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ABSTRACT s
Since 1975, Ontario tEECth negatiatcr: have fscusea

;attent;cn on cénaltlcns-aiiamplqymént clauses, ‘This paper focuses o1
thcse clauses that have direct or indirect cost implicaticns for.
school boards as enrollments decline, Thesz clatses cencein such

—issues a's pupil-teacher ratios, class size, and job protection.
Information for the analysis was gathered through interviess with
Toronto teachers, boatd nembers, and administrators as well as fron
statistical data from the. Education Relations Ccmmission, Ihe paper .

. exanines changes in the incidence and ‘ccntent cf i

‘conditions-of-employment clauses since 1975, The risirg 11:1d§nce Df

" conditions-of-employnent clauses. suggests that- teacher negct;ata:s
are making substantial gains, with seccrdary teachers making the most: '
gains, elenentary teachers second, and, private schccl teachers third.

"However, the content of these clauses shows that boards hawve
naintained a high deqree of flexibility im determining staffiny- needs
and that the cost increases for -boards have been fairly ssall. In the
future, it.appears there wild be.-continued fpressure for clauses )
directly rtelated to decl;nlng enrollgentes and staffing fléxib;l;?y

.but real gains will be modest in size and slcﬁ 1n cceing, _
“‘(authcsrleﬂ) . ; . <4
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING UNDER DECLINING ENROLMENTS: ' - ,
TRENDS IN CONDITIONS-OF-EMPLOYMENT CLAUSES = '/
Ly ! : S

Décliﬁiﬁg enrolments are no longer news. Tealhers,
‘ o : : / .
baards and aﬂmlﬂlst ratoxrs- have kn@wﬁiébaut the declinidg ° \

numbers- of sghaal%;ge children for ‘some years?ﬁth@ﬁgh

S

|
. ) ) f' ] / . ‘
they may not all have régarded that&jé /S as/relatlvely PR

important. N@w, the publl: isg lncreaslngly aware of o
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‘teachgr_léyééffsg Gavernmeﬁté, té@,éhﬂVé*%ﬁﬁére,
the picture, includiﬁg here. in @Qtarié'whefe R@ber&f

‘Jackson is heading the Commissdion on Declining School
En IGIments.,x" v L \\ I '

: 1 N ; oy
" As is usually the case with eveis of this kindy
s . . : . o e : - \ )

"we first want answers to very genéral ques stions: " Why -

N

are enrolments decliniﬁg? What are the consequences?
We have, by now, some wellftested gahéfal aﬁswersi'

First, enrolments are declining, because of demographic ~
.o B o

trends related mostly to declining birth rétésg_,Sgcénd,

the major implications are that we won't ‘need as many
teachers and we won't need as many schools. There-

fore, some teachers are likely to be dismissed, 'and .

¥

some schools are likely to be closed., “o -

But after these very general questions havé been

.\l‘:]

answered we go through another phase =-- oné which \
we seem to be now -— of looking at more specific

: .
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quésti@ns,_aﬁﬂ seeking a.bettér'uﬁéerstanﬂiﬁg ®f the>A;;j‘.

less QbVlGuS aspects of the Sltuatlan- ~t's in this

) '1/catégéry that thlS»IES rch belgngs. Takingnaecaniﬁg;;
N enrolments aszgivén, taklng the dem@graphlc pattérns
i I
as givén, and- tfking reﬂuced need for teachers and

schacls as. g;ven, hew w1ll ﬂééllnlmg enra&mént affect

4

one very ;péElflE paft ﬂf tha IelatLansh;p bétween

teachers and the;r»baaﬁés == namely, the chlect;?§

bargaining of terxms and

conditions of employment? In

' other words, when teachersiand board representdtives
L o L EL ; , .
sit down at the bargaining table to renew and revise

their ag:eéments, héw Will ﬁeciiniﬁg ééi@lmEﬁtszéffécta
‘whét thég bargéin‘abaat what they ask f@r, énﬂvhgw
they bafgainé | - ‘

. In angwér ng these qqésti@ns; i'will first dis-
cuss bfigfly why thié'is aﬂ.iﬁtgregﬁimg Pfablém;iif‘;
léast‘fr@m my point of view, namglyi‘that of éémeaﬁé
iEtéIEStEa'iﬂ'PréblémS @f‘éalle:tiva bargaining. |
Second, I will igfiﬁé~iﬂ ﬁ@EE'SngifiS terﬁs just
. what the research problem is. Having done that, I'll

diséuss thé methodolog gy Df the fesearch and then

move .on to repart tha flnleQE; After an aﬁaLy51s of
L

those Elﬁﬁ;ngs, I'11 Céﬂglﬁér some of the bf@adéf

implications of effects of decjini on
co llé:tlve bafgaﬁnlng, éspe&;al y of of
R Z '{.f .

‘o
emplgyméﬁt

To beglﬁ with, there are a number of reasons why

5o
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S a- tea:her—bégrd ﬂL@Euté ngy hiﬁge on an effeétive and

R Y /
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-

lmg@rtant reas&n iE that nost ngaftant of all reason s{

mOﬁey There are cast 1mplLC§tlQﬁS in the collective

’ &

barga;nlng Of canalt;g E of e ermpl yment, partlcuiarly

;hase that réL;te to dezliming_enz@lmenﬁs. then,
these are iifficuLt for the public=té see, and :Qnseei,

quently public Su?péft for one side or the other in
) , A

&
1
&

bellevabla iﬂterpretatlén of those ﬁgsts-

Anéther reason for an lnterest in tHe Qfd%%Em @f‘ .

teacher b@ard ba:galnlng unde: declinlng enr@lﬁénts is -

t@at it déals with a lafgéf JSSUE: the general felatléne

nd their emplayerg .What happensr\

m

tﬁ‘th”“ftelatlaﬂshjﬂ under stressful ce caﬁdltlans? Are

Eachgrs llkély ta become mozre mllltdnt Dr'ls thé%é ,

Perhaps a tende ency to return to the . Dlder "ﬁeveted

5
praf&ss;anal“ madel Di emPLoyér empl&yee relat h ip?
- @tﬁaf féaﬁéﬁs are perhaps of m@ré interest t@ﬁ ‘ %i:
those who ok at Q@llécElve bargalﬂlng fram a. the ti—

-cal perspective. What happens to bargaining effe¢tiy2e

i
ke

now face? Is it more difficult to bargain non-monetary -
R W ) ' ‘
issypes so £§?t both sidés feel satisfied with the out-

ness -in conditions such as those teachers and boards

?_ Is it agsier t$ make conceésions . that won't

alienate ox anger one's censtituency -— the taxpaying

public for the board's bérgainiﬁg committee; the rank-

and-file teachers for the teachers'’ neg@tiaéiﬂhs?' What

- . . &
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, - kind: Qf tfaﬂe fos between monetazy d ngn—monetaﬁz
'_;ssués~aré 1ike1y tg-émEfg%? ) 7
) ects Df th: res rch

Eut hefare any Gf the e
~

) . problem Ean,baAaddrassed,gwa flfst ha&é -to’ face a bas;c

asp

o
- ‘m :

]
= 5 ——=

,ggggti@ﬁ:- what exactly is h”ppénlng Whén teachérsﬁand

Jééazfsab rgain CDndltlDHS of emplayment unﬂégzéecllnlng

§nzmlﬁ§n£55 It is ?ﬁis quest;@g that the ,research ;E
first: faceé.- ) _ ) | f |
i . . T &
] ‘;ﬂ‘whath thén is the research gfoblemviD_SPééifiQ ii )
§ terms? itvzan bévsummff;gedﬂin the follDWingfféur |
Q?éstiansE | ) | coe

1)" In the teacher—bééﬁd collective bargaining system

“ 'ln Dntarla, WhiCh condition-of-employment clauses.

3 g ] fﬁ ) VX ] R B . . .
g are most rélevant to declining enrolments?. .

asl

-

How do these clauﬁés relate to théispecific'
‘ T i ™

2)

0

"interests of teachers and boards?

"/ 3) what trends can be observed in the existéﬁce and
content [pf these clauses over the Past three years%

4) What trends can we predict for the near future?

To answer these quEEtLODS, I have made use of a

number of lntéfVléWS conducted wlth teache:sf board #

=, o

members, and dml istrators 1ﬁ$§1VEd in bargalnln in

the Toronto area. I have also obtained gtatlstlcal.g/f;

daté from the Educati@n sFlatiDﬁSZCQmmiESiDﬁ (whose

help I would par ularly like .to ackn@wlédge). The
< .ERC,'aS it is kﬁ@WD, is charged with overseeing and.

assisting teacher-board collective ba%géiﬁing'in the ¢
- = ) i

.i:‘ - . = -
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| s L : . - : .
‘ préviﬁéa In adéfiiaﬁ to st ati t;ca% lnf@rmatlgn, I
i - 4
| + have alsosmade US of m@nagraphe aﬁd Qlause summarles

| 0f. teacher-board agraeﬁents ln Dntar;a publi;hed’by"

- “the ERC. Finally, the :e%earc% Iirégéit hefe makes
' - Y » ) :
_ i 3 ‘ \ ¢ .

use @th@me greViDuS'w rk- d ni far tha EDmmls,lan on :

llﬁLng Enr@lments.

.-« ™, Now let us turﬂ t@ the. f;nd;né% I Will féiéfé: -
thase flndlngs in twa §ar S . h flrst part will ﬂlS*-*
«cuss what EﬂﬂﬂltlDﬁS Df émplagmant clauses havegﬁﬁét ,

IeLevance for décl;ﬁlng enr@lments aﬂd why, In the

:Eégg%igpaft I will exam%ﬂé the ;negéence snd pra—=

“v151éﬂs @E these clauseg, c@mparlng across, Ehé thréé

major teachers' collectLVEﬁbargaln;ng grxQups in ‘the

provincé:. the Dntari@fﬁeﬁandgfi‘gcﬁaoi Te,chéfé‘
' . ®
deratlan for h;g% school- teachers, both the Federa-

tion of WGmEﬂ Teachers” Assaciatlgns of D,t rio and -

thg'DntaziofPubliﬁ;Séh@@l Men Teaéhérs"F252fatiéﬁ

&

~ Antthe public schéols, and_the Ontario Engiish Catholic ,

Teachers® Association for separate sch@DLrteaéhérsg

X

CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT CLAUSES " - ’ ¥

“. !

m

o , o ' . i
Withiﬂ Ontario there is substantial wvariation

/
am g conditiorns-~of- empl@yment clauses in téacher-

3

béafﬁ‘C@lléthVE ég:eements. 'Thésdiffergﬁses are

a !

based on (1) the matters which are included in the

agreenents (comprehensiveness) and * (2) the nature

of the provisions themselves (SPElelClty and alter-

native stipulations) . 'FrDm the pointf of view of éﬁa
O ‘ . ‘ F!-; ‘5:‘
4
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saha@lﬁbéérisf the s;gﬁificanceingtheSe ﬂifféféﬂ&ég
isé fif%tfﬁtﬁét fbey often baveAﬂirect é@gf‘implicatiéﬁglﬁ
and’ seg@nﬂ that they aften afféct the gh@unt of fléxi—

x.

*?b;Llﬁy a @pa:@ may have in deal ng with stafflﬁg as

Ly

téachéfs on the other, is EFLdEHt in many of Ehe argu=
men ts' that both sldes bring ta the bargafnlgg table
! Whéﬂ~ilgéaSSLEQ‘;GﬂdltignS of ?mplemeﬁt. < | ‘ o
I turn n@w ta a descrlpt;@n Qf th clauses mést

Eﬁrdimeﬁts decline. " In general hé less flex;b;llty,

=%

<. the: graater the casts are ilkely to .be faf)a b@ard

since it may not be able to Staff Wlth maximum eff,s

. g
ciency. On the qther hand,. from the p@lnt_af view of
= i s .

thé teachérs, the nore IEEtELE tions the greater the
U

& . : .
. i v

Er@te:t;@n af teachers' fights{’jabs,iand welfare.

bétween managemevt flexlblllty and ff)'
or

!l;i‘ &

This con f

" ' \|_“ ¥

reduclng cﬁétg on the one hand& and ]ab pIDtEEtLDD

relevaﬂt to ﬁecanlﬁg énrélmentg The cléuses I will &

. o | . 7
5issuss are grcuped LDtD two catquriesz those re=’

" . t = -’fP
lated to staffing needs and those falevant to 't ffi g '

~ - = = - /

\ T { )
f%}{ib!l?ty. ] B |
: » ? ‘ . v'g‘s.//__ s

[ond

staffing Needs %_

S{affiﬂg‘needz_sa the number of teachers and

o=y

ancillary personnel '(ineluding principals, vice

prim:ipals, librarians, aides, teaching assi%tantsi

fESGﬁrié péfiﬂﬂs,\ggu 11Ofsg*ccﬁ5ultants, and other
par ofessionals) required by a board to carry out -
its educational pr@?fam -= are largely determined by

. N '

o
.
L]
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thé number of students. (Other Eaétgts such as avail-

~ able facilities and prsgrams to be offered are not .

often significaﬁt bargaining items.) Twé kinds of
Qlauses affect stafflng requlLements directly by tylng .

S,
needs to the number Df st}dents The flrst is puplls

teacher ratio clau es; théfsecénd is ;1EDSES!Q%31LEQ

k]

with class size'. - 2 v I

Pupil-t éh ratios are calculated by dividing

the number of Studentsﬁ(@ften the number Qf equivalent .
)
full time enrélmEﬁts on a %géélflc day Qf the sch@aL '

-

yéar) Ey the ﬁumber Df tea;hlng and certaln other non-
teaching staff. The resulting figure is usad to éeter—
ﬁiﬁé the number of staff.a b@étd’is,reguired'té“ém§lcy
fQF a'%;vam number of »students. TheAlawér_the=ratia,

i - : T
the more Staff a b@ard must hire,. and the greatEI its - 5

3 = E}

stafflng QDStSj By iDWéflﬁg the ratla thfaugh co flectlve

bargalnlnq, teachers: can élthér malnta;n the nuy er, of

\!‘l‘
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m
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or at ngst reduce the nuﬂ—

[N

B
H

ber Qf teachers LD be 1a1d off Whan Enralmentgﬂecane-

About a third (36%) of the most recent agrégmznts »n

* 9" . .- =
the province Eanté;n%ETR clauses, and these show wide

VarlatlQBS in é@nten and spe acificity. Some, for T

_ =
o, = ‘4z .

exiziye, state only. that .no change in the existing

ratio will be made. ,Others mention a Speclflc ratio,

but treat it @nly as gfquldellne fa% the baard Still-

=

chtfg give a ratio whlch the, board is required to meet .

. t . .
under the terms of the, agreement. Clauses which are
/i -
- ™
< ) o



— . . .
- . oE F =

Gnl§-guiéélines give boards mafe,flexibilify,-and.giﬁlj

. f - *
[f_ teachers cgrresggﬂdlngly less prDtEEtlén. , ? | -
e
> BeSLdés theiﬁanﬂatﬂry guideline dlstlﬁctlcn, other
\ S

L3
]

kinds Qf'variatiaﬁg‘can alsg be found. Some agreements

oE . . _!' = s
include only a single’ %atl@; others have several ratios
¥ “% B

for different typegggf prcqraﬁs or dlff§ ent types'éi
personnel (e. g.f librarians, vice- prlnchpals ‘etc.) or

ifferent needs (e.g., opening a new school) . The

e TR

more ratios, the less the board's flexibility since it
¥ ’ r L
‘ must apply each ratio within a smaller subset of
- ) & . g E ] . i
téachers,“Put_aﬁcggéf way, multiple ratios give boards

less room "to manoeuvre. . PTR clauses also vary in
ﬁﬁether they spééifyban éxaat}ratia er a rangg. ~
Thé} differ too in terms of the ‘unit to which the

ratio is aPplieg\(é,gig an entirer €chool distriét,ar

‘each individual' school) . Again,'thei%fgatér the spe gi_
p fic ltf (grea£*5t with exact ratios applied to indivi--

i \dual schools) the less flexibility a board has. ‘
B . Fimallyf agreémentsialSD vary in, terms of who is-

, includeé inFthe calculation of the nvmber of "teachers".

Librarians and pa faspr@feg51analg, for example, are

"

y ) A 7 : 7 .
spetifically 1n§1udeﬂ in some cases and excluded in e

others. The more inclusive the definition of "teacher”
H -“‘- . ) J""‘ ¢ ) .
the greater the, thlOng open to a board. "For example, .

fom f\ -~ ;
it might be possible to Meet a staffing ratio by lay- '

, . ] ) By _ ‘ o
ing off an extra librarian rather than en51%§ an gj
existing program.
—— § R

LU =




«size is determlned by dlv1d1n% the number of . students

spec1fy a partlcula% flguféL buttizat it iny as a

Class _Size appears to be a less amhlgumus deter-

mlnant af stafflng needs than the pupll taacher ratla

singe it deals only with classroom teachers . There
are some complexities in its calculétian‘(sée‘Ryan

and Greenfield, 1975), but they do n@t§51gn1flcantly

‘affect the analy51s of flEKlblllty and jab PthECtlDR

lmpl;catlans @f class size clSU6es. BaSL:aily, class

by the number cf cféssraam teacher  te achin g dt any'

r Al

given time. The 1Gwer the class 51ze 59221flcatlcn,

. F

the more téacher; a- b@ard must empléy Ab@ut one

i

= %

_quartar (23%) @f Dntaria teaché; -board agféaménts,

caﬁtain clags EiEE clauééa whlch 15 fewer thah thé
- e :

*@ne third- c@ntalnlng PTRS The Vaf;atl@n in specifi-

Y

tlﬁy drﬁ alt tlva stlpulat;ang 15 llkew1ﬁe ﬁDt as

- gredt. NEVEIthElESS;’thEEE are sofpe impartant dif-

-.w

ferenes with impligatigné,far bdth boards' staffing

flexibility aﬁﬂitgachérs' jéb’prateéﬁi@n'in’théffgcé

£ LR
of dedining enrolments.
L

As is the case for pupiletaacher ratios, the

| = £
. - Eﬁﬁgg W

=

_ Qlauaes dealing w1th class size Vary ln the degre to,

Whléh’théy d;ragtly IéStElCt the board’ S fle&lblllty
At DDE end. af the scale are. tha3@ clauses 'which contain
only a vague Statement:@f intent to ﬁaintaiﬁ a class

size le’ii consistent w;th quallty education. Others
“guideline for the b@ard Still others regard a given

B



fpr*nte«ﬂ as a. maximum or an average- An. average -,

particularly in
pﬁ%eﬁ%ial;c@st,té

is to shift thé&é tra pupils to angther‘gchoél, a

‘culties.) -

T

class éize figura'as mandatary_i‘21early, the amount

of flexibility open to boards to deal with uﬁéxpécted
de:f&ééés in enrolment varies idely Anotheir ;mpéfs

tant dlfferEnze is whether the class size figure is

@ffers much ‘more flexlblllty, since it places no °

upPer bDundaries @n'the size of a given class. ThlS

Imeans that staigipg changes may be made whlch tempor— : |

arlly g;ve some. teachers- relatlvely 1argg classes

as wauld ‘be the ¢ e ln's Slléf SChDOlS w1th féwsr
. | . .
staffyéqqﬁg'wh@m'té spread the "extra - pu p ils ¢f a

W

Atefminéfg’ 'éache Thase-ﬁlauses‘whlch speglfy a

. H ) M . \ s
maximum blass‘size don't allow this degree of flexi-

: /\" i .
-bility. - Consequently, an "average" size.provision is-

' o , N L ‘ L
" much nlore l%E%i’ to rggult in more efficient stafflpg,'

Tmaller sch@@ls& alth@ugh at some Ve

eﬂucatlaﬂ qual;ty.- (An alternatiﬁe

1

strategy which has its own, mostly political, diffi-

class size clauses are similar to éupil ~teacher fatlDS
First, a few clauses specify only a single class size 7
figure. -However, the majority stipulate mutliple

class sizes, based on grade level for el entary sah@@lf

pons
il

or subject area for secondary schools. Second, the
- : = L .0
unit to which the class size applies may be either each

,a
!
* [



individual school in theé system, or the eﬁtiré dis-

“trict.” In general, the greater the specificity (it

is most with. multiple sizes applied to lnd;vidual

schools), the féwef‘ihé options open to a baarﬂaand_
- : ) A - N i f ’
‘i the~greater the protection for teachérs :
' The questibn of job protection for teachers is,

h@wéver,isoméwhat more complicated than it first seems

g&f both PTR and class size provisions. The highly

A

protect teachers against: arbi-
&

boards 1n tl, of

H‘n
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able enrolment also provide boards with justifi-
catipon fur.iumﬁdiatéiy cutting staff when enrolments
and thus staffing needs, decline. From the PDiﬂE of
view of thacher fegotiators, ?hén, adding Sﬁaffiﬂg

clauses to a contract, or mak;ng more

L

alr ;de in the agreement, is a step to bef%ppréaghed
J E > ) F

- .
with cautidn. It must be weighed against the phsgsi-

y
bility of LDWEfiﬂgéthE PTR or class size limit if .this

o
i
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Parison of PTR and ~lass size implications is useful.

Briefly, &lass sgég clauses provide greater. restriction
to Staffin943}§xibiiity than do PTR clauses of equa
specificity. This is because {EQ] deal with a smaller

aff -- only classroom

W

proportion of the total
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teachers. A PTRig%auSé, on the other hand, allows a

—

. =

board to make staffing cuts in either teaching or non-
teaching areas.

Let us now look at some gf thékt:Eﬁésgin PTR and

class s;zéfg:ov151@ns in Qﬁtéri in the past three

yéaréﬁfaf each type of agreement -- elementary, secon-
dary, and separate. (Some 15 agreements from otherxr
boards (e.g., remote areas and Canadian Forces bases)

have been excluded from the analysis. Of the 200 pos-

1976-77, and fourteen for 1977-78.)

We will first examine changes in the incidence of

PTR and anss_size clauses (Table 1). ILooking at pupil-

teacher ratio clauses first, we see that in the 1975-76

for secondary ggreements, and 10% for separate school

the secondary teachers in the most advantageous posi-
tion, followed by théﬁelementafy‘teaéhérsﬂ and the
separate school teachers least well off.) 1In the ~

following year, 1976-77, each group managed to increase
the incidence of PTR clauses about another ten percent,
but the 1977-78 agreements show ohly small impro.e-

secondary teachers, 3% for cle-
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mentary, and a loss of 1% for separate school teachers.
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TABLE. 1. Percentage of Agreements with PTR and
: Class Size Clauses.

1975-76  1976-77  1977-78
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Ly
i
)
il
]
1y |
o
i
e
‘U—(‘
[
et
N
by
R
[
o

(44)

[
Pr ]

Separate 10% (48) V 19% (48) 1

Elenentary 16% (76) 20% (75) 24% (71)
Secondary 20% (76) 22% (76) 308 (71)

9% (44)
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1 The overall picture is much the same for class
size provisions. The three groups _have maintained

§h§ same order -- secondary, elementary, separate --

and over the three years their gains have also shown
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to examine the "strength”.c

clauses (1.e., the

imi]

th
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proportion that are mandatory rather than just guide-
llnes), and actual <hanges lg the %LigglaL:d Latiu;
and class sizes.

Eﬁf thé percentages of all agreeuwents having

mandatory PTR clauses, the Ligures aresimilar to those

for the incidence of such clauses (Table 2). The now

faml liar order of secondary, elementary, and separate

g agreements holds in each of the three years. In

addi tion, the séi@nﬂafg teachers made the largest gains,

clauses roughly parallels.their incidence.
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Percentage of Agreements with Mandatory

PTR and Class Size Clauses.
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However, for the "strength’ of class ZLZE clauses

“in téaﬂhérebaari agreements, the picture is strlklﬂgly

dlfferemt The percentage of agreements with manda-

\\ tory ciass size clauses has remained low, never Sur—

) 1,

\, passing 10%, and no trends are app:rant over the three-

5\ ' -

g year period. ya

l\' ) Since PTR clauses tend to aligw]bmaras more staf- )
. ’ ’ ~ t 6

W _fing flexibility than class size clauses, the conclu-
‘\Si@nimust be that.staffing size pr@visigns have not

gggtfictei boards’ flEx1bL11t}x§§ mach as tha‘;niLdence

A .
. . s“ T
# of\ such clauses W 1ght first squgFﬁ although seaaﬁéagy
N
teachers have made subs tantial gains with respe et to ﬁi&ik
) : ﬁ\"‘-s\\
nandatory PTR clausgs-
X 5
[ It is the actual changes in PTR d cl size .
limits that 18 most relevant t declining enrcolments, EY

huwevgriliiﬂ order best to mitigate the E§ fects of
fewer Students on staffing needs’ teachers would have

to ba‘galn lower PTR aﬂd class size limits. Unfor-

\thg two transitions (that is;'bgiwgen 1975=76 and

Y

1976-77 agreements, ari Detween 1976~177 and 1977-78

e

agreemeﬁts),’I de=ermined what propor tion of sgreements

with specific PTR and/or class size figures had
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increases, decreases, OX remained the same. The
results are surprising. For the first transition

elementary .agreements fo which

ol
Lad
[n
rr
b
i
—
P

period, 71%
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limits were available showed a decline in PTR and

ize limits. However, between the 1976-77 and
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1977-78 agreements, the pe "géntaq showing lower PTR

and class size limits dropped to 45%
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It appears that the elem mentary board negotiators

limies. 1n.1976-77 only L12% of the 8 available agree-
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mentsy showed a dec the preceding year, but in
the following year the figure Ciimgéﬂ to 24% (of 17),

still substantially bélgw the elementary teachers
gains. As well, it shaglé be noted that 3 agreements
shiwed incrgasegz The separate school teachers  showed

size limits in 1976-77

I
‘U’J
1l
\m

no declines in PTR or cle
(1 agreement) , ané?gné out of three agreements avail-
able for analysis had a decline in 1977-78.

2 The EGﬂElUSiDg to be drawn from this part of the
analysis (bearing in mind the data limitation I .noted

above) , is that elementary teachers ‘have been most

success ful in combating declining enrolments with

declining PTRs ‘and class sizes., However, the elementary

otiators appear to be taking a tougher stand
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Staffing Fléxibility Clauses = "

Let us ﬁurniﬂaﬁ to-the second.type of condition- g
Ef=€m§lQ§m ent, clau%es I declin-
ing énraimeﬂtS: stafFlng flex xsbility

‘ of teacher-board collective clauses
pertaining to Eéfélus and redund
whose services are no 1ond
[ af fect di: régtlg the ease and f1§¥ bll;ty w1th whlch
boards can :ésp@nd to aEillming Sla result

of declining enrmlnenta;
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teachers occur in 75% of the current collective agree-

meénts., . The amount ofﬁvaflatlah foiﬁd\in these clauses

is very great. At the fwo extremes, -some agregments

merely state that the b@aiﬂ shall "peruse, consider,

"

. = f - - 4 B
S . 7 . _ .
shall firgt be d%qlared redundant in the évent‘gﬁﬁa

= %

surplus and what ¢ lt rﬂatlve options are to be made

available to Su:h?téafhezﬁr often aftéﬂdiﬁg over

Two types of ﬂzrpiuséfedundanzy clauses bear on

the guestion of bvard fl@gési}ity- The first type

"and decide" matters relevant t@\i:rglus teachers, wpilé

A . . o .
indicates critecia for deterfiining who is te be declared

bl

sutplus. 1The second specifies options open to sdrplus

P | *
teachers. ' '

Teacher-board ayreements vary wldely in t;he typ::

and number of factors to be taken into account in dec

1ug who is redundant. Seniority is by far the,most
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in approximate order of their use are qualifications

(e.g., university deqgree), type of contract (perma-

nent or ﬁrmbati@nafy)f and subject area taught. In’

these criter
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the arbitrary
decisions af a cost- éiysciaus board .
More important for staffing flexibility are those

s available to surplu

I

= teachers. Many of these optf®Gns entail dirjft or
indirect é@sts,fér'a'b@ariirand thus rem@veigr rEdUQé

the prospect of immediate savings as a resulk-of staff‘

LdtLd by their variation, number, and sequential natur

ysal :L)EL@lﬂ[;é‘dlt (1.e., tull salary) sSupply ,)I_t;gg:l;l iy

‘) . .

Lo . 4. . . .
appointment; ot he may be offered rekr nlnq with 3

W

7‘
terimlnation two years if a position is still

uttaval lable; or he may take a leave of absenwe for two

B

followed by either the severance allowance or

ly teacher.
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e,
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al 45 a permanent sur

The proc eduré with the jreatest saving to the

uﬂ‘

—
board is outright termination. Notice of termination

15,

=

must norma le be given, alghough the.period ranges
"from one month to ?at:lfiaf one year". The longer the
notice period, tLhe qreaig; the restriction of the
board's flexibility. Furthermore, keeping a surplus

teacher on staff for an additional ycar might be a
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. relatively expensive proposition compared to other ~
A = *
*!%Hi‘

F] % = -
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usually the final staep) or giving a t&ééher priority
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-~ J%ifﬂiofity "bumps" one with less and

the teacher with the leabt seniority and the lowest
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The most common of such provisions are

salary savings.

;abbatié%l leaves {for which boards generally pay some
g : =

(usually less than sabbatical dllowances).: Alterna- §§
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salary during a retraining period.
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Finally, a number of surplus-redundgncs “ions >

may give boards no ifmmediate savings

staffing flexibility considerably 1.f

Priority transfer (to an open pogition), priority

sfor position when an

=

location ?mavinq back f

om a th

opening occurs in the original schgol), and priority

recall (returming to teaching when SEXEFvninq oceurs)
e

all imply that a redundant teacher has pr

ority for a
vaaunt position that might otherwise have gdne to a
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no longer are needed. Many of th&ksgrgaﬁ;”'
the province show a real eon-
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cern four both issuss, and the two sides have,

}
theli bargalanlng, made some teal efforts to achleve a
- R : ’ .

fall and reasonable balanve. WhadiiuLuyg bargaining
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may bring is a matter of some speculation, but it

3

be o¢lear that optlouns for EuLPJUS teachers should

bous
e

negotiated with care and concern for both teachers
arnd cummunl ty.

Maray

A

tu huuldé other than what is alr&ﬂd& cxplicit in Lhy
agreement. In this regard they follow traditional
industriagl relations practice by declaring that resi-
dual rights mvc%sghaap matters not included in the
adgrocmoent. Yie with the board. As a fc{njii, thy ey
not have direot management F](*Eii)i1f ty 1fm;11 abions

sipnce their absence would change little.  However,
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managem ment rights clauses .
= e
cance as a signh that boards are concerned about
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Let us turn now to an analysis of trends in the’
: I - tret »

conditions-of-employment—tlauses related, to staffing

e

- elementary and gseparate teachers had such clauses 1in

about 40% of their contracts. Since then, the trend
Fi : & ’ )
has been to increase their incidence and reduces the

- differences awunyg the grodps. Separate schuol agree-

menls now show the highest lnoldence of surplus-
J

edundancy Eluvlnluiﬁ; B6% . The pf@p@rtiun for
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secondary agreenents ls abuut three-quarters, and for
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Percent of Agreements w1th Surplus—
Redundancy and Managemént nghts

TABLE 3.
K Prav151cn§r
0 71976-77

(75)

Surplus=Redu5d§ggg_
(76)

-ﬁElemEntary
- 67% (76) 74% (76) °
(48) (48)

. Separate

o

Managamgﬁg Rights
o (76) 31

(76)
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L
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Eléméhtary

‘Sec@ndafy
%. (48)

P
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T g
)

Separate

76

68% €71)

2 (71)

-
(44)
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will be felt the most. In other words, it Hppears

that téaéhérs ‘have been more concerned with who will :

LA

. be declared surplus and what to do when teachers are

surplus rather than with iﬁcréaS;ng thé demand for

positions so as to prevent or reduce redundancy.
y , ,

B

m

fore this conclusion can be accepted, h@wever,

_one would be w1se to examlne the actual cantgnt of the

5urplus—redundancy prav1slcnsi "As far ag *?entlfylng ‘

surplus teachers is c@nq&rnéd, se nldf;ty is: thé'baSlC

factor w1th :ast and fiexlblllty lmplléat;an for

M..m

- boards. It_agpears in almost allvagreements,haviné a

Sufglusirgd,nﬂ ncy prcviéiéﬁ, S0 teacher ?gains"'ap?ear
‘ quaily divided among the three types of aér,éménts’
However, !%e s;tuatlon w1th respect to GPthDS avallb
able to surplus teachers is qu;te a‘dlfferent matter. !
Among the Ggpions disggséeﬂ abgve, some were’seén

to have potentially greater costs. for boards than others.

ieﬁ'uslexamine (Table 4) the trends for th@Se}three

with the greatés;.cgst'implicatiaﬁs for boards: pay-
ingﬂa severance allawancé t@.rédundéntlteaéhers,-giving
them a sabbatical leave, or Préviding'a retraining
allowance. These figures p;int a very different picture
ﬂinde%d caﬁpared"t@ the statistics for the ih?iﬂeﬁce of .

sufpiuS!feduﬁdahcy clauses. The most surprising find-

ing is that not a single*separatg school agreement con-

separate school’ agreeménts have the largest pr@p@rti@n
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’Elémeﬁtary
:Sécéndary

Separate

§abbatir;ral ’

73!Eléﬁentaryf

- Secondary

Sepérate

N .-’gr )
-Eeéga;ﬁing

ElemEntary
Séccndagy

Separate

11_{% (76)

0 (48)

Allowance

0 (48)
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g,leth some form of surplus redunﬂancy clause Abéuﬁ
“a Fifth of the elamentary agreemean and ‘a th;rd of

the secandary ones c@ntaln Severance allﬁwance pro-

5 over the past three ,years.

visions, with no tréﬂ'
E:The number of agreements pr@v;&ing far sabbatlcal
leaves farggédundant teachers is small, aﬁd.has been
décllnlng slowly. It now stands ééﬁane elemen;arﬁgané
. four seccndary aggeemantsi With respéﬁt to :eéralns
ing alléwances,kbcth elementary and seéanaary‘agree—‘
;"mgnts shawed a madérate ;mprovement ﬁwo years ago,

.
‘but have levelled off sinca then- the elementary

e 13
agreements at about .one 21ghth the secandary at ab@ut
‘one quarter of all agréements ccntalnlng retralnlng ’*

allowance prov151ons - ‘ B o

Dverall we must cancluﬂe that the 1ncr2351ng =l

B

might at flrst expect : ThlS is most. dramatlcally
' [}

»shawn by the case of separate schoal agreements wh; ~h

'have the highest Proportion of such clauses, ‘Yet-not
4 L
a single one Of which includes provisions for severance

However, Qnejiizza does indicate” that maﬁters

allawan:e, retraining léaVé; or sabbatical.

are not totally pessimistic- fr@m the teaéhers p@iﬂt
of v1ew ‘%he more opt;cﬁs avallablé to redgpﬂant

teachers, the easier will be the impact of declinfing

*
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' énralméﬁts on the-pr@fessiaﬁ.: Su:h_pbséibilitiés as

prlQthy transfer ana relocation and Efia:ity reca11

. can help ease the burden' of=surplus teachers. Teacher’

_'hawever— the differences amcﬁgitéaéhar groups are very

: éwldent (Tgble 5). 1In their ¥975-76 agreeménts, the

tea:hefsg That rose to three 'ﬁ,1976f775 and is now
: , , A _

“negotiators have~been successful in increasing the

number of such. options (if not the numbers of those

%

with major costs to boards, as discusséd above). - Here,

b

percentage éf secohda:y_contracts withfmgre than twg -
) iy .

options pen to redundant teachers Was 24%. Itiis

now 56%i Three years"gr jus k one elementary agree—

ment CDntalnéﬂ more ‘than twa options for surplus

=

32% of all'éléﬁentary_ég:eementsr The.separaté scﬁéo1: ¢
teachers have yet to regis ter substant;al gains{in -\

this area -- only t,é contra cts have;mére thén two

p- ons -—- but féllaw;ng the tIEﬂﬂ of the élémentagy

and secondary teachers, we can perh aps exg&:t ;%;

in;féaéinq number of such cptions in thé next year .

_ gr two. In»gegeral, héwe%erf we must say that téa:@gr{
Eéaré bargainipgréf conditions "of e¢§i@§mént ﬁas;nét
yet shown any substantiél gaiES‘iﬁ the incidence of
-élaﬁSéS 1ik§1y té ﬂegré§62'signifi:antly-bDards' staf-
fing fle lblllty in times of decllnlng enrmlments,
despite what boards might claim and the medla suggest.
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. ,TABLE 5. Percentage of Agreements with Two ‘or More
O " Options. for Redi ndéngfieacﬁers. A
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. .i B i s ! v'
1% (76) . 4% (75) 328 (71)

1977-78"

ol ¢
- “Elementary . -
= =¥ [ "§ ;-

| ‘“ Secondary .. - . 24% (76) 243 (76) 563 (71)

3 Toon N c |

'  separafe Y0 (48) 0 (48) 5% (44)
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FUTURE NEGOTIATIONS ‘, 2
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) In the final part of thiS»paﬁé: I canSiéé: in

i

a brlef and samewhat speaulatlve fashlcn the p3551ble

. =+

ffects of several fact@rs on teachers and baards
future negotiation stratégy aﬂé\autcames In,gafticui.,
1ar,71 focus on -the bargalniﬁg of conditions of employ-

&

‘ment in the immediate future. These remarks assume

%

that enrolments will continue to declinerand “that the
supply of teachars,fthgugh decreasing, will continue to

be greater than the demand. The factors whose-effécts

[

:fafaadis:ussgd includéé‘ the end of controls, the

o
-

Canadian economy, teachgis' Selfﬁimage,‘béard tyge,

"and the Education.Relations Commission.

Wage and price controls have exerted'a consider-

able dampeﬁiﬁg'effect on the salary settléments won

‘ k)
by teachers in thelr negétlatlons w1th 1Qcal baards. 13?'

It would not be uﬁreascnablé to Pfedlﬁt that the end e

al”

of cont 15 w111 br;ng a resurgence of Feach@F
in.moﬁetary gaihs ani‘ffingé bénefigﬁfatfgié égpénse
of interest in conditions ijemﬁig;menti ‘However,

thare‘aré se;;ral geasans{to belléﬁerthat thls will

not be ?Qé«case. "First, teachers have not substan~

.

!}g;iéiiy'imgravéd their conditions-of-employment pro-=

vigiéns during the controls period, as the analysis
above testifies. There is still a great deal of work

to be done, and increasing motivation for doing it as

enrolments drop. Thus, declining enrolments themselves



Shéuld sétve,ta;kegg §%tentian facuséaign‘:cnditiensi
,Gfseﬁglayﬁént élégsasgv}
- ﬁé@ilacﬁiva baxgaimingAf@rum

‘the fall of 1977, the Ontario English

cigti@glapp:@ved a number of
iQSiti@nVStatéméntS on baréaining objectives ddring*:
the camlng yéar véne gtatémentiprép@sed as a;gaal a
:lass ize Sgéar PTR slausé in évérfsagrgeemeﬁtg'
Dﬁher rec@mmeﬁdat n in:ruded aareduétiQ% in the sizéi .
:pf 1asses and the pup;l teacher ratlo, ﬁﬁe iﬁclusidn fe

of Sen;Orlty -based pro dﬁres for declarlng redundancy,
7= 3 }

i ,
and guaranteéd prﬁgflty recall in every agreem2ﬁti

=

A numbér of ‘other’proposals also demonstrateﬂ aware-

nass of the decl;nlng-enrolments praglem. $;g,,f S f
. o ‘ .

Vcéﬁtiyk not a s;ngle recommendati ealt dlrectly

with salary %nsreaéesg s | ' R
(Pafentheticaliy, becausewit is QEﬁerallrackgﬁws'
ledged to be more-%ifficult to mount strikes over non-
salar? issuésr it Qéuid ﬁ@t_be éufgrising té see
mDnetary,isgues are foremost'aga;ﬁ, Paradoglca;ly,
some é@afdg might be more wil;iﬁg now than iﬁ the past
to gra?t salary increases in return for more. control
r over staffing, in @rdééﬁbeéter:ta deal with enrolment
changes.): ﬂ
A second reason not to expect teachers" eméhasis

to be on monetary issues is that public opinion in



{ \Ontario aga;nst presccntfels salary 1ncreases was so

g

] 3gréat that teachers are still looking for ways to ‘

i

’paftiéula:, they stressed that Pe

regain publlc suppa . Fighting for improved. condi-
tions of employment which may. alsc 1mpr@ve the guality
of gducati@n'(e;gg, smaller glasses} offers such~a

pgssibility, For eﬁample, in last year‘s disPutg in’

Peel, secgndary teach rs sent a br@chure to each home

- i

emphas;zlng that although salary concerns were Parﬁ

of the dispute, the main issue was. class size. 1In

U

had among the

worst "pupil-staffing" ratios,and dlass size ratios
' = : =

in the province. Similarly, elemght ry teachers in

Waterloo recently announced publitly that fhey would

J®

"not seek a pay raise this coming yeas/ But would re-

main satisfied with their pregent cost-of-1living

alTowance. ' Téigummafize, despite the lifting of wage

and price c@ntr@ls it a ppears that éalaries and -

given to conditions of employment-at th%;bargai?ing .

table-: !
{ I

\\\ The écﬂﬂ@mlc Sltuatlon in Canada 1s also rélevant
; - :

to the gtrategy of future teacher- bDafﬂ negotiations.

if ecavery c@ntlnues to be slugglsh anﬂ 1nflatlon

» W .
continues at its Present rate, eone mlght expect that

teachers would press for increased income protection
thfough'highgr salaries, fuil«f@lded—in‘ccst of living

apices, and more generous fringe benefits.

,f
r -
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. ' ) I - ) .
However, with declining enrolments teachers are faced
. . . . : ¥

with a need for job protection as well as;incamé pro=

‘tection. I? seemsilikely'that job pfatectlan will

1

take precedence. 1In partlcular, tha éCon@mlc situation

";,unemPlayment ratas hau%fmeant that al.irnat;ve
ijS GutSldE the teachlng pr@fess;@n are scarce.  This-

:ELnfDrces the desire t@vgresezve p@s;t;ans within

.

~ the field. Fufther; the_size and scaéé of their '

= ) .federation s and assoeiaticnsifthéir,embgtéledrpraé

fessional image, and their:reactians to public criti-

i

cisms.ﬁ Qbably all contribu:e tD a géneral feell ng’ Sff”“%”m
,cohesion among teachers that tends to emphas;ze re—
talnlng ijS as an 1ntanglbla common gaod Thé éaonomic

P 5 .
sho l not necessarlly lead to a

51tuatl@n,~thén,¢
. % .f
f . =

:.greater emphasis On economic issues in teacherﬁboard_
L o L s - s

bargaining?

' TTeacthsifselfgimagé vis-a-vis their school boards

has :hanged in regemt y ,s fram that of a “?:@fessional“

to an "employee" in an employer-employee relationship
\

(Kervin, 1977). With ~this change has come an interest

further control over their Q@niitians of
| #

empléYmeﬁt through the collective bargaining ér@aess

in.gaining

l._ﬂ\
m\

~ rather than individual consultations with_gih@ol

‘administrators. In l975 Bill 100 opened a daar to

the 1ncluslan of warklﬂg candlt;ons in teachérﬁbaard

bargaining, and there seems to be no le nlng of

¢ . teachers' concern with these issues. The teachers'




Vléw of themselves as “emplayeea ’ theﬁ, seems to ‘be ;
cantrlbut;ng to a cantlnued 1nte:est HP bargaln;ng
. g
nditions of emplayment, particularly since tHese

issues are relatively new in most school districts

in the pfavinéaggsffaf as collective agreements are

#

concerned.

Baérditypg,{éleﬁéntary;’seé@ndary,rséparaté) seems

" to be Welated f,:the bargaining 'of woerking con dltlons

in two contradictory ways. First, the data éxamlnéd

iab@ve suggest that secondary teachers, thrcugh the

-

SchoGzZTeachers Federatlan (OSSTF),
have made and will continue to make the gfeatest gains

in negotiating conditions o

school eaéhers, through the Onta io Eﬁglls Céth@lié

[=]
Q

Teachers' Assoclation.(DECTA),'sgem to be accomplish--

ing the least, and elementary teachers occupy an inter-

mediate p@sfti@n; If these differences are due to
the relative bargaining power of teachers in the three

systems, they will probably continue f@r'the immediate

‘future. However, a second process related to the dif-

férEﬂtial rate of decline in enrolments between separ-
: . y : [
~

ate and public schools may bring about a different

reéulti vidence indicates that separate schools have
been *less subgect to decllnlng enrolments than publlc

schaals (Rideout et al., 1975) but that the differences

-decreasing. This means tha&pressuré for job

n| has been less in séparata schools, which

A

¢
S

Iy

§



expla;ns at 1east 1n Part the dlfférénces in bafgalnlng (f

"success" Furthermare, public schools ‘have regréf .

sented an alternative [Mf not then.uSEd) jéb market

for separate schaal teacherg,’thug IEdHClng the

pressure even more. (The reverse alternative is, of

course; not QEﬁégally open to public school teachers.)

 However, accelerating enrolment declines in the separ-

ate schools, together with thé-disappeatéﬁcé of alter-
native jobs in the public Sghéalsf §Eéh1i ‘now increase
i

che pressure on separate gzhgal teachers t@ 1mprave

l

thelr own jdb security. EDf these two reasans, separ-

ate sch@al agreemants gay so0n show substantial teachercé

gainé_in tﬁe*i%ciﬂénc?fand content of conditions=-of-

i , . } e e et ’ ,
employment clauses related to.declining enrolments. '
If this @zgursf_thé%?resent‘gép between separate and _hE%i?

‘ . d
secondary agreements may be reduced.
L | . S

' Finally, the Education Relations 'Commission (ERC)

through its activities related to teacher-board ﬁéggs
- tiations Qay have a substaﬁ%ial effect on the bargaiﬂ* R

ing of c@nﬁ;tla -of-employment clauaes. The C@mmlsé;\\

sends data, statlstlssTs%amPlé clauses and @thegagg

material describing .and summarizing all Ontario.) a
teaghefﬁbaafd agreéméntg to all boards and teacher
districts in the pr@v1ngéi As teachers and boards -

\\ = ,\
become 1ncreas;ng1y aware of the nature and corttent

of other agreements, one would expect increasing pres—

sure towards homogeneity of provisions, particularly

/



L]

at the least éastly’extreme.‘ Whether or not this

FJ

pr essure would be as great f@r candltléns of émplay—‘

. \f’;

mént as- for salary and fringe benefit 1tems is not

5

readily apparenty On the one haﬁﬂ,‘salary comparisons

ong agreements are much easier to make. Classrggm=

‘tgachéfsgare more likely't@ bE'awarev@f,ﬁﬁérgereentage

increase or maximum salary won by an@th . d,étrictfi T
~than the warﬂ;ng of a surPlus—redundancy PIDVlSlOn

Thig‘argues for less hamggenelty Qf wcrklng conditions
‘clauses. On the éther hand, EDndltanS of emplayment

are less subject to the "local" factats that malntaln

vsalary dlfféréﬂtlals among d;stflctsi such as cost-

of-living differences, historical relationships, and

i . - & )
availability of alternative employment. As a result

orking conditions might be more homogenécus across

the pr@vihée_ In any-avénﬁ, it seems likely that any

pressures for homogeneity the ERC generates®ywill result

in teachéfs seekiﬂg to match. the gains madefby the
“?atteﬁn;getting“ districts :with the most favourable .
conditions of emplaymant while the bggrds are more ’
likely to adopt a "status-—quo" Stance rather than .
PfDPGSlﬁg less generous pro visions and terms. (As

the tables abmé indicate, management rights 15 the
only area to show substantial board "gains" for all
three agreement tfges.) Consequently the incidence

and specif#city of conditions-of-employment clauses

fmay increase somewhat as&é result of the ERC within

'

L.
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1 ki ee grcups!(secandary, eleméﬁtary, and seFErate)

Thereils less 11kellhaad that prassures tDwatds héma—
gené;ﬁy will be equally str@ng across the groups. As -
a caﬁééqgengegexisﬁing differénéésfamcgg tﬁem»will |
prcbab%y reﬁain; |

,Té conclude this’pa“ér; it is difficulg to makév
i

ahy clepr and unqualified prédlatlans about the EaurSé

of teacher-board bargaining Qf.éénaltléns of emplcyment

in the-near future._ Tha'treﬁds over the past‘%”"g

%%years dc

A\ ,A semlnaged by the Educatlsn Relations Commission. On

the wh?le, it appears that tﬁére will be continued
pressqre on clauses dlrecyly ralated to declining.

/
enrglments and statfing flexlblllty, but any . réal

7
ga;ns to be made by the teachers at the bargalnln%E

#
i

tabl W111 be m@dest in size and slow in coming.
F , low ,

=y

ﬁy
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