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Arizona Copper Strike: Conflict Analysis 
By Harbey Peña Sandoval 

 In two Arizona, U.S.A. towns, Clifton and Morenci, several conflicts have occurred between the 

copper unions and the mining companies. The conflict that I am going to analyze is the Steelworkers’ 

strike that happened from 1983 to 1985 at Phelps Dodge Corporation. Based on the conflict mapping 

of Assefa and Wahrhaftig (1990), I will present the historical background, the evolution of the conflict, 

the parties and issues, the third party interventions, a conflict analysis, and conclusions. This paper will 

focus on the analysis of the conflict, and I will apply the Nested Theory of Conflict (Dugan, 1996), the 

Dual Concern Model (Pruitt & Kim, 2004, p. 41), and the Wharton School (R Perry, M Kramer, & J 

Schneider, 1982) as tools to explain the Arizona copper strike conflict. 

Historical background: 

The history of the United States of America is tied up with copper, most of the modern 

industrial machines and advances need copper to operate. The telegraph, electric power lines and grids, 

cars, motors, and computers are made with copper; even the Statue of Liberty is clad in copper 

(Rosenblum, 1995, 14). Because copper is important for current living, the copper industry is powerful. 

As soon the copper extraction began in Arizona, the conflicts started between the mining companies 

and their workers. Phelps Dodge (PD) began its operations at Morenci in 1881 and by 1913 PD’s 

output had decupled its copper production (Ibid: 18). The company continued its successful business 

and by 1983 Phelps Dodge was a Fortune 500 company (Fortune 500: 1983). According to Jonathan 

Rosenblum, PD was the “owner” of Morenci, the company owns or controls major services in the 

town, everything from electric power to the police service. (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 5). 

Mine workers a majority (80%) of whom were Mexicans and Mexican-Americans, settled in 

Arizona in the earliest decades of the 20th century. At that time, one in every five Arizona men was a 

mine worker (Ibid, 21). The worker’s demands started in 1903 initiated by Mexican laborers called 
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“Mutualistas”.   In 1915 Mexican laborers began demanding equal salary between white and Mexican 

workers. In 1917 more than 12,000 Mexican workers were deported from Bisbee to El Paso because 

they had helped the strike against PD in 1915 (Ibid, 26). The union called “Morenci Miners Local 616 

of the International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers” (Mine-Mill) was certified in 1942 and 

the union won its demands in the strikes held in 1946 and 1955.  

During the periods of  World War I and II, the relationship between PD and its workers was 

calm because the nation needed the copper supply in order to make guns for the war. In 1967, Mine-

Mill merged to the United Steelworkers (Union) and in that year the Union won its pattern contract. 

This pattern idea was a strategy of solidarity among the American union members in which the unions 

settled their wages and benefits as a whole. The strike in 1967 was the largest strike in the history of the 

United States because the unions demanded a uniform contract as a “Big Union”. The unions achieved 

their demands after the intervention of President Lyndon Johnson and various other legal processes in 

1968 (Ibid, 37-43). From 1978 to 1983, Phelps Dodge was one of the hardest bargainers during the 

triennial renegotiations, but the Union consistently succeeded applying the pattern strategy.  

In 1982, PD faced three challenges: international competition with mines in other countries that 

had lower production costs; hard bargaining unions, and rigid resistance to internal changes (Ibid, 48). 

In addition, in 1982 the United States suffered the worst recession since 1930 and the big copper 

consumers were in financial crisis. Also, PD was affected by the effects of bad investments. In 

consequence, Phelps Dodge announced cuts in labor benefits, salaries, and employees (Ibid, 49-55). 

That same year Ronald Reagan was elected President of the United States and his policy was anti-

unions (Ibid, 48). In this context, the copper strike conflict began in Arizona.     

Evolution of the conflict: 

The most important copper strike facts are the following: 
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Date Issues 

May 4th, 1983 PD and the Union started the negotiation. PD requested: 1. Wage cuts. 2. End of cost-
of-living adjustments (COLA). 3. Concessions on benefits and medical care. 
The Union requested: 1. Maintain COLA. 2. Adhere to the pattern that Kennecott had 
accepted. 

June 30th, 1983 Strike deadline: gatekeepers and picket line at PD’s plant.   

August 5th, 1983 PD announced it would begin to hire outside replacements. 

August 8th, 1983 Union members protested at US 666, the Arizona Governor intervened in the conflict 
and the parties agreed to a 10-day PD shutdown.  

August 11th, 1983 Negotiation reopened with a federal mediator. PD requested: 1. Wage cuts for new hires. 
2. Reduce medical and vacation benefits. 3. Termination of COLA increases.  
The Union requested: Adhere to the pattern contract as other companies have agreed to 
do. The negotiation failed.   

August 20th, 1983 Moratorium deadline: the National Guard was at US 666 to control union members’ 
protest. PD reopened and operated with strikebreakers. 

August 24th, 1983 Negotiation reopened with the Arizona Governor and a federal mediator, but it failed. 

May, 1984 PD withdrew its offer for a concessions package and requested more reductions. The 
Union accepted PD’s reductions, but PD rejected the offer and asked for eliminating the 
COLA. The Union did not have anything to show to the strikers.   

June 30th, 1984 The strikers protested at US 666 and the National Guard arrived. The result was: 10 
injured, 20 strikers and supporters arrested, and 6 injured troopers.    

October, 1984 The Union announced a boycott to PD’s relationship with Wall Street. The Union tried 
to prevent business between PD and banks.  

July 21st, August 1st, 
and September 2nd, 
1984 

The Union presented charges at NLRB against PD of unfair labor practices. 

September 2nd, 1984 NLRB ruled in favor of the Union 

July, 1984 The Union’s decertification request was presented at the NLRB. 

January 24th, 1985 Replacement workers voted to abolish the Union.  

February 19th, 1985 Legal end of the Union. Final rejection of the Union’s decertification appeal. The strike 
was over when the Union was decertified.   

Source: Rosenblum, 1995, 70-199. 

The strike lasted 1 year, 5 months and 24 days. Based on the time line, we see that the two key 

events in this conflict occurred in August, 1983, when PD announced it would continue its plant 

operations with strike-breakers and in July, 1985, when the Union decertification process began at the 

National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). Other important conflicts between the churches, strikers’ 

families, and women-men happened during the copper strike.  Those conflicts and their connections 

with the strike will be analyzed later.   

Parties and issues: 

This is the description of the copper strike parties with their positions, interests, needs, and 

perceptions of the others. 
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1. Phelps Dodge Corporation vs. the United Steelworkers. 

Feature/Party PD The Union 

Positions  -Best agreement possible: delete COLA.  
-Overcome its financial crisis. 
-To operate.   

-Best agreement possible: maintain COLA, achieve 
contract pattern.  
-To shutdown PD temporarily 

Interests  -Break the strike. 
-Eliminate the Union. 
-Regain profitability at the lowest cost.  

-Maintain their jobs. 
-Guarantee workers welfare. 
-Increase its benefits.  

Needs  -Company’s Honor. 
-Development.  

-Justice. 
-Equality. 
-Independence and freedom from PD’s control. 

Perceptions of 
the other 

-The Union is not invincible.  
-The unions have been given everything 
thanks to PD, but in the 80’s crisis 
unions are not willing to cooperate.  

-PD’s crisis is its responsibility, the union members 
work hard for PD’s profitability.  
-PD is racist and is unjust to the steelworkers, 
especially to the Mexicans and Mexican-Americans.  

 

2. The United Steelworkers vs. the Government (Arizona’s state government, the judicial system, The 

National Guard, NLRB, and the federal government).  

Feature/Party The Union The Government 

Positions  -The Union has the right to strike and the 
Government must guarantee its rights.  

- Government has the obligation to guarantee 
people’s safety and enforcement the law. 

Interests  -To assure Government’s help during the 
strike.  

-To have a good relationship with the Union. 
-To protect the PD’s interests.   

Needs  -Justice. 
-Equality.  
-Mexican-Americans’ Identity.  

-Governance.  
-People’s safety.  
-Nation’s progress.  

Perceptions of 
the other 

-The Government is not impartial. PD 
owns the Government. 
- The Government’s aim is to eliminate 
the Union.  

-The Union is irrational and it is not collaborating in 
crisis time. 
-The Union is an obstacle for the United States 
economic progress.  

 

3. Strikers’ Families vs. Strikebreakers’ Families.  

Feature/Party Strikers’ Families Strikebreakers’ Families 

Positions  -To stop the strikebreakers. 
-To shutdown PD. 

-To have a job. 
-To guarantee PD’s operation.  

Interests  -To support their families. -To support their families. 

Needs  -Mexican-Americans’ Identity. 
-Cultural security. 

-Safety. 
-Personal fulfillment.  

Perceptions of 
the other 

-The strikebreakers do not support the 
“union cause”. 
-The strikebreakers do not understand 
that PD will destroy their families.  

-The strikers do not understand that they have to 
live and they have the right to work. 
-The strikers do not understand that they have lost 
the strike and this is a crisis time where things have 
changed. 
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4. Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints vs. Catholic Church.  

Feature/Party Mormon Church Catholic Church 

Positions  -We have to work because we have to 
support our families.  

-We have to support the Union and  not be like PD. 

Interests  -Support the families. -Support the union and its families. 

Needs  -Belongingness. -Belongingness. 

Perceptions of 
the other 

-We honor the family, they honor the 
Union. 
-We are not offending anybody. 
-It is OK to cross the picket line.  
-This time is bad, PD needs 
concessions and the Union is not 
willing to cooperate.  

-They do not have dignity because they break our  
members’ spirit.  
-We are loyal to the Union and their families, the 
Mormons are pragmatics and capitalists.  
-They are taking our members’ jobs.  

 

5. Women vs. Men. 

Feature/Party Women Men 

Positions  -Men are unable to handle the strike by 
themselves.  

-Men are going to win the strike.  
-This is a male issue.  

Interests  -To be part of the strike decision-making.  
-To help the “union cause”. 
-To maintain the family unified.  

-To demonstrate that men can handle the strike. 
-To provide the “men support” and money to the 
families.  

Needs  -Recognition as a woman.  
-Identity.  
-Participation. 

-“Male honor”.  

Perceptions of 
the other 

-Men have made bad decisions during 
the strike. 
-Men are responsible for the families’ 
current situation.  
-Men have excluded women from the 
decision-making.  

-Women do not understand the strike. 
-Women have another role in society. 
-Women should support men instead of criticizing 
them.     

 

6. The Wharton School vs. the Unions. 

Feature/Party WS The Unions 

Positions  -To improve business research. 
-To develop academic theories. 

-The union members have the right to strike.  
-The union members have  legitimate requests.  

Interests  -To find the way to break the unions and 
their strikes.  
-To support companies.  

-To demonstrate the important role of unions in 
society.  

Needs  -Personal fulfillment. -Recognition.  

Perceptions of 
the other 

-Unions are breaking the companies.  
-Unions do not deserve government 
support.  

-The WS is an elite business school that 
supports only the companies’ interests.  
-The academics do not recognize the Union 
effort as part of society’s welfare.  
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 The copper strike conflict included more than two parties; this was a conflict that involved the 

whole community in Arizona. The strike was about more than COLA and the pattern contract; this 

conflict became a battle for community survival. The strikers were fighting for their “lives” when the 

conflict affected their families, their church, the women in their families,  and their homes, as well as 

their jobs.   

Third party interventions: 

 In the copper strike conflict there were two main third-party interventors: Bruce Babbitt and 

Sam Franklin. The parties and mediators were in continual meetings trying to reach an agreement, but 

the third-party interventions failed. Finally, the strike ended when the Union was decertified by the 

NLBR. The following is a description of the mediation processes and the explanation of the causes of 

the union’s failure.  

1. Bruce Babbitt: 

 Bruce Babbitt was a geophysicist and lawyer. He was a former  Democratic Governor of 

Arizona from 1978 to 1987. By the time that Babbitt arrived in Clifton, Arizona  had a Republican 

Attorney General and there was a legislature sitting in Phoenix to hear the PD requests.  As a result, 

Babbitt’s political power was limited (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 97). At the bargaining table, the director of 

one of the Steelworkers’ sub districts, Alex López, and local Steelworkers president Ángel Rodríguez 

were the Union’s negotiators. On the other side, the PD’s negotiators were Pat Scanlon, Morenci mine 

manager John Bolles, and PD’s attorney Jim Speers. In caucusing, the Union asked Babbitt to order PD 

to close down, and PD asked Babbitt to order the Union off of the highway and to protect the 

strikebreakers. From the beginning, PD’s negotiators stated that they did not have authority to 

negotiate. Nevertheless, an apparently previous authorization by PD, Scanlon offered a ten-day 
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moratorium on hiring replacements and the parties agreed. Also, they agreed that a federal mediator 

would help them in the next negotiation (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 98).         

2. Sam Franklin: 

 San Franklin was a retired Steelworker and a federal mediator. The negotiator from the Union 

was the Steelworkers district director Robert Petris who insisted on Union’s strategy of insisting on 

unified pattern contract: “nothing is settled until everything is settled” (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 105). On 

the other hand, Scanlon was again the PD’s negotiator and he requested more reductions of the 

Unions’ proposal, including the end of COLA. Mediator Franklin noted that the current negotiators did 

not have the authority to settle, so he invited PD’s president Richard Moolick and the top Steelworker 

official Frank McKee to the table. There was a power gap between the parties, because Moolick 

maintained that he had no reason to negotiate using replacement workers; he could just do it. 

(Rosenblum, 1995, p. 106). After 9 days of meetings, the negotiation failed.  

  After those mediations, there were more settlement opportunities with Babbitt, Franklin, and 

other community officials, but those processes were unsuccessful. PD still believed in its victory and 

the Union still insisted on its pattern bargaining (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 106-122). One remarkable event 

was in May 1984 when the Union accepted the PD reductions, but PD rejected the offer and asked for 

more concessions. At that moment, “PD left the Steelworkers at a dead end with nothing to show” 

(Rosenblum, 1995, p. 174).  

The negotiations between PD and the Union were unsuccessful. From my point of view, there 

were different causes that might explain the failure: 

1. Parties’ perceptions: Frank McKee believed that PD was attempting to destroy the unions, and he 

stood resolutely opposed to concessions (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 48). On the other side, Richard 

Moolick said he was “born with the thought that you cross a picket line. You’ve got that right.” 
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(Rosenblum, 1995, p. 48).  The parties’ leaders perceived each other as antagonists and the 

mediators did not try to change their viewpoints.  

2. Parties’ were over confident in themselves: each party strongly believed that they were right and 

that they had every possibility of winning. From the beginning, PD thought that with its power and 

the Wharton School support, it would break the strike. At the same time, the Union had faith that it 

would achieve the pattern contract as the previous strikes.  

3. The negotiators did not have power to settle: in any parties’ side, the negotiators did not have the 

power to make a final decision the negotiators constantly consulted Moolick and McKee because 

they were the decision-makers. By the time the federal mediator called Moolick and McKee to the 

table, the situation had changed and PD had a big political power advantage and therefore had no 

reason to negotiate.  

4. The parties did not de-escalate their conflict-spiral: during the strike, the parties escalated their 

contending tactics and the mediators did not help them to de-escalate their reactions in order to 

create and environment to reach an agreement.  

5. PD did not have any motivation to settle: since the beginning PD played on the negotiation, and it 

did not have a real intention to resolve the conflict. The mediators did not “build a golden bridge” 

and use “the power to educate” (Ury, 2007, p. 9).     

Conflict analysis: 

The copper strike conflict could be analyzed with different theories and models. The following 

three models are the most helpful to gain a better understanding about the copper strike in Arizona: the 

Nested Theory of Conflict (Dugan, 1996), the Dual Concern Model (Pruitt & Kim, 2004, p. 41), and the Wharton 

School (R Perry et al., 1982). 
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1. Nested Theory of Conflict:  

 According to this model, one approach to resolving a conflict is by identifying the level at which 

it arises (Dugan, 1996, p. 1). I am going to apply the four conflict levels suggested by Máire A. Dugan: 

Structural System, Structural Subsystem, Relational, and Specific Issue (Dugan, 1996, pp. 9-19) to the Arizona 

copper strike. 

Level/Feature Feature 

 -The specific issue was the negotiation between PD and the Union. 
-PD requested wage cuts, end of COLA, and concessions on benefits and medical 
care. 
-The Union requested maintain COLA and to adhere to the Kennecott pattern 
(Rosenblum, 1995, p. 52). 
 
 
 

Relational 
 
 
 
 
 

There were many and complex relationships in the copper strike conflict: 
1. PD and the Union: PD was characterized by being anti-union and hard-bargaining. 
The Union had won their contract previously, and in this case the Union considered 
the claims as their previously agreed upon rights.  
2. PD and the Mexican-American steelworkers: PD had a strong racist reputation 
against the Mexican-Americas, for instance: (i) In 1905, PD supported the claims 
about 40 orphans at Clifton for remaining with the white families instead of Mexican-
American families that had adopted them (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 22); (ii) In 1915, at PD 
the white laborers earned approximately $2.80 a day and the Mexican laborers earned 
$2.39 per day (Ibid); (iii) In 1917, PD supported the Bisbee deportation of Mexican-
Americans (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 26); (iv) at PD Mexicans got low labor jobs (smelters) 
and whites got high jobs (operators) (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 32). 
3.  PD and the State Government: PD had strong power in Arizona at all levels: (i) 
Judiciary: Justice of the Peace Helen Gilmartin was nominated by PD (Rosenblum, 
1995, p. 124); Executive: the Arizona Attorney General was a PD ally (Rosenblum, 1995, 
p. 97); and (ii) Legislative: the “right to work” law initiative was a PD initiative 
(Rosenblum, 1995, p. 104). 
4. Mormon Church and Catholic Church: each church supported one of the principal 
parties in this conflict: the Mormon church helped the strikebreakers and PD, and the 
Catholic Church advised the Union and its striker families.    
5. Women and men: the auxiliary women demanded a voice in the strike. They helped 
the striker men at the picket line and with all duties, but some men refused to allow 
women to change their “ladies role” (Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 143-153).  
6. PD and the Wharton School: PD was one of the founders partners at the business 
research about how to weak the unions at the Wharton School (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 
44) and this relationship was crucial for the PD strike’s plan.   
7. Strike families and strikebreakers family members: when the strike was advanced, 
some strikers’ family members decided to work because they were hungry. This 
situation divided many striker families in two: union supporters and “traitors”.  

Structural Subsystem 
 
 
 
 

At the sub-system, the State of Arizona and its government were in favor of PD: 
-The NLRB helped PD with its Union decertification process (Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 
188-199). 
-PD decided to restructure its company and production system, and this issue was in 
detriment of the union members (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 52). 
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- PD influenced all government levels of state government in Arizona. 
-The Union maintained the pattern strategy because others big companies had agreed 
about the wages, such as: Magma, ASARCO, Inspiration, and Kennecott (Rosenblum, 
1995, p. 70). 

 -The system was the Ronald Reagan era and his anti-union policies, for instance: the 
PATCO firing (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 48). The federal government supported PD. 
-The 80’s financial crisis was a perfect excuse for PD and the federal government to 
attack the unions and its benefits. In particular, the international copper price was 
unstable at the strike time.   
-Racism: racism against the Mexican-American steelworkers in Arizona and at other 
mines is well-documented.  

 

2. The Dual Concern Model:    

 The Dual Concern Model is a model that shows five strategies that parties might apply to 

address their conflict (Pruitt & Kim, 2004, p. 41). This model is based on two types of concern: 

concern about party’s own concern and concern about another’s outcomes. Those concerns are 

represented by a diagram (Figure 1) with two axes the horizontal axis corresponds to party’s self-

concern and the vertical axis the other-concern (Ibid). The parties are represented by the square (The 

Union), hexagon (PD), and a triangle (The State Government) and the tactics by the arrows (Figure 2). 

The contentious tactics are: shaming, persuasive argumentation, threats, tic-for-tat, coercive 

commitments, violence, and non-violence resistance as defined by Pruitt and Kim in their book Social 

Conflict: Escalation, Stalemate, and Settlement (Pruitt & Kim, 2004, pp. 63-84). This Dual Concern graphic 

also represents the most important copper strike conflict stages included in the previous conflict time-

line.  

Figure 1 

 

 

 

 

 

Copper StrikeCopper Strike

Source: Pruitt & Kim, 2004, p. 41.
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Figure 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage/Tactics Parties’ Tactics 

Stage 1. Before 
the strike 

PD and the Union applied different tactics. The Union started with a threat that was the strike 
itself and PD was in a tit-for-tat tactic, but with hard offers that encouraged the Union not to 
accept them (Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 70-75). 

Stage 2. The 
strike’s 
deadline and 
the following 
days 

The Union escalated their threats to coercive tactics, such as gatekeepers and picket-lines at 
PD plant and PD answered with tit-for-tat. PD announced the plan to hire permanent 
replacements (Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 88-96). 

Stage 3. 
Agreement of 
10-day shut-
down  

The 10-day shut-down was possible because a third party intervened (Governor Babbitt). In 
this mediation PD and the Union applied persuasive argumentation in caucusing with Bobbitt. 
The Union argued that PD should shut-down the plant and PD insisted that the Union should 
accept its offer. Finally, PD offered a 10-day shut-down and the Union agreed (Rosenblum, 
1995, p. 98). This strike episode could be the only time that the parties compromised with each 
other with a superficial agreement about the shut-down. During the moratorium, PD was 
planning to keep its operation and push the legislature and governor to guarantee  access to the 
plant and control the picket line (Ibid). 

Stage 4. After 
moratorium 

PD continued its operations and the Union reaction was more explosive. The Union used 
violence by protesting and attacking strikebreakers and policeman. The reaction from the State 
Government was even more violent calling in the National Guard. Also, the troops arrested 
some strikers. The parties tried to mediate with a federal mediator, but the mediation failed. In 
addition, the Union and PD used the mass media to shame each other (Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 
104-122). 

Stage 5. 
Boycotts and 
legal war 

First, the Union tried to apply a non-violent tactic which was a boycott of the banks. Next, even 
though the Union won some charges against PD at the NLRB, PD requested the Union 
decertification and the Union was decertified by the votes of the replacement workers 
(Rosenblum, 1995, pp. 177-199). 
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 Based on the Dual Concern Model, most of the time the parties were applying contending 

tactics and they did not use joint problem solving to address their conflict. Also, the third parties did 

not move the parties’ positions to joint problem solving. One particular issue was the legal processes 

that the Union and PD filed at the NLRB that concluded with the Union’s decertification. From my 

point of view, the parties were using the law to hurt and contend with each other.   This tactic does not 

seem to be identified as one of the Pruitt and Kim contentious tactics (Pruitt & Kim, 2004, pp. 63-84), 

I called it “legal processes”.    It is almost impossible for a mediation to succeed if the parties are 

simultaneously hoping for a complete “victory” in another venue. 

3. The Wharton School. 

The Wharton School is a business school at the University of Pennsylvania that was supported 

by PD. The Industrial Research Unit published a book called Operating During Strikes (R Perry et al., 

1982). This book is a guide about how to deal with strikes. According to PD’s official, this book was 

“the strike bible” (Rosenblum, 1995, p. 62). In my opinion the most relevant suggestions are: 

1. The strategy that the Unions use to achieve their requests is the strike and the way that Companies 

can counteract the Unions strategy is to operate (R Perry et al., 1982, p. 123). The two main 

deterrents for companies against continuing operations are: the fear of failure and the fear of 

confrontation (R Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). To overcome those deterrents the companies should 

have a plan.  

2. The plan is the most important tool to break the strike (R Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). The two 

principal goals of the plan should be: to limit losses of sales and profits and to limit losses of 

customers (R Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). In addition, the three main barriers which the plan must 

overcome are: recruiting manpower, maintaining plant access, and guaranteeing workers’ safety (R 

Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). If the company is going to try to continue to operate, the Union’s 
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reaction will be to escalate the conflict with two actions: picketing and boycotts (R Perry et al., 

1982, pp. 35-50).  

3. The recommendations to get through the barriers and Union’s reaction are: hire replacements, 

apply injunctive relief, and discipline the employees (R Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). If a company 

applies the plan, the Wharton School suggests that the profits will exceed the cost of the operation 

(R Perry et al., 1982, pp. 35-50). 

After reviewing the Wharton School recommendations and analyzing the copper strike conflict 

facts, it may be concluded that PD followed the key steps included in the plan: PD decided since the 

beginning to continue to operate, PD hired strike-breakers, and PD requested the judicial and policing 

interventions to guarantee access to the plant. These activities were sufficient to break the strike and 

debilitate the Union. Based on the mutual dependence formula by Emerson cited by Lederach (Amster 

& Mennonite Conciliation Service.; Mennonite Central Committee., 2008, p. 54) that suggests that 

power is directly linked to dependence, in the copper strike conflict PD broke its dependence from the 

Union by continuing to operate. The power of the Union is the ability to strike, and the dependence of 

the company is that during the strike it cannot produce and earn its profits. In consequence, if the 

company operates and can earn its profits, the company does not depend on the Union and the Union 

will lose its power.   

Conclusions: 

The Arizona copper strike in 1983 had an unfortunate conflict solution. PD won and the Union 

was decertified. I call the conflicts unfortunate when one party wins and the other one loses, in this 

case, the other was eliminated. Could it have been possible to resolve this conflict with a mutual 

satisfactory agreement? I believe that the answer is yes, it is always possible. In my opinion, PD could 
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have continued its progress, and the Union could have survived. Their interests and needs could have 

been achieved if they would have recognized their mutual importance.  

PD broke the strike and the Union, and after that, PD was a strike-breaker example for other 

companies in the United States. I do not think that conflicts where there is one winner and one loser 

are conflict-ending solutions. At this point, my question is: What are the lessons of this conflict? I will 

try to answer this question as a conclusion:  

1. The copper strike conflict might have needed a conflict resolution intervention beyond the strike 

bargaining table because the conflict was more than COLA and profits. In my opinion, the conflict 

resolution process should have included interventions for addressing the interests and needs of all 

parties, such as: strikers and strikebreakers families, churches, women-men, different government 

levels, PD,  and the Union..   

2. It is important to work in all conflict levels and apply strategies to maintain and strengthen the 

relational bonds between all parties. In the Arizona copper strike, the conflict affected the 

relationship of the direct parties, families, communities, the state, and  the nation.  

3. Academia should keep in mind its social responsibility. The universities, research units, and faculties 

should be careful when they intervene in conflicts and they should think through the consequences 

of their researches and recommendations. The balance of power could be strongly affected by the 

support of academia for one party. 

4. Third party interventions might analyze the parties’ tactics and apply strategies to join the parties 

into problem solving. In the copper strike the parties tended to use contentious tactics and the 

mediators did not make efforts to motivate the parties to reach a mutually satisfactory agreement. 

5. In conflicts where one party is strong and has power at different levels, it is recommended to have a 

strong third party that has the capacity to inspire respect. PD was a party that seems to deprecate 
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the mediators and the negotiation processes because of their lack of power. It could be possible 

that a retired Supreme Court Judge or an ex-president with strong power could more readily 

balance the power between the parties.  
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