with the Detroit City Hospital EygpoUnion, Local No.
1 in August 1967 and with the International Union of Operating Enginkecal 547 the
next month:*®* An agreement with AFSCME Council 77 came in October of 1967.

Following the enactment of the Public Employees Relations AcSGWE

142 |nternational Union, American Federation of State, County and Municipal
Employeews. Alton Cobb, Thomas Jenkins, William Richard, John Doe and Mary Doe
in re: Trusteeship Hearing, 2 December 1967, 138-139, box 44, folders 29-30, AFSCME
Office of the President: Jerry Wurf Collection, ALUA.

143A1 Leggat to The Honorable Common Council, 17 August 1967 and Helen Jean
Guercio to The Honorable Common Council, 8 August 1967, and Al Leggat to The
Honorable Common Council, 13 September 1967, box 337, folder 19, Cavanagh
Collection, ALUA.

www.manaraa.com



297

Council 77 fought hard to organize new members and receive reoagndm the city
while combating similar efforts by competing unions. It also pmesk the city
government to engage in legally-mandated collective bargainin@ctaber 1967, 17
locals represented by AFSCME Council 77 engaged in negotiations le¢admtprmal
collective bargaining agreement. The Council sought to placeatgiieement in a
favorable light, but it confronted a city government that had suffecethomically in
previous years and was simply unable to accommodate the demandsitimatleaders
sought for their members. “Because of economic difficulties, ttyewas unable to
afford a pay raise for its employedé”AFSCME'sPublic Employe&onceded.

The conciliatory tone of these words coming from AFSCMEblic Employee
may have resulted from the knowledge that the city had losifisent revenue from a
shrinking tax base. The residents and business that had begun mitpatiegsuburbs
coupled with the reassessment of property taxes meant thatytiadifew resources to
support raises of its employees. Most devastating, though, was/ihaisturbance that
had taken place just a few months before. Considered a rebellioon®; & riot by
others and a civil disorder by those seeking some modicum of calrayenés of July
1967 found expression within the black community but revealed bitteal spalitical
and economic antagonisms of heightened racial and class dimefiSionthe context of

the contract that AFSCME Council 77 negotiated with Detroit iroet 1967, this was

1Master Agreement Between City of Detroit and AFSCME District COUrGi
October 23, 1967, Cavanagh Collection, box 337, folder 4, ALUA; “Council 77 Signs
First Pact with City of Detroit: Agreement Covers 9,000 Employees in City"URublic
EmployeeNovember 1967.

145 For brief facts on the devastation of the civil disorder, see Jeffrey Nirel,
Rise and Fall of an Urban School System: Detroit, 1907-188h Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1993), 311, for a full in depth analysis of the civil disorder see Sidney
Fine,Violence in the Model CitfEast Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 2007).
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not the moment to expect much. It was, however, something.

What the agreement did provide for was “seniority protection onfywénsfer,
and promotion, binding arbitration, grievance procedures, and a clauggvédsathe city
and the union the right to cancel the entire contract on 10 days' dotiog the budget
closing session in April of each year.” The agreement, covétihdpargaining units
within 16 agencies and departments, “including water, health, dgghbuildings and
safety, engineering, parks and recreation, house of correctiondme civilian
employees” provided for union security, dues check off, a grievance precsduiority,
transfers and promotions and health benefits, amongst other provf€itnsas, by no
means, an ideal agreement from the perspective of organizedrndbetroit and, in fact,
theDetroit Labor Newslid not even bother to report it. Similarly, neither of the two local
Detroit-based daily newspapers said anything of it in th&ki@®wing the conclusion
of the negotiations.

Conclusion

History is comprised of a series of shifting transitions. Everores period
embodies a certain overarching idea it often comprises elerasstwsiated with some
previous or subsequent period. The Civil Rights movement, with its beytattd mark
Supreme Court decisions and protest marches is reflective afi¢hisOne could argue
that the rise of public sector unions, which coincided with the Cigh®imovement and
as reflected by laws, organizing drives, and calls for collett@rgaining, also embodied
these elements. Soon after the 1965 Public Employees Relatiopagsetd, Republican

legislators pursued efforts to modify it in light of high profile teach#kest that captured

149 i,
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headlines and angered citizens. The irony is that AFSCME Cauhdild not pursue any
strikes of note and yet its members were penalized for thidsesdy lawmakers bent on
pursuing legislation inhibiting their efforts to secure wage ss®e and improved
benefits. It did not help matters for Council 77 that the governor apgant®@mmittee
that sought to rescind some of the power that Council 77 and other pedtioc unions
received in PERA. Most damaging to its efforts to increasepensation packages were
internal problems associated with Council 77, the constitutionalhydatad property tax
reassessments and flight of people and businesses from tredl @tywyvhich inhibited the
city from providing wage increases that city workers desired. Tioséd have to come
on another day. In October 1967, however, AFSCME Council 77 would hagtléofer
an agreement that contained no such benefits.

Great hope and expectations surrounded the enactment of the 1965 Public
Employee Relations Act. The law’s measures softening thetmenfdr striking and its
provisions assuring collective bargaining over a wide range wéssare responsible for
the expectations that public sector workers and their unions hhd law. In reviewing
the difficulties that AFSCME Council 77 had in gaining recognitand pursuing a
collective bargaining agreement, it becomes apparent that theylagelh is no panacea
for the ills suffered by its members. This reality iseeféd in the agreement negotiated
between Detroit and AFSCME Council 77 in October 1967. Ending this stitdythat
moment in history reveals the limitations in the law even givertild up in pursuit of

it.
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Conclusion
Detroit’s Public Sector:
Current Realities Reflected in the Past

Viewing public sector workers through the prism of history, onenimediately
struck by the tenuous position they have held. Prohibited from stritieg, have not
always effectively engaged in collective bargaining. Striketer all, generally pressure
all parties to resolve conflicts. For most public sector watkieowever, strikes violate
the rule of law, that sacred pillar upon which the American deatiocstructure of
government rests. Are we not a government of laws and not of men anen®dor
many, those are abstract ideas that have limited meaning livekeof people who are
driven by other realities. For public sector workers, thosetiesalcome in the form of
their desire for rights: the right to bargain collectively foy,phenefits and working
conditions comparable to what their counterparts in the private seceve. Some may
dismiss such claims but only at their peril. The competing iesalind agenda of public
sector workers on the one hand, and the governments under which they work on the
other, leads us to conclude that public sector workers and their unishsveakin an
occasionally precarious position. These competing realities andity@ications play
out in remarkably similar ways today in Detroit, just as filielyin the twenty-year period
beginning in 1947.

Striking poses certain risks for public sector workers. In 1947, ¢esai Detroit
and East Detroit benefited from the strike and threatened dtakéey conducted. Their
was no specific law banning them, the community largely suppdtintgr cause, and the

strike wave taking place among other public school teachers throutitewountry
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provided them with the momentum that ended in their success, as gay f@lowed.
Not so with the Detroit Street Railway workers in 1951. For that event, thiaiattation
of Detroit Mayor Albert Cobo used the Hutchinson Act, a public seattrstrike law, to
cripple the efforts of these workers. In addition, the public stood sdielynd Cobo,
and together with him, chastised the streetcar workBesause of the differing ways in
which strikes are perceived by the public and officials chamgetanage public services,
any job action threatened by Detroit's public sector worker2010 would require
serious thought as well as contingency plans. As late as Sept200f however, the
AFSCME Local 207 Organizerthe union newsletter of the Public Utility Employees of
the City of Detroit, sounded the alarm for a possible strike. Inngalkiference to second
class treatment and using the word “strike,” as a possibifigy,newsletter stated that,
“all actions to defend our schools, city services, jobs, wages arefitseshould be
supported as blows struck against [Mayor Dave] Bing & [Emergéagager of the
Detroit Public Schools Robert] Bobb’s corporate agenda, including pjctadites, mass
meetings, student walkouts, efcTime will tell whether the union will back up these
words with actions.

These are difficult economic times for the city and its warkén February of
2010, the city confronted a $325 million deficit. Pay cuts, furlough dayd, fringe
benefits are all proposed areas in which the new mayor, David Bindemanding
concessions. While the union says it understands that concessions are necessdsy, they

argue that, “the city hasn’t made a case for many of thgeftbenefit changes they want,

! See chapters 1 and 2 for information and insights about the 1947 job actions of
Detroit area teachers and of Detroit Street Railway workers in 1951.

2 «“Defend Detroit! Defeat Bing & Bobb,”AFSCMHE Local 207 Organizerl6
September 2009, 1.
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including changes in vacation, sick time and health caMdeedless to say, the city did
not arrive at this economic moment over night. Signs appeared in dguaste although
only the most astute observers could have foreseen what thentcgeneration is
experiencing.

As much of a struggle as it was for Detroit in 1960, when the population dipped to
1,670,144 after achieving a high of 1,849,568 ten years before, the population has
dropped every decade since. Indeed, the city lost over 300,000 residemgstlei1970s
alone; and in 2000, its population descended to 951,270, almost half the popt ladid
in 1950* A number of factors have combined to produce this demographic shift.
According to historian Thomas Sugrue, “The ‘excesses’ of BRamker and the rise of
affirmative action fueled the white suburbanization and justifiede&faund white
backlash against urban podrA federally-funded highway system that allowed home
owners to migrate to the suburbs, and federally-funded and locally aten@ai home
loans that allowed whites to relocate to segregated suburbs ensured that the grasinv
Detroit was characterized by white flight.

As white residents left the city for the suburbs, so did manufagtenterprises.
Those residents who left the city, took their tax dollars with thdiamy of those who

remained, as Sugrue explains, “live beneath the poverty line, mamgentrated in

3 Christine MacDonald, “Bing on Unions: ‘Either They Can’t Read, They Can't
Add or They Can’t Comprehend,Detroit News 25 February 2010, accessed at:
http://detnews.com/article/20100225/METRO/225044514 March 2010.

* Peter Gavrilovich and Bill McGrawf,he Detroit Almanac: 300 Years of Life in
the Motor City(Detroit: Detroit Free Press, 2000), 289.

® Thomas Sugrudhe Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in
Postw%r Detroit(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 4.

Ibid., 6-8.

www.manaraa.com



303

neighborhoods where a majority of their neighbors are also’pidwey are left to pay the
higher taxes needed to keep the city going. Taxation policies nsativenany
corporations to relocate in the first pldc@iven Sugrue’s emphasis on issues of race and
inequality, he concludes, “that capitalism generates econonguaahty and that African
Americans have disproportionately borne the impact of that inggtia/A political shift
coincided with this population shift as communities in suburban Detnoi¢ ¢a enjoy an
increasing number of state legislators to coincide with their growing exsmb

As recently as September 2009, Detroit-area demographer, Kuizgédet
provided a more current analysis of the phenomenon that Sugrue devéale Detroit
region suffers from some of the worst racial segregatiots indusing and schools in the
nation,” Metzger contends. “Analysis of trends in segregation duregnt decades
indicates that these trends have improved slightly, but genenallsegion has remained

10| ikewise, many

extremely segregated by race in its neighborhoods and itsodass
Detroiters are segregated into low-paying service jobs. i#§s the analysis offered by
Sugrue, these patterns have huge implications for a cityngeekiprovide its residents
with public services. For unions seeking to improve the wageswfrttembers or even
tread water during difficult times, the implications have loomed large &s wel

While Detroit’'s population and tax base has decreased, ithstill the same

number of streets, sewage lines, street lights, sidewalks, andurotiesito maintain and

patrol. This means that there are far fewer dollars to maiataiinfrastructure that has

" Ibid., 3.

® Ibid., 3-14.

? Ibid., 5.
19 Kurt Metzger, “Post 3: Social Equity Must Be Our Goal! How Do We Develop
Neighborhoods of Opportunity,” 8 September 2009 accessed at
http://www.metromodemedia.com/blogs/posts/kurtmetzger3131@asfi¥ March 2010.
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remained unchanged. Because Detroit is now an older city thes isixty years ago, its
infrastructure also has aged and requires a higher level of nmecterthan that
following World War 1. Who physically maintains this infrastruet? Public Sector
workers, of course. Even given the number of libraries and schoolgythas closed, as
well as cutbacks in other city services, Detroit struggbekelep above budget deficits
while it continues to employ a large labor fofte.

In this context, strikes require more thought than ever, as theynawtagnly
engender legal consequences for those who push for them, but theyomgy tire type
of negative backlash from residents and politicians that histodsepd Slater warns
could prove disastrodd.It is not unreasonable to speculate that Detroiters might rea
negatively to a public sector pushing the envelope with this forcenathisidirection in
2010. The public sector, after all, has suffered a number of dehdgits¢itbacks in recent
years, largely a product of the conservative times in which we live. Bethéagins that
many public sector workers began making in the 1960s, largely Ut @&s their
unionization and empowerment, has translated into contracts with highswand
favorable benefits. In this context, it will be difficult for pubsiector workers to garner
much sympathy from others struggling with their own financial woes.

The public sector that began exhibiting increasing amounts of empomaterme
following World War Il reached its height by the middle of the 197®y that time,

several dozen states had enacted legislation providing for publior semitective

1 MacDonald, “Bing on Unions,” accessed at
http://detnews.com/article/20100225/METRO/225064525 February 2010.
12 Slater,Public Workers119-120.

13 Joseph McCartin, “Unexpected Convergence: Values, Assumptions, and the
Right to Strike in Public and Private Sectors, 1945-20BGffalo Law Revies7 (May,
2009): 747-750.
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bargaining. While public sector unions often disavowed strikes in tseHalf of the
twentieth century, by the late 1960 and into the 1970s, they came tserndem. At
least one prominent mediator and a few judges accepted theitabikty. Even the
National Council of Churches came to support the idea of public sector $trikes.
These ideas gained the support necessary to advance a Natibli@Bfployee

Relations Act in the mid-1970s comparable to what private sectdwevgenjoyed with
the National Labor Relations Act. However, the NPERA bill n@azmne to a vote. The
Public Service Research Council (PSRC) and the Americanmgidanion Control of
Government (AAUCG) sounded an alarm against a federal law forcpskelitor
collective bargaining, arguing that it would lead to debilitatstigkes for which the
American voters would have to p&yAdvocates of this collective bargaining law even
lost support among natural allies. As McCartin reveals,

Democratic political leaders, once allied with labor,

grasped this shifting sentiment as they struggled to

reconcile growing budget deficits on one hand with

insistent union leaders who sought increased wages and
benefits for their inflation-pressed members on the dther.

It even came to the point where politicians of both parties scoreticglopoints by
standing up to public sector labor leaders seeking wage and oth@venmants with
strikes. Strikes may have proven effective during portions of tltk18i0s, but that
would not last for long, McCartin explains. The PATCO strike maudle of that. “It
provided the largest and most public stage imaginable upon which to arsticke-

breaking drama. The symbolic importance of the event is hard giriemd’ With this

4 McCartin, “Unexpected Convergence, 732-747.
15 Ibid., 747-748.

1% bid., 751.

7 Ibid., 758.
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trajectory, organized labor lost the leverage it had previously used to win concessions

In the context of this history, it is not surprising that Detodiicials would hold
their ground against public sector workers. Both Detroit and AFSQMéncil 25 are
currently in fact-finding mode, a process that could end in July 20iE0tdb soon to tell
whether or not Detroit Mayor Dave Bing or the unions will win thagtle, but the lines
have been drawn. Bing has complained that, “[e]ither they [AFSCME Council 25dfader
can't read, they can’'t add or they can’t comprehéficCbuncil 25 shot back, arguing
that, “[t]he laws of our state provide for fact finding in bangag disputes. Fact-finding
is in progress. The Mayor skips the session in order to clains lneady to impose a
contract — something he cannot legally do at this tiffel’taders of AFSCME Local
207, an affiliate of Council 25, also have complained that they havéenpast
accommodated demands of previous administrations. However, “Bing’s swices
demands are much more serious than those imposed by [Coleman] Yaufipname]
Kilpatrick.”*® For these reasons, the local has entertained the idea of purssirikea
against the city.

On some level, however, the issue is not about strikes. It concerabilite of
unions to make reasonable demands that their employers can medieshkide say,

strikes are a method of accomplishing that end. The strikes by selslior workers in

18 Christine MacDonald, “Bing on Unions: ‘Either They Can't Read, They Can’t
Add or They Can’t ComprehendDetroit News 25 February 2010, accessed at
http://detnews.com/article/20100225/METRO/225044514 March 2010.

19 Edward McNeil, “AFSCME on Bing: Mayor Can’t Read or Comprehend the
Law!” press release, 26 February 2010, accessed at
http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/show/afscme-on-bing-mayaaB8t-read-or-
comprehend-the-law,1182093.shtom 14 March 2010.

20 «Attend AFSCME Mass Union Meetingl”ocal 207 Organizer25 January
2010.
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Detroit, however, have had mixed success. The tenuous position of paticveerkers
using strikes make it a risk demanding serious thought. For thesenseeDetroit’s
public sector unions will have to remain vigilant for opportunities esgifor wage and
benefit improvements without either alienating the public, whose suiyeyrrequire, or
their members, who look to those unions for support and protection. tiélisoader that

will require creative tactics and leadership for the foreseeable future
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In 1947, the Michigan Legislature passed into law the Hutchinsorb@mting
strikes of state and local workers. The law provided for theination of striking public
sector workers but did not require state and local agencies taifargth public
employees or their representatives. It even allowed for fingégpason sentences for non
public sector workers who influenced public sector workers to stiike. law forced
public sector unions into an untenable state of “collective begging.édhdewas often
referred to as punitive and draconian. 18 years later, the Michiggislature passed and
the governor signed into law the Public Employees RelationsTAcs 1965 law did not
allow for public sector strikes in Michigan, but neither did ithatete harsh penalties to
those violating the striking ban. Most importantly, the law requstde and local
agencies to engage in collective bargaining with their emplayet®ir representatives
when called upon to do so. The public sector welcomed the new law, efiéenng to it
as the ‘Little Wagner Act,’ in recognition of the 1935 Wagnet granting many private
sector workers rights to unionization and collective bargaining. ptvpose of this
dissertation is to illustrate how the growth and concentration wbiDarea public sector
workers coupled with rights consciousness of the postwar period, combineghdaver

public sector workers and the Michigan legislature to suadésdight for the Public
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Employees Relations Act and pursue collective bargaining thereafter.
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