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Pn'assessing:the effects' of teacher union sm on schools,

a

-

attention .is typi6ally,focussed on the` contract. What

adthinistrative .c4ustraints does it impose? What teacher

Oights doesbiltguarantee? The outcomes of the process of

collective bargaiging'are thought to be embodied in the

contract language, ..and contractual provisions are assumed
o'

to by implemented at the school site." this view, to

know the!contract is to know the labor practices'of the

Schools. -

The research findkngs re prted here challenge, that

assumption. They show that contract provisions are differ-

entially enforced

.labor practices from school to.schoOl within a district.-

and that there can be. wide variation.. in

Only a.small number,of,hon-compensatiot contract provisions

.are fully implemented in all schools of the districts where

they are negOtiated. Others are only partially implemented.

Still others'are variably implemented and subject to!inter-

pretation and inf8rmal renegotiation:,within-lndividual schools

A contract provision falls into one of three categories

depending on its enforceability and its importance tb teachers.

The first type of provisions include those contract,items,
"

such as seniority transfer,prOcedures that are fully

ti
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implemented in all schools because they are both ,highly

yalued by teachers and readily enforceable. A second type

of provisiOns include those such as discipline codes that

are difficult to enforce and consequently remain only

partially implernemted whatever their value to teachers. The

third type, including provisions suclia's those restricting

supervisory duties are Variably implemented. There is

correspondence between the provision and practice in some

schools but not in others.° While enforceable, these provisi ns

are 'not perceived b, teachers to be in their vital-interests

and therefore are often, amended to fit the needs of the

staff, administration, or program of 'a particular school.

RESEARCH DESIGN

)aecause so little is understroo&about(-tfleeffa'ts of,
e

collective bargOming on schools, this research was designed

to explore and describe the range of collective bargaining

effects in a variety of ttings. Its focus was on the

non-compensation proviqlions of teacher contracts and-their

effects on day -to -day chool,Operations. Using a qualitative

metiltdology this research follciwed collective bargaining

agreements and teacher unions into the officeS, corridors,

and classrooms of schools to assess to'what degree the contract
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is complied with at the school site and to examine the ways

In wh h the union exerts influence on both its membership

and the, hool administration.

-In-depth interviews were conducted with 289 teachers

and administrators in a diverse sample of six school

districts. The districts, which have here been assigned

fictitio9s names, varied in size, controlling labor statute,

AFT/NEA affiliation, regional location, urban/suburban/

rural character, racial and ethnic'composition and enroll-

ment and economic trends. Table I summarizes these district

features. There also was wide variation in union strength,

contract/lbcoOlolexity and strength, and thecharactei. of laboro

relations among the'districts of this sample. It was

assumed that such a samplp would make it possible to flap

the range and variation of labor practices and to illustrate

the effects of different contracts on schools. The method-

ology of data collection is explained more fully in the

Appendix.

FINDINGS

If district level variables such as contract strength,

union strength, size, or location were to be important

determinants of school practiceS', one could expect labor /I/
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STUDENT NUMBER
0 CTIDO- , ;WPM- Or'HYPE FMLL7NT FOr:mv SITION rION STRIKES

.
1 ,

Plant'fille ; Urban '769
Whitte ArT NoneMassachusetts f

Declininq
'1ulti-ethnic

Shad!. Heights: Subu be,r.

Dc11.7.i77.
Rhode Island

- Declinie
AFT Four

4s

Vista, Suburban 17

Arizona'' Consol- :xoanci

idEited

:*:,Dandir White ' NEA :one
Small Mexican

I

4

Metropolis' Urban 240,000 DeclininIg 62% Black,.

S

AFT.
A

Pennsylvania (
, r3eclininc

32%,White/ .

,.

,

i% .Hispanic
,

Northwood

Oregon

Urban , . 17,000

Declining

,(
\, Predounantly NEA

Bleck
Fiv'eo

I I-

Rural 844 Stable White NEA None
. , Expanding

J.
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relationstolook very similar at the school sites within
-/

'a district and quite different betWeen districts. That

pattern,, however, was not apparent in the schools. Instead,

there .4s. wide variation i? the effects of the'contrct ft-6

school to school' within thedipaM, district. While.a small

number of provisions were fully complied with at 'virtually

all schoOl sites( many were not-

An anaLysis 61* contract compliance in the schools revealed

that epntract,provisions typically fall into'one of three

categories:.

1. Fully implemente provisions that ar literally
complied with' at 11 schools.

(2. Partiall m lemented provisietns that,are weakly
_schools

3. Variab im lem ed provi ons that are enforced in
'some shoo s, ig ore& in thers, and informally
renegotiated in ethers.

comp
14,

Whether a provisior\ is.fully, part ally, or
,>

varj.ably

4 implemen ed,,dep6nds on impOrtice to teachers and its

enEor eability. Fully pleqiited provision are ones

that re highly valued by teachers and enfOrceable.: Partially
.

implemented provisions may be' important'to teachers but are,

7 , L...... '

1 unenfp ceable. Va iably mplemented provisions are ;.1ilirie

, 1
that are enforceabl , but e not so important to teachers

\ ,

j

0

ti
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to req ire complett4uncompromised compliande: The'y adCounted
r

.,e for th larst number of non-compensation items in tipe
0--

? .
contr ct, and were often informally renegotiated by leachers

principals at the school site. Each of these types of

visions will be explored briefly.

Type One: Full .Implementation

In these instances, contract language did deterMine

practice. The provisions of the contracts in this study

that fell into tti firtt'category dealt'with seniority

layoffs and transfers, class size limits; and duty-free
lg.

lunCh guarantees. (The lii ;iber and identity tif particular

provisions might vary somewhat with a larger sample.) Ea

provision was very important to teachers nd enforceable

a strong, provision from the univn's perspective.
al- ,

Seniority Layoff and Transfer Provisions: Job security

is, not surprisingly, a central CbrIce'il for teaphers. When

asked what issue thy mfght grieve more teachers responded

.

1 '

job..:!=. - that they would initiate formal complaints about securp

0 than any other issue; 'many said that itls 1pe only issue
1.

u .
they might grieve-

, .

Seniority-based layoffs are contractually required i

1PMetropolis, Shady Heights, Mill City, ailelantxhlle, all-'
, r .

a.
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,

1which are currently expelienting enrollment declines. In

,A.

. t1ese districts the order of layoffS/ was strictly adhered

to by the administration and closely watched by the union.

Involuntary tra sfers at follow layoffs were so deter-

mined by senidity in Metropolis, Shady Heights, and Plant-
.,

ville while "other relevant factors" were considered along

with seniority in the other districts. I,n the districts

that had negot' ted seniority transfers, principals reported

having virtu ly no control over changes in th1e compositioil,

of staff in thlair schools. This restriction was, from the

principal's perspective, particularly troublesome in ,e

Metropolis where transfers were numerous and the union closely

monitored compliance. Whe Othere wasino room for adminis-
.

tratilve abuse, there was a so no alldaanc? for discretion,

no way to fix inappropriaEe outcomes. Principals recounted

extreme incidspis where dgmino sequences of teacher transfers
-

disrupted their schools. They complained about the effect

,o; seniority transfers on the stability and/loyalty of their
,

staffs, 10 stapdards oAlnstructidnaYcompetence, and on

the q ali of'.teaching in specialized p ograms. Yet, there

L /was no ins ance in this stry where Beni ity rights were

. waived for the sake of the educationa;_program;.there was,

no apparent intradistrict variation /ir he implementation of
4

4 r

10
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this contract provision.

Class Size Limits: Four of the six sample districtsW-

addressed class size in their 'contracts. The provisions

ranged from a class size goal of twenty-Five in,ShadykHeights

to a fixedinaximuM of thirty- eight in the secondary classes

of Vista. Distinctions were made in the acceptable class

size limits fororarious Avels and subjects /1:11 districts

but Metropolis, were the maximum of,thirt' -three was constant

in all grades and subjects

Teachers value cts e. limits in Apart because they

believe they make their responsibilities more manageable

and success in t it work more" ikely. But more important,

class size pr isions protect.jobsiTeaChers in the districts

with enrOlment declines Metropolis, Shady Heights,, Mill

Citi, and Plantville -- were aware that, an additional, student

in each class,n the strict would eliminate many teachers'

jobs. In Metropolis ani,Plantville the contract language

I

enabled them to limit student assignments, but cless sizes

varied in Mill City d Shady.Heights where the contract

did not establish a maximum. In Vi a where enrok4ents
111

were growing; :,larg sses were occasionally tolerated by
7

teachers because acceptingiditional students did not

jeopardize an current teachilh positions.

J

1
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Duty-Free Lunch: The third contractual provision that

was regularly implemented and closely monitored at the school

site"was the guaralltee of a duty-free lunch, provided fbr in

all the contracts.

assigniv teachers to lunch duty at any4ime; the Met

contract said that teachers should' be relieved ofnon-nstru

ional duties "to the "extent possibIef*-and the Vista contract

stated that `e school boi!trd "will make an, effort to reduce"

The Mill City agteeMent further rohibited

such duti s Therefore, while teachers in all districts
. .

were ass red of unassigned time to eat, they al iso might be

,required to su rvise the cafeteria at-ather

,districts but City.

Teachers are vetitMentabout -the importance of releas&I

timefor lunch; thy are only slightly less

discussing their distlite,for cafeteria
1

,.t -,as a tedious policing furletion, a.riiisuse of theiLr'profeSy-.

isiorial time and Skills. ,,In several districts the tight to

times in ail

impassiOAed in

supervision, regarding

a duty-free lunch and the implied release .,from cafeteria
A

superviiion had beh hard-won-gains that weFejealously
4

A
guarded. Many principals reported that the provision at,

.

duty-free lunch time and't t management of the cafeteria
....] . . . i

were for them the most troublesome parts .(5?,f thefontract,"
Teachers and principals agreed that disorder in the cafeteria

gl"
.

_

12

I

--"aimr

p
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often spilled Over into the classroom and disrupted instruc-
-_,

,,tion and learning. However, while the principals often

3.., contended that' teachers should reasfume supervIsion in this

area, teachers held firmly ,that this was solely an adminis-

trative responiblitlY.
%

No teachers were seen to volunteer for cafeteria duty

in Mill:City wVer the contract freed them of this respon-

sibility. In Metropolis, where the'union argued strongly

that the contract meant teachers should be relieved of

cafeteria duty, there was but one school of the eighteen

consulted-where teachers, supervised lunch. In that case.

teachers had not volunteered their services. Rather, the

principal held firmly to,the contract language that provided

teachers relief from these duties "whenever possible."
,)

When confrorited with grievances, he successfully argued that

cafeteria management was not possible without teacher super-

vision.

Throughout this study, to chers insisted that this

negotiated right to a duty-fr1e lunch and the implied release

from cafeteria supervision be implemented as fully as the

contract and union strength-would allow. They repeatedly

disavowed responsibility for any disorder that might follow

from insisting on this right.
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Type Two: Partial Implementation

These guarantees of a secure jab, a manageable%class

size, and released time at lunch were widely reported to be

of.great importance to teachers. .There were other issues

that concerned theM, but that were not,easily

through the contract. These included assurances of equitable.

treatment, standards foi student discipline, and guarantees

of adequate building security or maintenance. For example,

the malfunctions of heating systems in old buildings were

'big worries for teachers but were not perceived to be

contract violations that could be remedied. Outdated texts'

and worn or damaged equipment were often similarly tolerated.

Teachers *eported having little confidence in being able to

i hold administrators to the general contract language on

Student discipline. They were, for the most part, resigned

to pursuing their concerns aboUt discipline informally,

outside the contract. Hrever, in the extreme, the contract

would be invoked as a last resort, occasionally with success,

but often not. Many broken windows in a school, roofs that

leaked repeatedly into classrooms, chemistry classes with-

out experimental equipment, and a vice principal who was

widely perceived as giving no discipline support to teachers

all precipitated grievances in the schools of this study.



1
But th

/typiAlly unenforceable and wea from the union's per.spective,

7,t

1 -
4e,

e were the.exceptions;.this second type Of provision,

had consistent 4' little effect on school practices.

TypThree: Variable Implementation

The most notable findings of this study reveal conside-
g

cable variation within districts in the implementation 6f

the contracts and the effectL of the union on the school.

While contracts included a few provisions ti4t were closely

enforced throughout the distriots and a few more that were

rarely enforced,.many other contract provisions were inform-
:

all renegotiated by teachers and principals at thei chools.

These included such provisions the teachers' use of_prep-

aration periods, the role of the building advisory committee,

the length and frequencl, of meetings, and the assignment of

teachers to supervisory duties. While the Metropolis con-

tract permi'tted teachers to determine the use of their

.preparatiOn periods, principals exerted varying degrees of
-7

influence and control over itS use. The Vista contract

stated that the administration would "make an effort to

reduce" non-teaching duties. Teachers in one school super-

vised the cafeteria, buses, playground, and lavatories, while

in another assumed no responsibilities of this kind.

15

.1`
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Five contracts set limits-on the freqdency and 1 ngth

of staff meetings. However, the actual schedules var edi

considerably from school to school within any district.-

Some princitels called fewer'or shorter meetings than the

contract allowed; others arranged to hold one longer meeting
. .

in the place of two short ones; a few fully used the allotted

_meeting times. Teachers We_ re rarely reported: -to leave'if
t

the meeting occasionally,extended beyond the permissible length

:
and were said b rincipals to roMply *ith requests for

additional.emergency meetings. Such concessions by teachets

were r

admini

to depend largely on the context of the

r s request: A Plantville principal saie'that

on.ocdasion h will call a faculty meeting without the

required fo ty-eight hours notice. He explains to his staff,

"I know the is not according tei the contract, but it would

lkbe mutually neficial if we all met." The teachers, he

says, accept this because he does not "call.meetings for

the sake of calling them."

In part, teachers avoided literal contract enforcement

because they believed it to be educationally unsound, but

they and their principals were also well aware that rigidly

insisting on contract compliance was often not in either's

best interests. To fully enforce one side of the contract

16
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was to invoke similarly rigid expectations from the other.'

As one MetroP:Vlis principal said, if there were a teacher

"who made me walk .the chalk line, trifbn I!d make'th4t.teacher

walk the chalk line." Therefore, both sides sawb&room to

maneuver, to trade favors, and to adjust the force and detail

of the contract tO.fit the.partiOlaf needs of the school,

_the teachers, or administrators.

The following example from\one Shady Heights school

illustrates this renegotiation', reciprocity, and rtj-ection

ofoformalism. The teachers and principal h'ad'substitUted

grade level staff me6tings..during preparation periods for
.

regular staffeetings.( The principal repOrted:

A gung-ho'teacherscame here and tbought he
could straighten ieryone ouc. ,ye didn't
seem to understand ur facul and chow we
work together. He ame to me nd said that
I had no right to expect the teachers to meeoWt
during their free time to discuss these
issues, that I was only permitted to call
three faculty meetings a month, according
to the contract. And I, said to-him, "You're
right. Let s see what we can do about it."

.

The p inci lIe faculty together; announced that

40
.. c;114".

there wolpld be .three one'-hour meetings each month and that'

3

-1

s

there would be no excuse for absence.

17
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Well, af r this meeting they got to this
guy and ey said, "If you ever say any-
thing like that again, we're-going to
break your neck." Well, that ended that,.

#

)
The extent of flexibility in this third type of contract

provision was usually determird by a combination of factors:

The teachers' regard for the principal,, the principaAir
1

initiatives to bend the contract and the working relation-

ship betweemothat principal and the uniOnleadership within

the school-,' Where there was mutual respect and the admini-
.

stxative dxpectation that teachers would go beyond the con-
, )

tract, these provisions were reshaped to meet the needs. of

( id
the school, its prinpipal, andthe teachers. Where there

was dissatisfactiOn'and dissension between teachers

principals, boths,,sides were more cigid'and formal in their

expectations and these contract proVisions were more closely'

enforced.. The'folloWing brief comparisions of two 'Metropolis

high schools point up such differences.

t/ Metropolis High School #1

The laborlrelationship in t igh school was adAr-

sarial, with the

open hostile conflict. Teachers insistftd,on.close policing

pal .arid bu .repxesentative.in

.off the contract and very rarely bent it to meet the needs

of the school:, The building committee which 'responded, o



41.

-15-

teacher initiated complaints was said by one teacher to "go

looking for other problems!' The pi.incipal was said by

teachers,yto deliberately force grievances. Five grievances

abcSut school practices had been filed by the union within a

year. Teachers expressed strong dissatisfaction with the

overall organization of the school and blamed the administra-

tion for problems of discipline and disorder. The principal

`,argued in response, that such problems should be ;co;.lective

concerns." Teachers reported being iessured by colleagues

not to volunteer for extra dutiakor activities because of

the principal's authoritarian Stance toward them.
a

Metropolis Hill' School #2

The union organization in another Metropolis school was

4
f,

regarded as quite strong, yet the labrelationship in the

school was exceptionally cooperative., The.prindipal, who,

was said to "go by the book with tile:contract" actively,J

pursued a close working relationship with the building

representatiVe and building committee. e said:

,The building committee becomes a resource
that I can call for. assistance in admini-
stering the school . . . . involve
merit*in this committee lerads to thear
acceptance of responsibility for the
school . . . . The faculty here have a
commitment to this school. We have an
understanding that thisis our school,
and not a s 1, or his sCTUOl.

19
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Teachers/ in this school, reported strong approval of this /

4 f

cooperative venture. They also reported being ver satisfied

with' the school discipline and cAtwol. The cont ct, while

respected and adhered to by the administration, was occasionally

bent for the 9ctiool. For example, in order to tain

advanced math and language courses wh-,h have

LWments,teAcherpiagreed, 10 teach a com small and

large'tlasses, thus complying with the' class size averages

.

but not limits. No teach4rs reported beiftg pressured to
3m.

refrain'Trom volunteer activities and many reported partic-:

-

ipatiro. in such activities.
. ,

There were important differences betweeh the schools

in the expectations of principals and building representatives.

.TeaChers in the first were considerab' less ,lexible in

responding to school needs, teaCher-administkator relatiOn-

shipsyere more formalized, and practices were more rule-

.,bound than in the second school. Such differences persisted

, despite idential district-level influendes of contract and

union ,strength.

Other intradistrict differences were not always so

e*treme., Two alleipentary schools in Plantville illustrate

less dramatic but equally important variation.

20
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4

PlantvilleElementary School Ill

The principa of this elementary school was a strong
o

advkcate of teacher'aionisM but bel* vedlthat the principal

must set the standa ds fSr the school: "The teachers," he

says, "will go alo -contract or no contract." 'This

principalJiad,fir exReCtations about the performance of .

his staff. He required teachers to begin supervising the

school at 8:420 fifteen minutes before tote begin4ing*of

their_wotk day in 41olation of the contract. He'monitored

4-the after-sc hool help_i*ovided to students by teachers-. He

ran a system of Oaggered lunches that allowed teacher

supervi'bion of the cafeteria/and playground--an unusual

,

arrangementin ye dstrils. Although the schoolwide

e
.average on clas ze was enforced, student's were grouped

.
, .

By ability and therefore classes varied considerably in
,

size Within the school, sometimed exceeding the contractual

maxima. Teachers repdrted frequent vollipteer activities in.

the School. Fdi example, each Spring the t.TA sponsored a

fair on a Saturday *hen "everyone gets involyed." Teachers

expressed great regard for the principal's,leadership and

tolerant acceptance of'his high standards and extfa demands.

The contracthad law prominence in the school and the build-
It

ing representative reported having a good working relation-

ship with the principal against whom no grievances had ever

been filed.

.21



Plantville Elementary School #2

r
The principal in a second elementary school was also

a trong union supporter but took a laissez-fire stance toway0

' the eachersirtpe school, and the union. Tepichers in the
11

schoot, we e mot active union members, the building represent-
. A

Ati4e h Bing taken the job because no one eisse wo4d accept

it.: Th building committee- did not function. -The principal
." L

had encountered one grievance over class size, but in

general he was careful not to abridge the contract.

expressed reluctanceeabout moni caring the arrival and

departtre-Ames of teachers,"I don't-like to be a police

'officer. They say I'm ioo easy on them." He did not ask

t6.achers to volunteer for extia activities al;pough,tmany

reportedly did out of concern for students. The princi-

paluportely neither opposed nor supporte such teacher

initiatives. While there we-6.i0 apparent labor difficulties

in the school, teachers expressed dissatipfaction about the

lack of discipline,'4order and directiOn of the sch651: They

complained that the principal did not'supervise the perform-

ancd of two teachers generally-regarded as incompetent.

Whilte there weren't yle stark differences in labor

relations at these Plantville schools as there were in the

4

a
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L
ft>

Itropolis sChools described above, there were important
l

.

.differences in the role of the contract, administative_ N
.

leadership,
4

and teacher se vices. "Both principals respected
. .:

the contract, ut the f' t asked teachers to go beyond it ',

for thegOod of the sc ool; 'they complied. 1The.secend
1

principal pursued a cauti4us courseasking no moretofr_
4

teachers than they were obliged .to give. Teachers were
4

approving of the first principal's direction; they were

disSatisfied,.with the second iprincipal's lack of leadership,

howevier contractually correct it might be,

As these examples Suggest,.differences in pripbipals'

administrative4 style appeared to be central in determining

the shape of laborkrelations anethe level of teacher- 4

services at the scho 1 site. One might legitiMately

question what other factors might influence these outcomes,

e.g.-, the level and,location of the school, history of

building labor relations, prevailing union sentiments of

staff. Overall, these factors did not seem 4o carry great

Foi example,, labojelations were generally more

tranquil at the elementary than the secondary level, but
I

there were sc ools where that pattern was reversed. Teacher

morale in schools serving middle income students might be

-expected to be higher than in schools serving Very poor

a
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studen , but there were schools wit satisfied andidis: o.

It" ,in each arta.

Stich /fables were not controlled in phis studyi

However, two schoolspresente&the opportunity to consider
'111

the effects OT -these additional factors when changes in the
- ) _,4

principalship were ,followed by drattatic c1nges in teacher

services,, contra t kpro in and labor relations., Other
',

factors such ast o6atio union strength of.the staff, and

economic level'of studen s rpmained constant. A brief

account of what happened each of tiese schools will

illustrate the importa f% the principal.

ista High School

Under'a previous adminr rator, th'is h,igF schoo4 had
1

flbundered; labor relations wer strained. One teacher

d'scribed the problem:

He was autho itarian, but was never in
control of t e faculty or t e students.
We were afra d of him. He -as shouting
and slammin all the time. jfihe associa-
tion and th principal werefin constant
battle. D partment meetirjs with him

ody could reallywere very difficult*
figure out wipat_he Ont. d_ . .., .. . We t ".

didn't have contro o anythirig. Students
would leave the cam u ; the' OoDuldn't be
in Masses. It was eneral'confusion.-

1 /..

2 4

A
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4

d
Ten griey were in efne year Against this principal

and teacher orale w reportedly very low. -

By co rast, ths, rincipC1's replacement was charac-. a.

prdblem-solving alproach 4i. -aings.m

's very innovative dNloesn't come to -

,terized as taking

One teacher said, \"

the teachers with a decision, but with a problem. And he

gets things done."' Tile principal was said to'be very active
2

and visible in the schocil. Student discipline and attendance

iMprov d dramatically, and teaching performance w s observed

and evtluated regularly by administrators. Morale/Among

teachers was very high. The building representati , who

had initiated grievances the previous year, assumed wide

'adminigtrative responsibilities for*att dance under. the

new adinistration. No new grievances were filed. 'Teachers
. . A01-

reported vcd&itarily accepting various sypervisory respons-

ibilities for the good of theischool.

Shady Height's High School
. .

A new describedby teacher as "very

professional" and 'authoritarian" replaced another principal

whom teachers agreed had been unsuccessful. One teacher

characterized his.shortcomings:

P

The previous principal was an inconsistent'
\t disciplinarian. He ups particularly
concerned about what couldn't be done.,tHe
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.. .

e

,_had' qiands tied' mentalit. He had'
-. 'al clt.,hpproach to dealing with the

. fac V. . t . he ruled by glanting
I '. fav He did this like eliminate

, the'sig ilipign-out sheet for teachers.
. Fig di Med infrequently and ind's-
c . crimina fly both students and teat ors. t

. V .

le''
'

There were a 1.o. of problemi in the
4 1

J- ' builiding students were late to' class;
.there was a lotkof rib4.-iv in,, the Co---

;
. iidorsi'students would Obme to class

unprepared to learn. .' m ..
--,

, 1 \
lon.kn the new princf0a arrived,.teachert impressed by Sis4i,

inclinedpurposefulness, were inclined to support him. He quickl
-,

0,., reinstated, checks on teachers' performance. For exapip

t.

F',

teacheri were requiredto sign-in and out and received
011.

letter of reprimand if they were late :more than three times.

''Teachers were' le red to b&- in theta homerooms when the

bell sounded,
*
to s nd in the corrido s between classes,

and to formally supervise the halls fat-ter during, and,

after school* The principal expected them to go beyond the
4

demands were nrequireMents

grieved even
_1

drganization.

of the contract, and his

though this was a school with a strong union

Teachers reported'that the changes had restbred

order to the school; vir eryon believed they had

.10.0en productive One

"You have t do( the classroom job because now the conditions

arizeN her sat,isfaction,, <
,,.

%re good and the school is running well."

At
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These two examples emphasize what the others suggest

the levels of teacher service, literal implementation of

the contract,ffnd quality of labor relations were subject

to considerable influence by the principal. Intradistrict

variations were unmistakable. Teachers in some schools

-were seen to assume extra supervisory responsibilities, use
t

pieparation periods for inservice training, ttepd extra

meetings, reallocate student assignments within the school,

and volunteer for extra activities. Teachers in other

schools might cut corners On the work day, refuse non-

instructional duties not included in the contract, and

insist on literal enforcement of teacher obserAtion

procedures. There was, of course, variation between

these extremes.

Conclusion

The picture of labor relations and contract implement-

ation at the school sie, then, has a few fixed and many"

flexible features. Negotiating provisions of the first

type in a district where the union is strong enough to

insist on compliance will impose limitations on the

principals' control over faculty compoilition, the allocation

of students to classes, and the supervision of the cafeteria.

at
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Yet, many of the contractual provisions are informally

renegotiated atthe school site where such factors as teacher

interests, educational consequences, administrative leader-

ship, and .staff allegiance are balanced and counterbalanced.

Finally, it it must
11

be noted that flexibility in contract

administration at the school site is not without limits.

"There arei" as Robert Frost wrote, "roughly zones," in

this case zones of acceptable-administrative diScretion and

teacher tolerance .that, having been set districtwide by

contract langdtge and union strength, are beyond the. Optrol

of teachers and principals. While the principal and

individual' school staffs can significantly influence and

regulate the'implementation of contract language and the

effects Of collective bargaining on 'their schools, the

range of possible outcomes is limited.

J



APPENDIX A

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

I selected six districts that wo ld represent a diverse

sample of those involved in collective bargaining. Such a

sample would permit me to map ,the range and variation of

labor relations practices. Clearly, there are types of

districts that are not represented in the sample. However,

the districts included in this sample are diverse in size,

controlling state statute, AFT/NEA affiliation, regional

location, urban/suburban/rural character, racial and ethnic

composition, enrollment and economic trends, strength and

activity of the union, and strength of the contract. On

the of prelimApary data, I began with hypotheses that

suggested that the effects of teacher unionism might be less

extensive, formal, and fixed than they are generally thought

to be. Consequently, I intentionally included districts

reputed to have militant unions and experience with strikes.

There were many possible combinations of districts that

might have compriied this sample. Generally, districts

were selected because they were recommended by those-familiar

with local districts (SEA administrators, union leaders,

community leaders, other school administrators) as ones

that matched the combinations of characteristics I was

seeking. 'I selected the sample sequentially to ensure that
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the balance of variables could be maintained. I requested

entree into eight districts. Two refused'my request; the

remaining six make up the final sample.

Within eac district, I conducted in-depth interviews

with central office administrators, union leaders, principals

and teachers. Because of the relatively small number of

central office administrators and union officers, I\Oter-
t

viewed a:11' who were identified as relevant to the research.

The selection of principals was made with the help of distkict

administrators and union leaders. I requested a balanced

selection that varied in age and experience, sex, school

level and location, labor attitudes, and administrative

style. I repeatedly asked those interviewed whether the

sample was "b-alanced and representative of the range of

principais in therdistrict."

-After completing the interviews with principals, I

4
selected three to five schools in each district that seemed

to represent the range of grade level, location, administra-

tive style, and union activity within the district. With

the'principal, I selected a sample of seven'to fifteen

teachers, once again seeking diversity on a number of

variables; grade, subject, sex, union views, support or

opposition to principal, degree of involvement in school
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activities. The union building representative, who was

always included in this sample, helped select the teacher

sample in some cases and always reviewed the selection for

balance.e
;A, I spent one or two full days in each of twenty

schools, with the length_gf visit depending on their size.

The 289 interviews of this study were semi-structured,'

and varied in length from thirty minutes to two hours.

Throughout the research I made a concerted effort to zP.
N.

triangulate information and responses, to disconfirM ,

hypotheses, and to seek a range of views.' Extensive notei-

weretakerl during all interviews. These were later dictated

onto tape and transcribed, yielding 2500 pages of field notes.

-In addition to the interviews, I informally obs rved

classrooms, corridors, cafeterias, main offices, to chers'

rooms and after-school activities. I attended several

faculty and one school board meeting when labor issues were

on the agenda. I collected copies of contracts, statutes,

memos, teacher handbooks, union Publications, district

publications, aneSgard policies from each of the six districts.

I have subscribed to local newspapers for six months follow-I

ing site visits in order to follow current issues, e.g.,

negot4.ations, strikes, pending arbitrations.


