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.- Introduction .

’ .

The winter of 1976-77 was one of the coldest in yeag Yet in the

mirdst of the snaw and wind, tedchers were on picket [ifids inseveral
., states. 4
’ In Racine, Wisconsin: wrapped in ski parkas and heavily booted,
nearly 1,000 teachers tramped the sidewalks outside school build-
ings and school board offices The Racine teachers had been wnhout
a contract for more than two years, they decided finally that, cold
wmter or nod, they would stay gut oftheir classrooms until the school
board agreed to put their rights in writing,

Ther impasse lasted a month and a half. The school board had
hundreds of teachers arrested, the teachers association went to
cqurt to charge the board ‘with unfair labor practices, the com-
Mmunity refused to permit the nopworking teachers to ger food-
stamps. so some teacherslived on contributions from other Wiscon-
sin teachers The Wisconsin Education Association Council and the
National Education Association sent staff to help, provided interest-
freeloans for the strikers, and orgamzed fund d?ﬁes for the Racine
teachers
. In mudArch the teachers won their contract and went back to

work. = :
. "lwas just one'more instance of teacher militancy in the 1970s, but

the Racine action would have shocked teachers and therr communi-

ties atan earlier timein America’s story. from the begmnmgs of the

" Republic. teachers were quiescent, modest, and meek. They were

expected to act like servants. Their behavior in schoo! and out was «
both prescribed and proscnbed by the cofmmunity. At different

-
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T times and places, speal rules regarding smoking, drinking, courts,
ing, and¥hurch-going were strictly, enforced, even to the point of
imiting teachers” nghts to jeave town without permission. Class-

_ rooms were entered regularly by the town fathers, who themselves
v tested pupils tosee if they were learning. in the South,teachers were
' (soménmes actually” slaves—literate blacks assigned the task "of
imparting the ABCs to the children of the plantation. %
Teachers who could not endure the restraints generally moved
f'b,n to ether jobs, teaching was, for many, a starting point for other
*®  ‘professions, away to €earn a few dollars until other and better pros-
~ pecaswere found. The
Arherican history, teachers were earning just about enoug?‘o get by
. . on Between 1841 and the Civil War, for example, the wages-of male
_ teachers ranged from $4.15to $6:30Weekly in rural areas, from $11.93
to $18 07 1n the cities. Female teachers got less. . .
. Teachers wWere not thought to deserve more money, some of
them didn’t even hope for more. 1a the words of a normal school
‘teacher n 1839, "It 1s not to be expected that teaching will ever
become a lucrative posmoﬁ.” . :
*Thus servant status began to change only when teachers beganwto
organize. They learned the lesson that therews stréngth in unity. As
A d one early llinois teachers society noted, y‘Group .petitions got a
) readier response from school boards than did the individual requests
- from the teachers.” What the lone schoolmaster could not do, a

union of educatorSéould attempt ‘

'
’ -

dollars were indeed few Throughout most of -
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. The Earliest Teachers.Organjzations

_ﬁThe nation’s first teachers association, the Society of Associated
Teachers of New York City, was established,in 1794, Five years |ater
the School Association of the County of Middlesex, Connecticut,
was founded The Associated Instructors of Youth in the Town of
Boston and Hts Vicnity survived a few years following 1812.
Countywide and citywide groups were set up in many states, and
30 state teachers associations were formed between 1840 and 1861.

When a national teachers groups was formed n 1857, the
invitation called on &l “préctical teachers” 1o assemble in Philat
delphia for “the purpose of organizing a National Teachers Associa-
tion.” The invitations were mailed hot to teachers, however, but to
« thé presidents of the state education associations, 10 of 'whom

accepted. Forty-three edycators attended the ofganizing meeting,
. but few of them were ctassroom teachers, Total mempbership in the
national group never topped 300 until the 1870s. At that time the
organization merged with the_Nationg'l Association of SchoolSuper-
intendents and the’ Am#Fican Normal School Association, both of ,
which became departments of what was then called the National
Educational Association. ,

The birth of these groupswas attended by a kind of schizophrenia
that has continued into the present. Frdm the first, educators were
torn between their desires to promote and improve public educa-
tion and their determination to better their owh condttions. In view
of their genteel respectability, they coufd notvery wellstrive only for
the latter. Thus, teachers groups have been strained and occasionally
torn apart by, members’ conflicting needs to serve society and to
serve-themselves. ) 8’ .

»

..
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"N YAssoqatéd effort” to someteachers'meanﬂak;orumons In 1897
- _the Chicago Teachers Federatiof was formed 1t did not affihate with
the: American Federation of Labor. howeéver, so the, henor of
" becoming the first bona fide teacher Jabor ynion wentt teachersin
San Antonio, Texas. ‘They joined the AFL on Septemper 2971902
Although the Chicagb feachers “‘went labor” later the same year,
they digl not join the AFL. bat did affibate with the aty labor councii.
A national union of teachers, affihated withthe AFL,wassetup on
May 9, 1916, when several Chicagoteachers unions and onen Gary, . *
v Indiana, fornfed the American Federation of Feachers H
S L
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~ ¥ Structure but Not Much Function
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- By thé time of the First World war teachers had a mechamsr for

A

v

action, astricture upon which they could build their militancy. That
mechanism—a national association of teachers, a national teachers
union, statesand focal teachers associations, and local teachers
unions—remained ineffective, however, For one thing, most
teachers weré ndt members. The National Education Association *
enrolled 2,332 educators in 1900. The number had grown to 6,909 by
1910, but even this represented but 1.3% of the nation’s teaching
fdrce. State associations did better. They drew 14% of employed
teachersin their states in 1907, 34% by 1916. Teachers union member-
ship was smaller. > . ' -
Further, these nascent grotips did Iittle for teachers. In many
cases, they were dothinated by superintendenis and college profes-
sors; they plocked membership for women, ‘they tiptoed around
important issues such as salaries and spent much of their ime on
“professional” matters. In the words of one:?arly’ member, “There

. was, at the start, to6"much why, not enough what, and hardly any’

how at all. Even the mbst‘practjcal schoglmen, when 4sked to
preparé addresses, suffered ap attack of pedantry and soared to *
cloudland.” a  t , .

Slowly, teachers organizations began to face some of the grob?
lems of teachers. In 1905 the NEA pablished its first salagy study; by
1915 the association was passing 'resolutions calling for higher

. B . B
s teachersalaries and greater financial security for teachers, State edu-

cation associations claimed lobbying, victories fof mrfimum salary
laws, tenure provisions, and pension plans, Codes of ethics for

-

»

educators were promulgate8, and a few associations.explored the |
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possibility of legal ‘action on behalf of meimbers who were fired
. without due process or cause. .

Following World War I teachers begantmo‘fnthenr assoclatiorlyin
great numbers. In 1917 NEA membérship was 8,466, by 1927 1t had
grown 1o 141,212,'by Woyld War 11 1t topped 200,000.5tate teachers

¢ associations flourished in nearly e»erygtate, American Federation df

'

Teachers membersh|p rose lo 32,000 by 1939 .
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¢ NN Teaci\ers Begm To‘Use Thelr Muscle A

4

L3
N Ha;d hit by lnflanp,n followmg World War }k, Ametican reachers b
i . began flexing their organized muscles. {eacﬁersgllmert Upted '
States are thmklng about striking,” pr greéssive gducation leader -
* _CeorgeS Counts told a PhiDelta Kappa seminar in 1947 Hewds not
exaggerating More than 100 strike threats were ‘carnied out from
1942 through 1959 These smkes involvad more than 20,000 teachers.
Further, the strikes were carned oot by teachers groups afflhated
with labor, thosa affijiafed” with the NEA afd the state assocna‘hons o

and t-hosemdependent ofboth. The strikes-occirred across the na-_ .
non in both large and-small dusmcts, but they were maml&l for one”
o purose: to gbtain, more money. v

s

A However, some of the strikes haQt er goals that, while secon-
dary to’salary galns vere becommi important; -*These incdluded
recognition of teachers groups as bargainig agents, strongersdwool B
personnel ‘policies, and higger school budgets. p

The Norwalk*@onnecncut strike 1n.1946 is the first example in *
the natlon s hlstory of a teachers group walking'out to achieve bar- a
< ga‘?mng recognition. The teachers stayed out unpil thd school board
recognifed the Norwalk Teachers Assocnanon asthe Sole bargammg
agent fo: its members. - .
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.. The Battle for Control of Teachers-.
o - t - . T

By Lhe late 1930s the potential in organizing teacherswas clear to,

any wHo would see it. A variety of teachers, teacher- leaders and

) umoms\ﬁegan to grasp the idea. Walter Reuther, leader of the Alito I l

“ Worket’s recognized this pqtential and began to fimdnce.teache
< union organizing. Albert Sha’pker, anup- -and-coming New York Cit
teachehleader saw the opportunity for organizing as he moved to- ;
ward the presidency of his union, A growing number of NEAleaders . 4

-also recOgmzed the direction teachers were.going. " .

. . The New York City bargaining election of 1961 once and for alle

. awoke teachers associations to the fattthat mlhtan.éy wasinthecards .

sfor the American teacher—if.the- assoetattons would not move into
. ! that future, teachers unions would.” - B3
In 1958, five New YorK City teachers groups had come together as w

_the NEA Council. Two years later council leaders, along with tepre-

s sentauyeq.f‘rom four other teachers groups, asked NEA Sfficials in
Washington for help in developing collective bargaining. The NEA
agreed to establish a regional.office there, and on September 1, 1960,,

.. . sentanassistant director of its membershlp division to the city WIth

R |nstructlbns to concentrate on:service to, CIty teachets. ° "
L« *, - Before'thd NEA had time to reerganize the city’s teéchars,
. however, the United Federation ‘of Teachers played its first'ace. The
-UFT called a strike on November 7. T{rstrike the union said,would
.. win for teachers the right to bargaln collectively. About 5,000
; teachkrs stayed off the job for one day, ang the union claimedithad @ ‘
won agreement from,the Board of Education thatan glectionwould

‘be held o thoose’a bargaining agent -

Tirst, though, the board appointed a committee to study this
question. “If collective bargaining is to be lnstltuted for professional

_ - RS
[lC '
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perso7s in the schdol system, what would be its mést appropriate
form?”. At public heatings held by the committee, NEA-affiliated ",
groups opposed the idea of collective bargaining; the UFT spoke out
. '{strongly«for it 4n May, 1961, the committee issued areport calling for
. areferendum by city Y€achers to see if they wanted collettive bar- -+ .+
gaining. In a June referendum the vote wis 26,963 for bargaininig and
+ 8871 agaipst. [ T . T ey
When feachers returned to school in the fall of 1961, botH,groups
began to gird for the inevitable battle. The UFT had the advantage
\ .and never lost it. It maintained unity ihroughout the campalgn; itre- «
wcewed at least $100,008 in direct aid and loans from other unions,
especially (thanks to Redther) from the Industrial Union Department
of the AFL-CIO. , ! ~
"The NEA had no'base to build on. To Sstablish on€, it combined

+  thegroupsthathad cometoira year earlier into a coalition *@cges

forcolléctive bargaining. Called the Teachers Bargaining Offliniza-
’ tion (FBO) of New York City, it announced a few weeks later that it
. had established a bargaining committee in anticipation of winning

* the election. . A . >
s Three organizations quahfied for the ballot in December: the .
v United Federation of Teaghers,,the NEA’$ Teachers Bargaining \

Organization, and the independent Teachers Union. The UFT

" received twice as many votes as did the TBO—20,045 to the NEA
group’s 9,770 (the Teachers Union got 2,575 votes). The UFT had won™
decisively and would from that- time represent alt of the clty’s
teachers. - ) . ‘e

The union victory in New York City was probably the biggest

single success in the history of teacher organizing in the United « .
S'tates..A Iifééayqr for the national union, the victory brought a huge
increase in AFT membership, which stood at just 60,715 1n the entire )
na}ibn‘ in 1961. It also spurred teachers unions in California, Colo- -
rado, Minneapolis,?icég‘o, and Detroit to new efforts. And the vic-
tory guaranteed corflinued financial support for the unidn fromthe
AFL-CIO. It seemed to demon’stra’ to the nation that teachers were

- ready to “go union.” : . )

"The greatest significance of the,New York union victory probably o
was that-it pushed the NEA and its’state and local affiliates farther
along a road they were already traveling. Evenrbefore.it lost New
York City, the NEA was developing guidelines for collective bar- <

'ERIC 14
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gaining by teachers. Though it labeled the process “‘professional
negotiation”’ 1§ avoid labgr terminology, the association was moving
inexbrably toward full recognition of "the need to bargain for
teachers. Ten years after the New York City electionthe NEA and its,
afflhatgwere bargairfing, union styfe, for many more teachers than ”
was the American Fedetation of Teathers and its local unions

‘
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* Contract Bargainingkbecbmes.the Rule .

—]—hroughs ut the<1960s and 1970s teachers strikes seemed the majqr

indicater ~of teacher militancy.. And there were many strikes.s
Thousants of teacht§s ““hrt the bricks™during this period. But more=,
important, hundreds ‘of thousands of teachers were being covered

"

-

by bargained contracts that gave them, u&xally for the first ime, wrgt- '}-‘i”‘"'! %,

ten, detailed provisions for salary, fringe’benefits, and mstruclﬁﬁ‘al

ndards As early as.1964 thé‘WEA’@stimatg_d that 100,000 teachers

346 schodl districts wePe.sgsving under written contracts. By 1967
nélirly 400,000 scfiool personnel were undersbargained contracts in”
1,179 districts where teachlers were represented by NEA affiliates. An
additional 35 school distritts had AFT contracts. N

Teachers were Barfinifig in a qumbser of states under few laws
lobbipd through the legiststdtes by feachers associations. By 1965
laws fnandating school beard-teacher bargaining were 1neffect in-
Connecticut and Washington, in Michigan'teachers were choosing
bargaining agents 'under the state’s labor laws. Alaska passed a
teacher ‘ngg%tiation law in 1959, New .Hampshire in 1955, and

Wisconsin in 1962. 8y 1966 California, Florida", Massachusetts, New

-Jersey, and Or had. passed laws allowing teacher barga,f},'ng_ N
- The tide was irrevérsible.:, 4 E .

By 1972 a"total of 1345,3?9 instructional personnel throughout -

the.nation were coveged by negotiated agreements, .

.
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Causes of Teacher Militancy:  ~

What brought about this huge rush to teacher bargaining, this
" massive increase in teacher militaficy?  believe there were six major’
* factors, a long histery of economic injustice to teachers, growing,
. ‘profess:onahsm as the teacher's role became more importantin an
increasingly complex society, growth in size and bureaucratization
of the sghools, chang.s_)n and among teathers organizations, grow-
ing availability “of the mechanisms for militancy, and the changing
. social chmate of the 19603 and 1970s. In 1975 a newspaper reporter
? asked the NEA’s executive diréctor, Terry Herndori, why the NEA
" ,had "suddenly?’ become so militant. Herndon'’s answer was that the
NEA 15 a very democratic organization. It elects new officers each
year or so, its policies are set by an annual assembly of thousands of
teacherrepresentatves. Many teachérs, Herndon said, were militant
in the 1950s and perhaps even earlier. But the majority of NEA mem-
bers remained unwilling to accept strikes, collective bargaining, »
polmcal action,etc., so the association’s posture remained a conser-
vative ‘one, Sometime around 1970, Herndon concluded, 51% of the,
association’s members moved into the militant camp; in”a
democratic orgapization, this reflected a change in the image of the

" NEA" .

+ Howeveritis analyzed teacher militancy ha({becomea reality by
the ume of the nation's BicentennialMost teachers were now
working in districts where they had the right to negotiate with their

. employers. Most teachers were'members of the NEA or of tw
1974 flgures showed that 72.4% of all téachers,were organi by

.- 1976 this Percentage probably exceeded 86,.-because the NEA and
four state-level affiliates completed “unification’ " agreements inthat

period, thus mandating a larger NEA membersh:p .

~
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Further, teachers were expressing their militancy in other, newer
ways. The most visible of these were 1) lawsuits brought by tealhers
organizations ont behalf of théir ftembers’ rights and 2) pohitical

# acign of organized teachers. The NE%, through its DuShane Fund, »

}f was spending hundreds of thousands &f dollars yearly to guarantet  °

that teacher contracts would be honored, tq unsure that black-and
other minority members would be dealt with fairly,to protect
women’s rights, and to assure teachers the right to free speech, .
freedom of dress, even freedom of sexual preference. The AFT had a,
similar, though smaller, fund for such actions. Onthe pohtical frogt,

. teachers organizations were comribunng%,tp,qusands of dollars to
campaigns of congressmen and senators who were considered pro-
_eddcdtion Thousands of teachers were volunteering to work on.. .
behalf,of these candidates, proving themselves to bea valuable asset
to politicians .Through its monthly newspaper sent to 1.7 mithon
members, the NEA was publishing voting records of every member
of Congress o 1ssues relating to educatyon And 1q 1976, for the first

) time, the NEA endorsed a candidate for Presidemt of the United
o gotates. ' .

‘ One further aspect of teacher militancy gppeared inthe 1970s—

the wilhr&hess of the education associations to work directly with

Y other groups,,ineludihg labor unions. The chief example of this’
‘4- cooperation was the Coalition of American Public Employees,

founded jointly by the NEA and the American Federation of State,
» County, and Municipal Employees. The latter group, an AFL-CIO

-+, union led by Jerry Wurf, was a maverick in the house of laborand a

" long-time foe of AFT President Albert Shanker. Other public
employee groups (nurses, doctors,'IRS workers) also joined the .
céaition, statewide, coalitions were formed by teachers and other

_ nionists in a dozen or more states. ’

*All of thigmilitant action meant that most American teachers in

the mid-1970s were organized, golitically aware, and active.

. Some observers have suggested that teacher militancy peaked at
this point, and that teacher strikes, teacher bargawning, and teacenr
‘cooperation with other publit employees could ndt go much
further There is evidence for such an argument. The downturns in .,
the national economy in the 1970s moderated the money demands

- of many unions Some state court decisions placed additional krmts
on the extent of teacher bargaining. AU.S. Supreme Court decision
- - - .
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in 1976 seemed to cut off the possibility of a nayonwide bargaining
law for teachers and, other public employees Bankrupt city govern-
;ments'were blockmg gains by municipal unions Declining schoo!”,
enroliment rai€ed fears of massive losses of teacher jobs Itwasatime,
to ask, Had the steam gone out of the drive for teacher militancy?
Toconsider lhlS question, jet us look brlefly at 10qtherquesnons
-reflecting 1sues shat vwll determine the future of teacher mifitancy in

" the nation. These questiohs are ’

o What|stheoutlook£.orlegnslauonthatwullumpedeorprorr_lote
tgacher militancy? B Y. .

. 2 What impact 3re, court deGsions having on the drive of

, teachers te-organize and baggain? N

f]
SN .3 willthe publlc attitude towardthe mllltant(qachefhlndertha(

militancy :
- 4. Wil mcreasmg&‘onservatusm of teachers themselves slow
. their milftancy? - = . Yy "4
. - . 5 Will.the Amencan economy 'support commued teacher
militancy? * T g .
5 How wil] changes u the way schQOJSlar'e fmaﬁced ancct
— tgacher mlht%ncy . . N
y 7. ls(hésupply of (eachersexceedmgtha»demand andifso how,
*will this affect teacher actvism? -
L8 thlconfhcts between ieachersorganrzanonsl|mnthelrthrust
‘toyvard greater power, for thelrmembers? ’ s
. .9 will educators who are’nowy unorga‘zed jain toachers asso-
-+ ' cianons or umons? A . A
. 10 will’ teachers cdnnnue theii effarte lo mfluences society,
. . thraugh polmca! adnon’ A . . < s
\a. - f . . . 4 . RN ,\l .
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e Laws and Court Decisions . - -

‘
. Whal is the outlook for legislalforp that will im()ede or promoter,, )
teacher milifancy? . ¢ S '

What impact age court decisions having on the drive of teacHers
to organize and bargain? o :
' . These two questions are closely related and need tobe deal't.wl he ..
together, because the essential mechanism of teacher activism—col- o
lective bargaining—is affected both by legislation and by count

-decisions. . ) :

In 1977 teachers*had the right to bargain, and were bargaining in
most states of the Union. But the extent and effectiveness of that bar-
gaining varied from- negotiations conducted completely in the
absence of a law allowing or forbidding bargafningfito full-scale »
contract bargainirtg with the right tosstrike as the ultimmate weapon in
the frands of the teachers for other publictemployees). Thirty states 4

‘. allowed teachers to bargain by law. Seven states—Alasiea, Hawari,

22 Minnesota, Montana, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Vermont—stood
at the .most permissivg end of the 30, allowing their teachers to

* bargain and to strike either by statute or by count rulings that speci-

fied -that school boards could not automatically *get injunctions

* . blocking teachers from striking. in three additional ~states—

" Michigan, .Ne\)v Hampshire, and Rhode Island—court decisions
lirhited injunctions against striking teachers to such an extent that,in
practice, strikes went unimpeded in most cases. .

" At the other end of the spectrum were the*so-called rjg'hl-to- -
work states, in which union organizing was discouraged by Iqws re:
quiring open shops, i.e., laws forbidding-exclusive representatiorfof |
worker groups. Unions consider a closed’shop essential to n'egotiat-. .
ing employee-employer contracts. In.1977 the \'/irginialcourts, inan )
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L action sought by Governor, Mills E. Godwin, ruled that public.em-
. ployers in that state could not negotiate with their employees This
ruling for all~practical purposes ended teacher-school bpard bar-
gaining in the state. N o
Thus teachers and other public employees in the 50 states faced,
in the 1970s, a variety of bargaining situations NEA’s chief counsel,
_.Robert Chanin, called the situation “a patchwork quilt of state
« - collective bargaining statutes ranging from fair to terrible " He™
’ added that “hundreds of thousands of teachers do- not even have
“minima¥collective bargaining rights.” -
’ Further, the U.S. Supreme Court itself had rutéd in two cases °
athayadversely affected teacher bargaining rights. .
Ina 6-3,'dec1s10.n in mid-1976, the Coart ruled against teachers .
~ from Hortonville, Wisconsin, who argued that théir school board, as
a party toa cgntract dispute w Uz them, couid not then be an impar-
“tial determining agent in an action against them following the
contract.bargainifig (the board hadfiredtheteachers)»\lower court
., agreed with the teachers {“It would seem essential,’'even in cases of
undisputed or snpulate%fzc‘ts, that an impattial decisiort maker bé
charged with the respon ility of determining what action shall be
- taken’'), but orrappeal the Supreme Court disagreed, saying, “The
sole 1ssue in this case is whether the dug process of the Fourteenth
Amendment prohibits this schoolboard from making the decisionto
dismiss teachers admittedly engaged'in a strike and persistently,
\ refusing to refuri o thejr duties.”  * ’ ‘
. The secon U,S.SuprgmeCourtrLling,also'in1976,indirectlybut
crucially affected teachers’ bargaining rights. In Natronal League of
Crijes v.Userythe Courtheld that theU.S. Congress had exceededits
authorlty'under the commerce c?ﬁse of the Constitution when it ex-
tended the wage-and hours provision of a fedéral law 10 most

employees of state and local goverfiments. The Court opinion did" |

+ not deal directly with.collective bargaining, but thg implication of

the decisipn to many observers was that Congress would be-unable

to pass any constitutional legislation requiring states and communt-

. ties to bargam with 1ts teachers and other public employees Ifthis
implication held,'the “patchyork quilt” of state statutes would be
the best teathers could hope for. )

. Nerther of these Supreme Court decisions, howeéver, may block

_teacher barganing as much as at first appeared to be the case \
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In its Hortonville decision, the Court did not speak to the
tial issues raised by the teachers. Ruling on the narrow ques-

school board’s right undgr the Fourteenth Amendmerit
{regardingrdue process), the Court left unsettled such 1ssues as the
right of teachers to binding arbitration, the constitutional

, differentes between public emp|oyee-employer relationships and

thosé of workers in private industry, or even the due-procéss rights
of teachers a school board intends to fire. Thus, as one Court expert
notedithe Hortonville decision “doesa’t mgan it's ‘open season’ on
striking teachers.” ‘ o )

The National teague of Cities decision could be the more
important of the two for tcachers. The feason is.'that in the early
1970s the National Edycation Association. decided that the most
effective way to guarantee the bargaining rights of 1ts members (and
of all teachers and public employees) would be the passage of a

federal collective bargaining statute. Suchaa law, if Congress passed _

it would end the “patchwork quilt”’ of state st atutes and strengthen
teacher bargaining n states which had no bargaining law at all.
The NEA began pursuing several versions of a federal collective
bargaining law in the years prior to the Natiprral League of Citres de-
cisuzn.-The association proposed and offered its support both for
separate legislation to set up a national public employee law and for
changes in_the National Labor Relations Act that would include
public employees under its rules. Either approach would gve
teachers the same rights to bargain (and strike) that other workers
already have Neither approach succeeded in Congress before 1976,
partly because Congress itself was awaiting the Natronal League of
Cities decision. And when that decision came, many inCongress and

in education arcles assumed-that the decision killed chances for

federal legislation’in the area of public employee bargaining.

+ In 1977, though, the NEA revised its position Further analysis of
the Coutt decision convinced NEA lawyers that a federal collective
bargaining law couldsutvive constitutional challenge ifthe law wefe
writen in a way to avoid, the limitatioms set by the Supreme Court in
National League of Cities The'thinking went this way: The Court
decgion did not say that every intrusion of the Congréss into state
sovereignty was unconstitutional; it $aid only that such intrusion 1s
invalid if it “impairs the state’s ability to function effectively within
the federal system.” In effect, the Court said that the amiount of
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intgusion of federal law into state and local dealings that could beal-
_ lowed must be balanced against the federal interest that brought
about the particular federal law that intrudes.

NEA lawyers believed that several changes in the association’s
* proposed barganing bill would tip the balance to constitutional
acceptance. Themost important ofthese changes dealt with the right
to strike and the use of binding arbitration. The NEA propo§a| now
did not call for an unlimited right of teachers to strike, on the theory
that such an unrestricted night would, in effect, allow employeesto
bring a state or local operationto complete halt and thus intrude "
into the state’s orcommunity’s rights Instead; the new NEA proposal
suggested that the right-to-strike language of the federal legislation
includé a proviso expressly authorizing astateto prohibit or limit the
right to strike by passing appropnate laws. In other words, teachers
would have thenightto sirike, but if astate legislature considered this
right unacceptable, 1t could pass alaw “‘opting out” of this part of the '
federal collective bargaining law Teachers and other public
employees would still_have the protection and nights under the
federal law, but they could not strike in that state. :

The use of binding arbitration, too; would be an option under the

. new NEA praposal, The difference was that it would becom& not an
. ‘“optout”’condition, as with the strike7but an“optin” choice for the
. _ state. That s, the NEA-proposed legislation would make fact-finding
with nonbinding recommendations the final step 1n bargaining;.
each state would have the option, though, of enacting Iegisiatﬁ
making the recommendations binding if it wanted to.
:- The NEA-proposed legislation would, the association said, leave
teachers with sgveral possible bargaining structures. In Chagin’s
words: “At best, they could have the struCture set forthinthe current
[old] NEA proposal—that s, nonbinding recommendations with the
right to strike unless the teacher organization waives-that right in
order to secure a binding decision. At worst, they could have whatis
available under most of the current state public sector colleltive
bargainyng statutes—that is, nonbinding recommendations with a
strike prohibition” .

To some, the new NEA proposal seemed too weak. AFT President
Albert Shanker attacked it as ““harmful to all employees, public and
private, since it could set precedents for similar states’ rights
proposals for the private settor.” The AFT said it would continte to

~
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complete Yight to strike. The NFA counterattacked, pointingoutthat
such a pokition was “self-defeating,” since it would: lead to the
conshitutional problems made clear in National League of Cities
NEA officals also said they doubted the AFT’S singenty; they
. suggested that the AFT would be the loser if any federal callective
. ‘bargaining law passed Congress, because guarantees of bargaining
rights for teachers would mean an end to AFT tocals in corhmunRies
where they had the minority’of membership (a frequent caidition),
When California’s strong bargaining law passed 1n 1976, for example,
Lo NEA-CaJaformq Teachers Asspciation Jocals Won the vaspmajonty of

\?argaining elect:cns and, under the exclusiverepresenyition rulés of
~ * tHe law, cut heavily into AFT strength, A federal la}f, NEA officials

believed. would bring about a national situation ofthe same order.

"+ So the answer, toeour two-pronged quéstton—How will

legislation and court decigons affect teacher militancy?—may hen -

the answer to a single question: will the Congress pass a constitu-
tignalfy acceptabie collective bargaining law for teachers and other
public employees? ;

If such a law passes, the course of teacher (and public employee)
bargaining will change greatly. If such a Jaw is ndt’passed, howevler,'.'
teachers groups ‘will have to fall back on %state legislation—n3t a :

" happy prospect for them perhaps, but not a hopeless'ahe erther. As
we have noted, 30 states have bargaining laws of someort already,

Ten states allow strikes by teachers. In several otherstates, teachers’

proposals for bargaining laws are under consideratron; the Kentucky
" Educational Association, for example, has as a major ingredient of its
Jegislative package for the 1978 state assembly ““a law to guarantee
local education associations a formal procedure for negotiating with
local boards of education.”

In sum,’a federal law that meets the Supreme Court's tests would
greatly enhance teachers’ opportunities for militancy, but falureto
obtain that law is not likely to halt teachers’ drives for bargaining
rights. ©t .

demand llaw giving teachers full bargaining nights, including the_
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' ‘ Teachers and the Public

. W L X ‘ T
\ il the public atitude.toward the militant teacher hinder that
m-ilitanci_.? S , " '
A " “public Workers andéubli’ on a Collisjon Gourse,” U S. Néws
= & World Réport headlined in [i977'. The.article under the headline

s==5edicted that school weluld Jbecome a “major battleground as -
teachers uniorts grow strog ger andtry toprotect their members’ jobs
in_the face of dwindling ¢ assroom énrollmen’&{' )

- U.S. ‘News identified tge‘major conflitt as that between hard-
pressed local taxpayers and the financial-demands of teachers. But
the issue 1s more subtle. What is involveéd is not just money—money
that admittedly must comg from the takpayer—but power. Perhaps *°

v Ehé’major cause of teache,r,strikes, for example, has bgen the desire
of teachers to be recognized—to gain a place atsociety’s bargaining
1able..Not that teachers wijl not use that position to press for higher
salaries; certainly they have sought and likely will continue to seek a

: pigle of the economic, pﬁ'g they have fong b&e&it ‘denied. But for—
teachers the .point of organizing—forming unipn¢—has been to
force society toTecognize therg as first-class citizens. In the wbrds of
one teacher who Struck in 1977, “We strikers are much more hungry |
fo# nghus than we are for food. You can fill your stomach, butif in
your soul, heart, and mind _you’re not at peaceyith whatyou believe, *
it’s a much worse kind of ‘hunger.” . '

" Yo feed this hunger, communities have 14 recognize teachersand
their organizations as co-equal members of the local power circle.
And it is at this point that resistance can build. Sometimes this
resistance is expressed in'rejected school levies, at other times in
. refusals to bargain with teachers, ’ . :
~ The question is, Will this resistance increase?
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' . Officials of teachers ofganizations'in the late, 19705 see}ped con=
"vinced that the long-term batt[ for teacher acceplance'was being
won. AFT President Shanker,‘ tor instance, said m early 1977 that
, seports of-schaptTevy rejections should not be taken as di sqens. \,
. *He suggested that these ’AZ”? votes were not necess@%?n"ﬁd at
.teachers (and other public employées) but at “govefnment in .
general—as the only' way ciuizens had {o vent their anger at “the - -

.o system ” Shanker .also s’ﬁggested that teachers and other public . K
. employees would win pu blic dcceptance by effectivépolitical action
and by.involiving themselves in<‘broad economic issues -
N 7 - NEAleaders, by their actions in the 19705, séermed to‘agree with
’ the idea that broader involvement of teachers and therr organiza- \

tions in societal issues was both a need felt by teachersand an impor-
#_ tanitway to help teachers express their'concerns. The NEA greatly ex-
panded its role in political action, jts involvement in “nongHuca- -
: tional” social issues, and its ielanonshipwith other public employees
of the nation. L b
Itis important to note that this rapid expansion of political action ==,
" by teachers—endorsement of candidates, contributions to
rampaign fynds, direct work on behalf of candidates-eapparéntly
did not affect the way the American public viewed the teacher.
Gallup poll§ contirued to show that the public rated teachers (ahd
schools in general) high on their approval list. Lawyers, politicians, .
rbig busigessmen, and big ‘labor leaders dropped in public favor
according to such polls, but propessors and teachers remained near
the top of “approved”’ groupg Few in the public were quated as
objecting to teacher involvemeht jn broader, noneducationalissuds, -_
either. Though manyva ¢ty power Broker may have wished that
“teacher do-gooders” would stay out of things, few of these opinion
leaders expressed this,'\./lew publicly,’and there was evidence that
some of them even welcomed teacher intolvement. .
. But what of a reported. growing conservatism among the
- American people? By the late 1970s, obsetvers were noting that the -
u.s. popélation’s.median age was rising and would be in the high
“twenties by the end of the ceotury. Wouldn’t this older population
object to the demands of a militant teaching group? Several critical
responses need be made to this question One is to point out that,
* 'even assuming a correlation between -age and conservatism, the
American population had not béen “young” and was not suddenly
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° K_u:'m'ng “old.” Despite }he cover stories in Time, the American
»  median age had not fallen below 25 in the post-World War Il years;
the median age of the nation’s'population was much fower at the
turn of the cenfury, or in Thomas jefferson’s day, than in the middle
of the twentieth cegtury. Second, one needs to look at what 1smeant
by conse{vatxsm. Even if the. American populationis becoming older |
- and more conservativé, we needtorecaffthat “conservative” in 1990

might,not be’ “conservative’” by. earlieg standards. A comservative
American.in tge 1920s might well have, and probably did, oppose
Social Securnity, unions, and the expression of rights by minonties.
*  What teacherssgroups were aiming for i the 1970s and will likely be
working for during the rest of the cemurjal’e such things as the right
to bargain, the freedom to partjcipate in politics,”3 voice in deter-
. .mining the working conditions and jigrams of theif work situation.
“#  These are hardly ultrahibgral goals, they are in fact.The same goals
already won by, many other segments of society. It is by no means a
certainty that even a more conservative popiiption would object to
them. . S SN -
. Butthe more basic !nswer to the question of whether the public’s 7
attitude witl block téacher militancy may be that the public will have

’

- -no clioice. .
: in the 1970s teachers and other publicemployees began to work

o together. The NEA joined with the American Federation of State,
County, and Municipai Employees (AFL-CIO) to form the Coalition
of American PublicEmployees. The AFL-ClO itsglf established a Pub-
lic Employee Department in 1974. By throwing their lot in with other
public employees, teachers joined (some said led) a movement with :
considerable power. It 1s likely that the public has yet to feel the fdfl )
force of that combined ‘power.. Labor columnist Victor Riesgl
expressed this ideairra 1975 article when he pointed out that “until
garbage rots for two weeks on some city’s streets, or,the police pull
* some job action, or firefighters strike again as they‘have not too long
ago, orteachers walk out again and again, the pubic won't realize the

a

A

ﬁf;mficance of the new, gra." In another article Riesel was more
blunt: “. . . the public’s'seen nothing yet.”, ¢

. So the public may have no choice. Public émployee groups are
orgamzing‘and expanding far more rapitlly than private sector labor.
In Massachusetts and the District of Columbia, for instance,‘more
[than half of all state®ind local employees were organized by 1975.
o ) . N . -
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The Coalition of American PublicEmptoyees, joined by nurses, some

doctors, and others after its foundi?'lg, was a potential spokesperson

for nearly 14 million workers. An organized force of this size might

not win enthusiastic support from the public, but it certainly would
) be able to demand respect. .
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\
- Teacher Conservatism
. . '
WiH increasing conservatism of teachers themselves slow their
militancy? .

1f a conservative public-at-large does not slow teachers’ militant

actions, might the educators themselvas edge taward conservatism
* and moderate their activism?

In the late 1970s the signs were mixed. Some trends seemed to
indicate growing teacher conservatism; others tended toward a firm
militancy. -

At least four situations suggested growing teacher conservatism:

1. Stafting early in the 1970s some teachers began joining the
‘National Association of Professional Educators (NAPE) and its state

. and local affiliates. Led by Los Angelés educator Richard Mason,
NAPE held annual meetings, collected dues, and generallyranaroad

' show proclaiming the dangers of the teacher unionism displayed by

the NEA and the AFT. NAPE Jeadlers railed against collective

bargaining, exclusivefagent contrakts, big organizations, big

government, etc. NAPE claimed adherents irf dozens of states, but

/ they could be found in significant nurbers mostly in California,

. Texas, and pajts of the South. - .

How rhany NAPE members were there? Despite claimé by Mason

that 40,000 educators “support NAPE,” probably fewer than 10,000

" teachers in the entire nation paid dues to NAPE or NAPE-like groups.

- Even in Los Angeles, birthplace of NAPE, itd weakness was demon- *

«  stfated in early 1977. Under the new California bargaining law, an
_exclusive agent was selected i Los Angeles by vote of the teachers.

« , NAPE's loosely connected affiliate, the Professional Educators of Los
-Angeles (PELA), ran a far second tothe merged NEA-AFT local, UTLA,
which' received 12,882 to PELA’s 3,755, a number approximately

/
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gmatching its mefmbership fiéJre. In one California election (a 39-
member unit in Imperial County), a NAPE group won a bargairneng
election It was the only NAPE victory in the state. - ) *

To some observers it,s5eemed ironic that a NAPE group would
even be on the ballot in a bargaining election, because of NAPE’s
philosophy. PELA Business Manager Johp Harris éxplained, how-
ever, that had his gtoup won the election, PELA would not have bar-
gained as the exclusive agent for Los Angeles teachers but would
have formed a joint bargaining front with UTLA and any other
groups that got votes. “We're in favor of a collective bargarning
contract,” he said, “but we do oppose exéldsivity and the agency

shop.” . . ,

2. After the NEA and its affiliates became politically active in the

* 1978s, some members objected tothis political action. Under federal

Iggfhe association had to reimburse thousands of members for the

rtion of their dues used for political action. .

This membership protest apparently reflected two things. First,
there was a philosophical difference between association-elected
leaders and convention delegates (who tended to be poluically

+ liberal) and. the NEA members at large (more than half of whom con-

sidered thegpselves politically moderate) Thus many members were
objecting.to-whatathey sawfas a difference in phflosophy between
their leaders and themselves. Second, given the closeness of the 1976
"Presidential election, it is logical to assume that many association
members voted far Gerald Ford. The NEA, through tts Political Ac-
tion Committee, had endorsed Jimmy Carter and Walter Mondale,
and the pro-Ford members were expressing their objection to this
choite, , o .
" To analyze properly the’meaning of this membership objection
to the gpovement toward teacher militancy, it would be necessary to
know how many members were objecting to the process and how
many to the choice of a candidate they did not approve. If members
were objecting to the idea of teachers being involved in politics at all,
this would b sign of conservatism moderating teacher miNtancy.
If, however, the objections reflected approval ‘of the process but
objecfion to the choice that was made, then one could argue that
teachers were solidly behind the idea of involvement in political hfe ,
and were meyely arguipg over how to carry out this involvement,
3. In the 1970s the NEA completed the process it calls “unified
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membership,” which means that all members of education associa- -
. tions in the nation must either join t&ir local, state, and national
L.  assoclalionsor join e. The result of Mais process was alarger NEA
membership, and a membership” with a broader base. As 1t
happened, teachers in more conservative parts of the nation were *
among the last to unify with the NEA; this meant for the NEA a gain of
members in states such as Texas and Arkansas. Atnearly the same
ume that these members were joining the NEA roster, the national
association severed its connections with the New York State United - <
. Teachers, a state affiliate it shared with the AFT. The NEA established
a new state afffliate in New York, but the result of the split was to
discontinue the NEA membership of thousands of New York City*
and other urban teachers. N . ,
These two actions together—a gain of members in Texas and
Arkansas and a loss of members in New York—mightresultinamore
consérvative cast to the overall NEA membership.” : :
4. Within the AFT, 1o, a moderating event occurred in the mid-
1970s. The AFT’s powsr base, the New York City members of thé -
United Federation ‘of Teachérs, were devastated by the city's
fimancial problems. More than 15000 teachers lost their jobs in the, .
city, and the prospect for their return was dim. The financial crunch
in'New York City alsomade i difficuit for the union to presstor gains
in fact, umon leader Albert Shanker called fot a moratorium on
teacher bargaining, and accepted cutsin benefits for membersin the
} “city.
In a Village Voice interview, Shanker described the situation:
“Back in the '60s anywhere between 10,000 and 20,000 teachersa year
left the school system, and not because of cuts That ng longer hap-
pens, because there’s no place for them to go. Butwhentherewasa :
lot of turnover, the 10,800 or 20,000 teachers who replaced those who“‘:“’fq
had gone acted just like them. They Yeft right into the @id structure.
, . The only teachers WG broke out of that tra ition were a few ex-

tr:'aord"manly brilliant, tough, rebellious people who organized their
own structures. But now, for economic as well as ec_iuéational rea-
sons, it's ume for large numbers of principals and teachers to reor-
ganize what they’re doing.” « .

¢+ "+ What does this mean to teacher militancy? If one accepts the"
theory that the AFT was the gnat that irritated the NEA into more
militant actions (a theoretical bucket with many’ feaks, however),
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then one could argue that the moderating of URRRAFT militancy
could lessen the drive of teachers not only within' that ynion byt
throughout the nation. i .
. Lobkingat”the.otherside6[thecoan,thel‘%werealsoforcesmthe
1970s that seemied to be driving (or at least continuing) teachers
down the path' of militancy. Four of these were:

"1. The Nixon-Rord years of recéssion and growing.unemploy- :
ment brought a great slowing in teacher turnover and mobility. In

thé 1960s, in a grdwing €conomy and with arising school population; .

teachers who didn't like their situation often moved along to
ahother school. Female teachers who got married quit their jobs to
‘have children, confident that there would ba plenty of jobs waiting
for them when they.returned to the clagsrgom. By thé 1970s this had
changed Teachers became loath to gLve up a position for fear

anothet was ngt going to be available. .Teachers delayed having

- famulies, or took\raternity leave with a guarantee of regmployment.

« This economic uncertainty—economic uncer'taintfy in general—’
feeds militancy in that {t causes most persons to feel the need for
drganizational -st'rengtb.,’Teachers"associanons and unions had .

- negotiated contracts that limited layoffs, a°dded,to job secunty,

guaranteed. plicement on_the" basis of seniority, and gave other
support to members who eré now conscious of needing their jobs.

, Teachersrecognized the advantages of having a good contractsand

they knew that their organization gotit for them and would maintain
it. They stayed with their associations and union3 and in so doing

» added to organizational strength. * : e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

2 It a number of states during the 1970s teachers won or
expanded their right to bargain with school boards. Perhaps Cali-
fornia is the clgarest example. \

7 Pl 197_6\Ca|i(ornia teachershad the Wmton»&ct,whlch granted,
“them a limited rightyto bargain With schod| boards. The Winton Act
did notallow exclusive repeesentation or agency shop, however, and
it required teachers to form “bargaining councils” based on the
numbers of teacher-members ik the groups who céntested for therr
loyalty. In some cities, this meant that 4 fractionated group of union
members, association‘members, independent members, and higher
education repflesenfatives had to sit dawn with school,board repre-
sentatives. . . :
In 1976, hqwever, mainly through the poliucal sgrength of the
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Catiformia Teachers Association, a new and effective teacher bar-
gaining act became law.-Teachers now wereable to seek éxclusive
represenafion either through demonstration of overwhelming
numbers and automatic designation as the bargaining agent or
through baggaining elections. As a result of the new law, teachers 1n
California were soon bargaining through single agents ir:(nearly
every district in the statg. The CTA, which won well over 90% of the
. desgnations and e)ections, was developing a coordinated bargain-
ing program, with the goal of strong centracts for every teacher in
the state. ) oot

Effective bargasning of the Califorma type obviously leads to
solidarity among teachers and strengthens their opportunities for s
activism. . )

3 By the 970s many of the new teachers coming into America’s
school 'systems were young people who assumed routinely tHat
associations of unions would bargain for them. These young people
. had never known a time when bargaining did not exist, and they

. took for granted their right to be r_épresemed by an organization

.. Astudent NEA officer in the late 1970s reported that she was sur-
pnsedatthe#nﬂnantpoﬁnohso(hercoﬂeaguesh1gmduatQSChoo
This 22-year-old teacher-to-be thought that her ideas favoring
+ " ,teacher bargdining, political actibn, etc., would be minority yiews in
her gradua?e seminars. But after one discussion session, her class
R voted on such questions as, S{fould teachers strike? Should teachers
take part in pohitics? To her surprise the majority of students voted
with her infavor of these militant positions. Her story is the stronger
because she 1s a Texan and the class vote was taken in Austin Texasis
not known for its teacher militancy. - ..
If today’s student teachers are militant, cantomorrow’s teachers *
be any different? ’ v
.4, Teachers were not alone in their organizational drives in the
19605 and 1970s. “White-coHar’s union membership grew stea(iily
from 1960. According tQ the Bureau of Labor Statigtics, there was a°
growth_from shghtly more than two million to nearly six million in
. professionals Jjoining unions between 1960 and 1974 These profes-
sionals included nurses, teachers, doctors, scientists, and engineers
¢ As recently as the 1950s teachers resisted joining organizations ‘
that looked hkeslabor groups because, they maintained, it was
“unprofessional’ or “blue collar.” Téaching had been a great

ERIC - . 3
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avenue of escape from the blug-collar woild for several generations
of Americans, and many teachers did not want to “regress.” But’
when arrplane pilots earnirfg $50,004: a year have*a union, ‘when
’ young doctors are jézfning unions, #hen the American Medical
Association favors-collective bargaining for its members, and when
thousands of professionals. are recognizing that.group action s
needed in today’s complex society, how can teachers feel second- *
class by joining too? . .

So teachers joined in huge numbers. NEA membership (1.8 ,
millign in 1976) doubled between the 1960s and 1970s; AFT
membersHip climbed to a peak near 475,000 in 1976. These large
numbers of organized teachers, a large percentage of themworking
under bargained contracts, suggest that unionism in jts broadest
sense was n'qf’a debatable topic as it had been 10.0r 20 years earlier:

. .
'

-
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Tedchers and the Economy

mililancy? -

some obseryers have suggested that teachers will not be able -
to continue their push for higher salaries, smaller class sizes, and
added benefits because the 1970s economy just will notbearit They

pointed to school levy losses, bankrupt school systems, and tax- '

payer resistance. . .
Several factors moderate this judgment, however. First, despite

* the funding problems of the schools, vety few actually closed down. «
During the money-tight school year of 1976-77, for example, only a -~

handful of school systems closed their doors because of ‘money
problems (several in Oregonwothers in Conmecticut and Ohio). The
vast majority of the more than 16,000 school districts in the nation
continued to operate, Second, there was no clear evidence that

school closings {or other problems -such as layoffs of teacheb¥s) ,

dimimshed the efforts of teachers organizations. If ariything,'the'se

problems may have reinforced organized efforts to increase school=e

funding and to change structures rather than eliminateteacher jobs.
further, any argument that recent economic slowdowns have
terided to discourage teacher militancy would have to acknowledge |
sthe probability of a renewal of such militancy as the economy
" rebounds. . . s
Cost problems of the schools, 100, are affected by inflation, and
this factor tends at times to distort the discussion. One observer, at
BrandeisUniversity, pointed out in 1977 that pundits who talk about
school costs pricing people out of the market do nat carsider that

school costs have not.increased at a greater rate than gther costs in

_ our society. A|th.ough he was speaking of cdllége costs, his ‘argu-
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ment could be extended tg any school tosts. He noted that in 1977 1t
cost $5,491 for a year of studies at Brandeis. The cost was $1,200 in

1949 and $],7351n 1957 Now compare new.family car prices over the
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same period, he suggested. A standard Ford automobile cost $1,346
in 1949, $2,433 in 1957, and $6,300 (with most of th& options people
want} in 1977. His conclusion was. “Can it be %hét [parents}%ould
really rather have a Buick or a Ford than a quality education fot their
children?)’ . I

So perhaps the doomsday for educational costs did not arrive in
1977; perhaps the citizenry just hadn’t adjusted to paying the
“normal” inflationary increase for schooling, ‘

It may be less realistic to ask, Can the economy afford schools?

than to ask, How shall school funding change? -
*
N L]
. . L "
r
M \
4
. ’
&= 3
— ’
. 1 .
4 .
re
~
i . .
i’
. A
Y P ¢




y

-

AT 37 L

.
= .

Federal School, Financing

p -
H‘ow will changes in the way schools are f:nanced affect teacher
militancy?
. Two general trends in school fmance were visible in the 1970s: a
.move, often inspired by courtdecisions, towardgreater equalization
of school costs within states, and a move toward more federal finan-
cial suppott of schools. , . «

3

been heavily documented and extensively /
discussed, so we shall mesely sumsmarige them here. The movement
toward equahzatlon was br t_about mainly by two circum-
stances, First, a number of states had budget surpluses in the early
1970s, they used these Surpluses toimprove their plans for providing
ao’cj‘xtlonal séhool fynds toless fmancnally able communities Second,
court decisions typified by tbe Serrano I decision in California held
that it was unfair for students in poorer communities to receive an
nferror education just because the municipality in which they lived
could not-afford a good-school program.

Federal support of public schools increased more than fivefold
from 1967 to 1974 (from less than $760 million yearly to more than
$4.2 billion). The preponderance of that federal aid went to educa-
"tionally deprived children, to federally impacted school districts, and
_to vocational training.

It is important to note that these changes in school financing—

\&2}1 the state equalization and added federal aid—mainly benefited
ot

hé poorer school districts.

Itss likely that both trends will continue in the near futdre. Court
decisions now on record should keep the pressure on for'equaliza-
tion, Certainly, the local property tax payer will be pushing for added
state and federal aid. And the organized teachers of the nation have

" i ’
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4'ade‘n clear that their unions and association's will continue to push

for more federal aid. — . R

« The question is, What effect are these trends having on the ac-
tivism of teachers? The broad answer to this quéstion seems to be
that these trgnds are abetting teacher militancy. ItSeens, in general,
that the farther from the locality the schools are financed, the better
off teachers are. ’

The reasons for this are several. For one thing, the poorer the
school district, the harder it is for teachers to negotiate salary gains
and improyed conditions. If the community is truly‘umpoverished
and aid is ot forthcoming from the state or the fedeal government,

* the teacfiers are faced with a much more difficult task at the .
-bargaining table. On the other hand, if state and federal monies are
pouring into the district, teachers ate bargaining fromthe start fora -
piece of a bigger pie Further, when educational costs are relatively ‘
even throughout a state, teachers can organize and bargain for
similar benefits throughout the state. |n the 19705 such so-called -
coogdinated hargaining became a reality in several Western states.

We could test our theory here by asking, If teachers gain more via
school financing farther from the local community, how would
teachers fare if all the school bills were paid by the farthest of
sources—the® federal government? An example of a modern
industrialized nation where such a situation exists 1s France in the
1970s. There, teachers, well organized through the Federation de *_
FEducation Nationale, have done very well. Because education is
financed almost completely from a fedaral budget in France, the lack

f city funds has not affected school budgets and the teachers have
;ined ther’éby. In contrast to other European codinfries (and the -
UnitedwStates), teacher unemployment in France“in 4976 was Jess
than 1%, considergbly lower than in neighboring countries where
more traditional financing schemes were prevalent. Able to
influence the national bodies that make educattonal decisions,
French teachers negotiated reductions Sn class size each time the
number of students in the school system declined.

", This fact brings us to our next Issue—the effect of a declining
pupil population. , ’ .
€ .

, .
'y
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o . More.Teachers, Fewer Students? P
ls the supply of teachers exceeding tMe demand, and if s, how will
this affect teacher dctivism? 4 '

~The answer to the first part of this question is rather clearly yes.
tnrollments in’ U.S. public elementary and secondary sthools
peaked in 1970-7% (at about 51 million pupils) and began to decline
after that. The National Center for Education Statistigs has predicted
that thedown@ard trend in enroliments will continuesghd leveloff at
about 44.5 mﬁion pupils in the 1962-83 school year. Duringthe same
years, agcording to, the UsS. Office of Education, the excess of
reachers will range up to nearly 150,000 a year. (The figure will be
* lower if teacher turnover should be high.) . )
Instances of excess teachers were easy to find in the 1970s. New
York City cut its teaching force by some 15,0005 Chicago froze
teacher hiring. The NEAsestimated that, at the beginning of the 1975 '

__school year, 200,000 qualified teachers were looking in vain for _ <"

teaching jobs, although some 300,000 had left teaching for other
work. © . .
There were some countering -trends.. It was probable, for
instarice, that the greatest drop in teaching jobs had- already
. occurred in the mid-2970s and that future declnes would be less
qxtensive._Furlhgr, the situation could turn around by the early.or
’ mid-1980s. Projections of school populations are based in large part
on the declining birth rate—tn 1976 American women were having
. anaverage of only 1.8 children each, a subgantial drop from the 3.5
just after World War Il. Some demographers-have predicted a
reversal in this trend, with a baby boom coming.in the 1980s when
. women.who delayed bearing children begin to catch up.
(Bureau of the Census offitials have pointed ous, however, that
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" of the 197576 school year—a year of severe teacher oversupply,

._\ '

~ women in their thirties do not have large numbers of babies, for a
variety of reasons, regardless of their desire to do 50.)

A change inthe ratio of teachers to pupils would of course vastly L
change the oversupply picture. NEA researchersspomnted out in the
mid-1970s that if cfass size were reduced to the Jevels ofthe NEA’s
recommendations ‘there would be an instant shortage of some
500,000 teachers in the nation’s schools. Another factor that could

. help teacher employment is the requirement, encouraged by court
suits and federal laws, that handicapped children be educated in
public schools And finally, Census Bureay officials have stated that
the tight teacher-employment situation does encourage earlier
teacher retirement and job changes . ’

Despite these countering trends, it was the consensus of ob- (
servers that the canbinatior] of fewer pupils and plenty of teachers
meant a continuing oversupply of teachers, at least until 1982-83,

The question is, How will this oversupply affect,the militancy of

. teachers? . ‘ .-

At first blush, it might seem that an oversupplyof teacherswould  -.
curtaid militancy. Féwer teachersin total'number, for instance, means
fewer members for teachers associations, and thus a smaller budget
for these unions and associations. Further, with teacher demand low,
itis logical to assume that teachers will be more€ timid about risking:
their jobs in militarit actions. But these first assumptions do not seer
to-hold up. The smaller number of teachers, with their jbbs *
threatened, appareotly tendito join unionsand assaciations to help
guarantee i%)s’e_curity. Thisigthe “adversity brings cohesion’"factor - .
we have mentioned before. (One exampleof this cohesion is the + .
effect the shortage of jobs for PH:D.s has had: In 1977 Ph.D. holders
were consideting forming a union to lobby for themselves.) As to - .
tinfidity, there were more than 50 teacherstrikes inthe opening days

,

Although this number was down from some earlieryears;apparently * '

the threat to teacher jobs had not reached a level sufficient towipe

out the drive of teachers for rights and benefits, ' T )
Insum, the softening of the job market for teachers probably has- )

not significantly affected the militancy of teachers, If teachers re- -

‘mained well organized; they wére'likely T remain actwvists,
. : .
. x .
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4 - © Teachers Organizations .

Wﬂlconfhcts bgl;veen le‘echers organizations/n‘mit their thrust to-
ward &eater'power for their members? -

i it all, we should lay to rest the hope offsfome co_nservati@es ’ o
. that t{flVEA and the AFT will fade away. Thi§wa verynlikely inthe |
1970s. NEA mémbership grew from about 7 4,000 13960 to 1:8

millionsin 1976; AFT membership went from soime 60,000 in 1960 t6 .
475,000 in 1976. Although about 200,000 of these were joint members
of the NEA and th@§AFT in 1976, the total fumgper of organized
teachers that yeacgxceeded two million. There were few indications |
T..ofany diminutio%thbse numbers. The NEA’s unification program
(requiring local, state, and national embership) had Iq%e:d in most
** organized teachers oytside of some major cities; and inh se cities
(e.g., New York, Chicago, Detrdit, and Phil®8®phia) the AFT held its
members, ) :
During the 1976-77 school year, NEA-AFT conflicts in New York,
* Flodida, and Califorpia "changed the complexion ‘of orgdnized,
tejchec membership to some degree. The NEA, having disaffiliated
- the New Yotk State United Teachers, lost most of its members in Ngw
York state, though it retained’ somé 30,000. The*AFJost at feast
40,000 members through New York City layoffs and the decision of
. . thousands of teaghers'té join the new NEA affiliaté, the New York ™
~7,Educators Association. in FloridgMhe'NEA and the AFT had split the
state, but between them continued to.enrol most Florida teachers.
-1h California, beéa&oi,}he,succé‘ssof the NEA-California Teachers
"Association in winning representation rights under a new-state bar-" ¥
gaining latv, AFT membership was down. But these changes in the
complexion of teacher membership did not 3ubstantially ngethe -

-
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: The NEA-AFT conflict continued into 1977, and there were few if
any indications that it would die down later in the decade. In adds-
tion to the New York, Florldq:and Californiadisputes, thetwo organ-
izations were head to head on such issues as a federal coliecyve . ’
bargaining law’ especially designed for teachers (thé NEA for it, the
AET against it), affiliation of teachers with-the ‘AFL-C1O the NEA
against, thé AFT maintaining that 1t helps teachers to be partofa o »
+ labor organization), and cooperation with other public employee
{the AFT charging that the NEA’s relationships with public employee ,
unions was divisive because the NEA was “not in themainstream’ of
American labor). - - : ' Lt -
Merger between the two organizations was not under.active
- consideration n 1977, both groups seemed Content to go théir /
separate ways NEA officials were confident that thejr much larger*
numbels, combined with their working relationships’ with other * ' -
p'ubli%nployees, would ultimately yield the. greater benefits for
teachers AFT gffieials remairred adamant about labor affiliation, AFT
President Shané{r was a member of the AFL-C3O Executive Cgur;cﬂ. .
Further, the AFT had other majgters on its hands, the financial erisis in o
*New York City beirig one of the'mosturgent.
.+ Antitteacher organization people Jod)d hop
é&kgning of the AFT. But e¢endhis was a twg?

E

t tNe most, av . .

erican School Board Jotirnal noted this faet
tning its members not w-celebrate th& dedining
United Federation of Teachers (the AFT's New “York City.flagship
affiliaté). Said the®journal.,“The .UFT’s parent union, the, AFT,' 1S ,
locked in mortal combat with the fat more lethal NEA. If the UFT, ",
crisis cripble; its parent trijon severely enough, the NEA could gain
“an-iifeparable advantage. So, before giving ourselvgs upto in'dqcem ;
pleasure, we might consider this: The more the”AET withers, the -
> more the NES flourishes, and nonaligned teachers will :Mﬂ,n harder *
' than ever to remain independent.” N <
It seemed likely as of 1927, then, that teachers organizations, s
~ would grow stronjg'ea,an_dcominugto press their members’ demands

in‘the face of the dwindling classroom enrollmeats. L |
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, Organizing the Unor’g'ani}zed

W:H educators who are now unorgamzed/om leachers assoc'a—
tions or unions?
Not only were teachers organizations likely to continue to wield -
\ therr strength, they were, in the 1970s, looking to the unorganized
) members of the education world in the %earch for even more
. members. Among the groups waoed were professors, teacher aides
N and paraprofessionals, parochral. school teachers, and retired
/. . teachers. o »
- Of the efforts to orgamize the unorganized, the greatest push in
the 1970s was toward recrumng collegg faculty. By the end of 1976
more than 100,000 of the nation’s 600, 000 professmssmvort members

finally, in the 1970s, gave in to-the pressure to esta
. units, it tepresented some 20,000 faculty mémbers undg:
1977, (The NEA’mptedto o5 opttheA/\UPcontracts offering a,
merger plan that.would, prqvide NEA expertise in bargaining to
AAUP members, wggh dues going to both organizations, but as of
mid-1977 the AAUPHad ‘not taken the bait.) i
Faculty organizing proceeded at asluggish pace dunr@!e early
19705, but economic pressures 'on colleges (where_the loss of stu-
8emswvas soon to hit), combined with NEA-and AFT needs for mpre
ménbers, mlght bring a speeding of <ampus recruitment by the
1980s. Severa| oBsérvers believed that college faculties were ripe for
"+ orgamzing, Ford Féundation_official Fred Crossland predicted in
1976 that “in the not too distant future, faculty unionization_and
collecnve bargalmng will be tha@national norm.”
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Paraprofessionalss——teacher aides, school secretaries, and
others—were bemg pursued by the AFT and the NEA (and also by.the
AFL-CIO American Federation of State, County, and Mumcnpal
Employees) in the 1970s. The AFT hasseveral strong paraprofessaonal
union affiliates. In 1977 the NEA made proposals tq bnng these aides
into full association membership. The NEA also negotidted yurisdic-
tional agreements with AFSCME to avoid conflict with a union that
was a founding membet, dlong with the NEA, of the Coalition of
American Public Employees. -

The AFT was working throughout the 1970s to organize teachers ~
in“Catholic schools, malnly in the large cities. Organizing these
teachers was a slow process, however, hampered by court actions at. .
times, for the courts ruled that separation ofchurch and state meant
thatthese teacherscould not choose a union torepresentthem. The
AFT pressed on, however, and in 1977 called walkout by lay
.teachers in the Cadtholic’secondary schools in the Los Angelesarea as
part of its efforts to.get church offtcnals tq accept an AFT Iocal as a .

S bargammg agent. -
Organizing retired teachers was under consideration by the NEA ,
_ inthe late 1970s. The association had once retained a percentage of
" jts teachers who re,tnred through Ife membership and through a
_relanonshnp with the National Retired Teachers Association, but in*
recent years that effort lagged as life meniberships were didon-
tinued and NRTA betame indépendent. Whether large numbersof « *
retired teactfors coul'd be lured back into thfe NEA fold was an ' |
‘dhsettled question. - ,-“ K . .
L If any of these gfoups—professors paraprofess:onals parochial
school texchers, or retifed teaghers—could be added to'NEA or AFT
rok however, they could bring added gﬁoy/‘thlo organr,zenons that
.had already recruitéd rearly all of thes nation’s regular public ele-

o

mentary and secondary school teachers . AR N . <

n

O ‘ . o e 34 r
ERIC T, L8 *Y DR
ARl o povides o e ] .

:— ' Q.: - : ' ) N ) . . Yoen




o . N .-
Rt - . v
Political Action by Teachers
A) .
erl teachers continue their efforts to influence society through
“political action? -

Of all the questions we have raised, this one hfs perhaps the
clearest answer, for teachers groups seem fully committed to
continued political action, .

Organized teachers umped deeply into the political pond in the
1970s, and they loved it. During the 1974 congressional campaign,
the NEA and its afffiates contributed an estimated $2.5 million
toward electing ""friends of education”, the AFT added another $1
million. Teachers gfoups found, that paliticians were as eager for
teacher volupteer workers as for their dollars, g0 when federal elec-
-« tion laws began himiting the amounts of conmbun,o,ns they could

make, the NEA and the AFT were not discomfited—they found just as

much success through the use of smalter, carefully pldced contribu- /
tions combined with yolunteer efforts and well-publicized endorse-
ments as was gained through larger donations.

In the 1976 campaign, the NEA endagrsed a  Presidential
candidate (immy Carter) for the first imein its hrsto\y It supported

““candidates, too, in hundreds of Congressional races, and scored a
high percentage of wins for those if backed. )

.. NEA state affiliates, too, were turning to political action in the
1970s. The Califormia Teachers Association waded into political
actjon so extensively that one state assemblyman, speaking’ of the
CTA’s political clout, told the Sacramento Bee that "These are only
three things | fear—God, my redh'eaded wife, and the CTA.”

Led by UFT President Shanker, aman who made New York City
* politics his union’s agenda, the AFT, too, continued its polmcal
actron programs Thus there seemed in the 1970s littje reason o

-
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expect a Iessemng of zeachers groups’ political efforts. NEA Execu-
tive Director Terry Hergéon made this position clear in a Washing-
ton Press Club statement th 1975.n careful phrases he said, “We
pérceive an absolute need'and résponsnbnhty 1o exert maximum ih-

fluence on the political system.’ :
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The Future of Teacher Pov;/'er

Looking back over the 10 quéstions we have raised about teacher”
power, we can see that some questidnis are more important than
. others—more crucial to our understanding of teacher mlhtancy
" For example, the first question—about the potency of faws
allowing teachers to bargain—offers an excellenfindex to the move-
~-ment of teacher activism in the future. For should a federal collec-
. tive bargaining laWifor teachers be enacted, this factor alone could
= . expand teacher militancy more than any other we have reviewed.
\ Collectuve bargaining, the mechanism for teacher militancy, 1s the
key to that militancy. Wishes without implementation are sterile,
*  give more teachers the tools for bargaining and you provnde the
weapons they need for m:htancy .
Looking at the other side of the coin, however, it is not equally
true thatfailure bf teachers to get a federal bargainifig law will greatly
II%( their militancy. After all, teachers have conducted strikes,
statewide walkoutS/pohtncalcampaagns court suits, and all the other
manifestations of their militanty without a faderal bargaining law.
. 50, although the passage of such a law would greatly stimulate
teacher militancy, its absence would merely divert thatmilitancy toa
state-by-state effort for bargaining .rights. ..
‘Another measure of her militancy lies in the combined
answers to the last three of our questions. How effectively will
/ teachers groups continue their drives, organize the unorganized,
and press theif political efforts? Regardless of the unpredictable
economy, the directions taken by the courts, and the ravages im-
posed by teacher oversupply, if teachers organizations remain effec- *
tive, muhtancy is likely to continue. ‘As we have seen, teachers began

* the march to militancy more than*100 years ago when they realized
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that they had to organize—that there was a greater readiness by
school boards to deal with group petitions.

American teachers to a large extent shed their mddesty between
1945 and 1975. Many—pefhaps most—have been willing to stand up
and say, "As a professional in our sbciety, khave a right to make rea-

sonable demands on behalf of my economic status, further, asa pro-

fessional { want the right to have a say in how the schools of our
nation are run. I'don’t think this is wrong, I think 1t is nght and will
help our schools do their job better.”

The answers to the 10 questions we have examined can help tell
us what forces, if any, in our society would deny teachers these
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Some Books Dealing witlf the History
and Directions of Teachér Militancy
I d

)

. \ .
Bendiner, Robert, The Politics of Schoals A Crisis in Self-Government New

York: Harper & Row,*1969. * - - .

,Albert A., ed Teacher Unions and Associations A Comparative Study

U\bana, llinois: University of Hiinois. 1969, |

ClarkNames M. Teachers and Politics in France A Pressure Group Study of
Fed on Jé I'Education Nationale, Syracuse, New York Syracuse Uni-

Bl

versity, 1967 R .

Curti, Merle The Social Ideas of American EdU(}leurewsed),Palerson,New
}ersey Lutlefield, Adams and Co., 1963 ,

Donley, Marshall O.,Jr Power to the Teacher Huw America’s Edugators Be-
came Militant Bloomington, Indiana Indiana Lniversity and Phi Del/
Kappa, 1976.

kahm Herman, and Wiener, Anthony J..Fhe vear 2000 A Framework for
Speculatiorf on the Next Thirty-Three Years New York Macmilian, 1967

Lynd, Robert 5., and Merrell. Helen Middletown A Swudy in Contemporary
American Culture New York. Harcourt, Brace and Co . 1929

Mayer, Martin The Teachers Strike, New York, 1968 New York Harper &
Row, 1969

National Education Pj;ocnauon Research Division Achievements and Ser-
vices of the State Education Associations Washingto®, D C . The Associa-
tion, O¢tober, 1964

Schnaufer, Pete. The Lses af Teacher Power Chicago The American
Federation of Teachers, 1966 .

Brothers, 1957
Zitron. CehiaLlewis The New York City Teachers Union 1916-7964 New York.
Humanities Press, 1968 ‘
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Fastback Titles . : .o

- (Gontinyed from back cover) 95 Defining the Basics of Amencan Education
85. Getting It Alf Together Confluent Education 96 Some Practical Laws of Learning
86. Silent tanguage in the Classrooin * 97 Reading 1967-1977- A Decade of Change and
87. Multiethnic Education. Practices and Promises Promise ! .
88.- How a School Boaced Operates . 98. The Future of Teacher Power in Amenca
89 What Can We Learn from the Schools of China? 99 Collective Basgarning in the Public Schools
90. Education in South Africa “ 100. How To ndividuahize Learning

" 91 What I've Learned About Values Education » 101 Winchester A Community School for the
92. The Abuses of Standardized Testing Urbanvantaged .
93 The Uses of Standardized Testing 102. Atfective Education in Philadelphia
94.What the People Think About Thesr Schools 103 Teaching with Film .

. Gallyp’s Findings . 104 Career Education” An Open Door Policy .

This ‘fastback and othérs in the series are made available at low cost
through the contributions of the PhiDelta Kappa Educational Foundation’
established in, 1966 with a bequest by Geogge H. Reauis. The foundation
éxigts tp promote a better understanding of the nature of the educative pro-
cess and the relation of education to human welfare. It operates by subsidiz-
ing authors to write fastbacks éqd monographs in nontechpical language so
that beginning teachers and the general public may gain a better,under-
stariding of educational problems Contributions to the endowment should
be addressed to the Educational Foundatign, Phi Delta Kappa, Eighth and
Union, Box 789, Bloomington, Indiana 47401, B
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All 104 fastbacks (not i.ncluzing 84S) can be purchased for $37 ($31.50 to Phi
Delta Kappa members). ’

.

Single copies of fastbacks are 75¢ (60¢ to members).v

_Other quantily discounts for‘any title or combination of titles are

Number of copies Nonmember price + * Member price
10— 24 48¢/copy ©e 45¢/copy
’ 25— 99 . 45¢/copy . 42¢/copy
100—499 42¢/copy . 3%/copy
§00—-999 ¢ 39%¢/copy 36%/copy
1,000 or more 36¢/copyy 33¢/copy
Prices are subject to changé withoutnotice . R '

-Payment must accompany all orders for Jess than $5_ If it doeg not, $1 will be charged
for handiing Indiana residents add 4% sales tax K/‘ |

Order from PHI DELTA KA'PPA, Eighth and Union, Box 789, Bloom.mgton, Indiana
47401,
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PDK Fastback Titles Now Available

| 1. Schools Without Property Taxes Hope 4« 48 Three Views of Competency-Based Teacher
s of litasion? Education: | Theory ‘
2, The Best Kept Secreteof the Past 5.000 Years. 49. Three Views of Competency-Based Teacher
Women Are Ready for Leadership in Education Education: Il University of Houston” -
3. Open Education: Promise and Probl®ms 50 Three Views of Competency-Based Teacher
. 4, Performance Codtracting: Who Profits Most? Education: 1§ University of Nebraska
5. Too Many Teachers: Fact or Fiction? 51 K University for the World: The United
6. How Schools Can Apply Systems Analysis Nations Plan ’
i 7. Busing: A Moral Issue o 52. Oikos. the Environment and Edutation
8, Discipline or Disaster? 53 Transpersonal Psychology in Education
9, Learning Systems for the Future 54 Simulation Games for the-Classroom -
10. Who Should Go to College? . 55 School Volunteers: Who Needs Them?  _
11, Alternative Schools in Action 56 Equity in School Financing: Full State Funding
12, What Do Students Really Want? 57. Equity in School Financing. District Power
13. What Should the Schools Teach? Equalizing
14, How To Achieve Accountability in the Public 58 The Computer in the School -
Schools 59. The Lagal Rights of Students
15, Needed: A New Kind of Teacher -~ $£0 The Word Game: Improvinig Communications
16. Information Sources and Services in Education 61 Planning the Rest of Your Lifé
17. Systematic Thinking About Education 62 The People and Their Schools Community
18. Blecting Children’s Reading Participation .
19, Sex Differences in Learning To Read 63 The Battle of the Books: Kanawha County
20. |s Creativity Teachable? 64 The Commumty as Textbook .
21, Teachers and Pohtics 65. Students Teach Students -
22. The Middle School. Whence? What? Whither? 66. The Pros and Cons of Ability Grouping
23. Publish; Don’t Perish 67: A Conservative Alternative Sohool: The
24. Education for a New Society A+ School in Cupertino

25. The Crisis 18 Education is Qutside the Clas
26. The Teacher and the Drug Scene
27. The Liveliest Seminar jn Town
28, Education for a Global

om 68. How Much Are Our Young People Learning? The
. Story of the NationalAssessment
69. Diversity in Higher Education: Reform in
the Colleges-

29, Can Inteihigence Be Taught? . ' 70 Dramatics in the Classroom: Making Lessons +
30. How To Recognize a Good School ’ - Come Alive -
“31. in Between: The Adolescent’s Struggle for 71 Teacher Centers and lnsemcetducmon
Independence . 72. Alternatives to Growth: Education for a
32. Effective Teaching in the Desegregated School Stabie Society
33. The Art of Followership (What Happened to 73. Thomas Jefferson and the Education of a
the Indians?) <+ New Nation .
34, Leaders’live with Crises 74. Three Early Champions of Education: Benjami
4 35. Magshalling Community Leadership to Support fFranklin, Benjamin Rush. and Noah Websteﬂ
the Public Schosels.-. 75 K History, of Compulsory Education Laws
36. Prepaning Educational Leaders. New Challénges 76 The American Teacher: 17761976
.- d New Perspectives 77. The Urban School Superintendency: A Century
37. General £ducation: The Search for a Rationale and a Half of Change -
“ 38. The Humane Leader ’ - 78. Private Schools: From the Puritans to the
39. Parliamentary Procedure: Togi of Leadership ,  Present
40. Aphorisms on Education 79. The People and Their Schools
41. Metrication, American,Style 80 Schools of the Past: A Treasury of Photographs
42. Optional Alternative Phbiic Schools 81. Sexism: New Issue in American Education
43.. Motivation and Learniny in School 82. Domputers in the Curriculum
44. informal Learning 83. The Legal Rights of Teachers
45. Learning Without a Teacher 84. Learning in Two Languages
46. Violence in the Schools. Causes and Remedies 84S Learming in Two Languages (Spanish edition)
47, The School’s Responsibility for Sex Education . {Continved on inside back cover)
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