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"6 h@ Jmplemented at the school site.

‘s

* ‘ ‘

rn‘assessing’the effects of teachger union)sm on schools,

attention;is typiéally_focussed on the'cont;act. What

administrative cd@straints does it~ 1mpose9 What'teacher

.kights doesrit gua-rantee’>

'The-outcomes of the process of o

collective bargarding are thought to be embodled in the

contract language, and contractual prov1sions are assumed

~

i,

.

JIn this v1ew to -

know the contract is- to know. the labor practices "of the

)

schools. . E
\ <

&
aSSumption.

4‘ *

”
L

=

They show that contract prov151ons are differ—

';“:- The research fin‘&ngs re orted here challenge that

-

entially enforced and" that there can. be w1de variation-in

.,

'labor practices from school to. school w1th1n a district.>

Only a- small number of\non—compensation contract prov1sions

Stlll others ‘are variably 1mplemented and subject to inter-

'uthey are negotiated.

_are fully 1mplemented 1n all schools ‘of the districts where.

Others are only partially 1mplemented.

'L

=

pretation and 1nf5rmal renegotiathnawithin-andividual schoole

" A contract prov1saon falls into one of three'categories

. »

depending on its enforceahility and its importance to teachers.

The first ‘type of prov1sions 1nclude those contractkitems

asuch as seniority transfer procedures that are fullz

N
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) .
B nonfcompensatlon prov1qpons of teacher contracts amd-their Lo

,supervisory duties are variably implemented. There is

metﬁBdologyr this research folldwed collective bargaining

TN

,implemented in all schools because they are both highly

valued by teachers and readily enforceable. A second type
. : ) . ] A "

of provisidns include those such as discipline codes that

are d1ff1cult to enforce and consequently rema1n only

partlally 1mpledemted whatever their value to teachers. The

third type, including provisions such as those restricting

2

¢

correspondence between the provision and practice in some

schools but not in others.  While enforceable, these provisi%?s

are not perceived~b; teachers to be in their vital interests
iy : . . .

and therefore are often amended to fit the needs of the

‘

staff, administration, oy program of ‘a particular school.

. : N ,") l

RESEARCH DESIGN

L

WBecause so llttle is understood about(tﬁe effé%ts of

<¢
¢
collect1ve bargalnlng on schools, this research was de51gned

to explore and describe the range of . collect1ve bargalnlng

effects in a variety of s ttlngs. Its focus was on the
/

effects on day-to-day school, operations. Using'a qnalitative
o= i P _

agreements add teacher unions 1nto the off1ces,_corr1dors,

and classrooms of schools to assess to what degree the contract -

s -

o
s S
hl
—
o
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is complied with at the school Site and to examine the ways

'in which the union exerts influence on both its méﬁbership

-

and the, hool»administration.' ‘ : .
-In-depth interviews were conducted Qith 289 teacher;
and administratoré in a diverse sample of six.school
districts. The districts, which have here beeﬁ'aSSigned
fictitious names, varied in size, controlling labor statute,

¢

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

.
rural character, racial and ethnic composition and enroll- \\\\g\

ment ahd economic trends. Table I summarizes these district

features. There also was wide variation in union strength,

contract‘bomplexity and strength, and the_chagactef of labor *
rglations_among tﬁe'distr;cts of this sample. It was
assumed that such a sample would make it possible to tap

the range and variation of labor practices and to illustrate
the\éffects of different éontracts on schools. The ﬁethodf
0109§ of(data coliection is explained more fully in fﬁé
Appendi x. | , ‘ ‘

FINDINGS ) ‘ ‘ N .

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 7

.\ ' ) o, . .



Ohio

Y
o

- Declining

Black

|

l'I" 2’ . Q/‘.
TABLE 1 ‘
‘e \/ o ‘ " ,
S !
/ STUDENT NUMBER
" . , CMPO- © UAPFILI- OF
i T¥PE ENROLLVENT KOE iy SITION . ATION  §TergEs
. / ! ] “ v ¥ N
[ y“ ' ¢ " ’ \
Plantville / brhan “769 o eciiviae White / AT None
Massachusetts/ - declining Hultf-ethn}c
e o,
o ’ ) ' ' B ‘ . o . : ’ St '
'" Shady Heights  Suburpan 8,000 » Jeclinigo Nhite AT Feur
~ Rhode Island * 0 declinin: \ . .
. d C e ow
Vista. Suburban 27,348 Zupanding - White = VEA \one
' Arizona 0 Comsol- ' Ixoancihe Small Mexican
1, idatec
l L » " , \ _
Metropoli‘sl " Urhan 240,000 ‘ declining 62% Black. . . arp° Three
Pennsylvania ‘Beclininc - 32% Vhite '
h - 4’ , 6% Hispanic ~
—_—
. ‘ . . i . o o . |,
Mill Ci;y‘ o, Urban 17,000 © Declining o Prédomlnantly NEA  Five

« Northwood Rural Bd4 Stable White " NEA ' Nope
Oregon Expanding - N ' .
, -y v
N , l N
\ ' ¢ \'v
F 1 9 ' ) ".
‘ b o ' . : , e )
. Do !
’ / ’ ‘
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\\\ 1. Fully implemented)provisions that arﬁ/;iterally

that -

’ ) } , .
o \ e e
relatlons .tol look very slmllar at the school 51tes W1tth
/ IR ..
‘"a district and quite dlfferent between dlstrlcts. That ~

pattern,'however, was not apparent in the sohools. Instead .
there was. nide variation iT the effects of the‘contract fro
school to school within the same dlstrlct While.a small
number of prov1s10ns were fully complied with at‘V1rtua11y‘ B
all school 51tes< many werelnot _ _ _ . f
. . -
An analysls od contract compliance in the - schools’ revealed

-

that ?ontract prov151ons typically fall into ‘one of three

| . )PD L. v
categorles.," ‘ - ‘”- . . foﬂ ' .

compllea’w1th at 311 schools.

H

2. Partially hmplemented prov1slghs that. are weakly
complied with at all. schools » . .

-

ions that are enforced in
thers, and informally

3. Variabiy implem 'ed prov1
» -some sc¢hools, igpored in
" renegptiated in

oo
-~ . o r
Whether a provision\is,fully, partfally,-or var;ably

enfor eability. Fuily i plem{nted provision age ones

re highly valued by \teachers and eﬁﬁdrceab}e.: Partiaiiy
implemenied provisions may be;}mportant'to teachers: but are;\
unenfozceahle.‘ ;;'iably mpiemented provisions are’tho e 3

that are enforseab

.
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.; ) to req ire complet 4uncompromlsed compllance. They accounted
’ for th larQESt number of non—qompensatlon items in the

e
" contrdct, and were often informally renegotiated by teachers

~J

principals at the school site. Each of these types of

visipns will be explored briefly. -’ ¥

Type One: Full Implementation _7 —

In these ingtances, contract %anguage did determine
L -, ' ,
practice. The provisions of the contracts 1n this study

N ) ) : ° . &
. , . . N . . . . -

that fell into tﬁe f1;ft°category dealt 'with sehiority
¢ layoffs and transfers, class size 11m1ts, and duty-free

1unch guarantees. (The Jﬁﬁber and 1dent1ty Qf partlcular"

o

prov151ons-mlght Vary somewhat with a larger sample.) Ea
; o 3 [ J . * .
. provision was very important to teachers fnd enforceable --

\\- . » . g ] !
a strong provision from the unien's perspective.

\ ’ - | | > : . | /.., | .

‘ ' Seniorjty Layoff and Transfer Provasions: Job security

C is, not surprisingly, a central é&nceiﬁ for teachers. When Ca l
d&/

' ~asked what issues théy might grieve, more teachers responde
&~_’- . ’ , ‘ ’ . ~ - . .

-JQ\\;~ that they would initiate formal complaints about job security
’ R ~than any other ;issue; ‘many said that itmags the only issue
» ’ ‘- - ! r‘-‘ ’ ) . B
o \i - they might grleve. * . - -
’ . : Q .
;‘:y - - Senlorlty based 1ayoffs are contractually required i 45
- : Metropolis, Shady Heights, Mill City, ahd\Plantvz.lle, all”’ gl
» ~ ! . . ’ o . A . ) « ’ : (v}
‘ S - \

Y4
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’ *
hinY .

‘ N /. ' - .
which are currently, experieating enrollment declines. 1In
, ,J R .
tﬂese districtsffhé,order of layoffs was strictly thened

' 4

to by the administration/and closely watched by the union.

-
.

\

3

~ f/

,oﬂ senlorm;y trdhsfers on the stability and Joyalty of their

" staffs, bw

Invo;nntaty't:7nsfers at follow layoffs were a}so deter-

mined by senidrity in Metropolis, Shady Heights, and Plant-

N ~N°

ville while "other relevant factors"” were considered along
with seniqrity in the other districts. 1In the districts
that had negotiated seniority transfers, principals reported
ha&ing virtnggi: no control over changes in thg comp051t10n
of staff in thblr schools. This restrlctlon was, ‘from the
principal's perspective, particularly tronbiesome in ',,

Metropolis where transifers were numerous and the union closely

monitored compliance. Whe # there wasg no room for adminis-
- > ' . “ -

) . . ' ) . .
tratlwe abuse,_there was a}so no allodwance for discretion,

no way to fix inéppropria e outcomes. Principals recounted

. e ‘

-

ex;reme 1nc1de9és where dqmlno sequences of teacher transfers .

dlsrupﬂed the1r schools. They complalned aboht the effeect

%4

g 4

standards ogﬁlnstructlcngz’competence, and on

the‘qhéli of. teachlng in spec1allzed programs. Yet, there

was no instance in this st?dy where seniority rights were
. A
walved for the sake of the educatlon/;,program,_there was. -

no apparent 1ntradlstr1ct variation i he implementation of
)

L . c 7

[ 4

[S



this contract provision.
d v P Th— :

Class Size Limits: Four of the six sample districts\Ja/

addressed class size jin their ‘contracts. The provisions
ot ranged from a class size goal of twenty-five in.Shadw H_eights
to a fixed™maximum of thirty-eight in the secondary classes '
‘ \ ~ g

of Vista. Distinctions were made in the acceptable class

size limits fon.'\varlous levels and subjects 1}1 al(l-\—lstrlcts

but Metropolis, wl;ere the maximum of thlrty three was constant

¢ " . v
{ in all grades and subjects ) ’ /

Teachers value cl!ss Fhre limits in part because they

™ ’

. l . believe they make their responsibilities vmore manageable

and success in their work more’ J.f:'.'kely. But more 1mportant, >

1s:.ons protect. jobs /Teachers in the d1str1cts

- . class 51ze Pro
) .with enréllment declines -~ Metropolis, Shady Helghtf,, Mill
j. ' City and Plantville -~ were aware' that.‘an additional student

in each class Jin the/j:itrlct would eliminate many teachers'

"jobs. In Metropolis a Plantville the contract language
¢« . IS

. . !
e?,nbled them to limit, student assignments, but clgss sizes
«. varied in Mill City qi\

d ' Shady.Heights where the con‘tractq'.

X did not estiiblish a maximpum. InL\Esr‘Ea where enroj}lpents

Al

were growing,‘-\\rlar?pmsses were océ¢asionally tolerated by

v

. - . /
teachers because acceptingAditional students did not - { /_

- jeopardize ér* current teachirﬁ positions.

N ~

- . . N N PR
| - : AN
‘ ! : - . A
J _ - o !
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. Duty-Free Lunch:\ The third contractual provision that .

was regularly implemented and closely monitored at the school

site was the guaraﬂtee of a duty-free lunch, provided for in

’

*v,\., all the contracts. The Mill City agreement further rohibited
b — . . '."/' .
‘ : assigniqq teachers to lunch duty at any(time; the Met lis

, contract said that teachers shoul@ be relieved Qf-nonhynstru

_ _ _ ‘.-
ional duties "to the ‘extent possiblefﬁ'and the Vista contract

A S ‘ L .
stated thatitle school bodrd "will make an effort to reduce"’

—

N

. ° such dutijs g Therefore, while teachers in all districts ‘

were assured of unasslgned time to eat they alio mlght be

Y . v . r (

. 1-'/‘ .
requlred to supei;:se the cafeteria at~other tlpes in all o -
.~districts but MilMVcCity. .. " ‘ L -

\\;\%J‘P . Téachers are veh®mént about -the importance of releaséd .
y ™~ ‘
N \\ 2 t1me for lunch th;y are only sllghtly less 1mpassr/£gd in

“
s>

n‘\\
WQ\, d1scus51ng the1r dlséﬁste for cafeterla supervision, régardlng)
ltwas a tedlous policing fuﬁﬂtlon, a m&suce of- th81£ profess .. -
. R ’
‘sioral time and skllls?» In several dlstrlcts the right to

a duty-free lunch and the implied releaseqfrom cafeterla
L] " \

\.
\ . ] .
. // - supervtsaon had. heén hard-won ‘gains that were jealously P poe.
guarded. Many pr1nc1pa1s ‘reported that the prov1s;on 3f R

duty- free lunch tlme and &h//nanagement of the cafeterla ) = A

f 2 K s ' -
were for them the mo'st troublesome parts 'g,f the\'E?ntract, » @,

% g o

) -Teachers and principals agreed that disorder in the safeterla

JR— \ _
Y .'. ) - ' \.Q"




ften spllled 0ver into the classroom and disrupted 1nstruc~

_ . tlon and learning. However, while the pr1nc1pals often T
R ) ’ : :
L ._)53; contended that teachers should reas?ume supervh51on in this

B - v
N . Y

‘ , . area, teachers held. flrmly that this was solel% an admlnls—
o SL ;: ‘ , . . -
7 trative respons;blltly. ' ' . ‘ ' §

» 9 . .
No teachers were seen to voluntéer for .cafeteria duty

:bi"—' - ' .- L :
"}. sibility. In Metropolis, where the union argued strongly

s

that the contract'meant teachers should be relieved of

in Mill:City wﬁjgp’the contract freed them of this_reepon-

cafeteria duty, there was but one school of the eighteen'

~ consulted\where teachera superV1sed lunch In that case. "

“

teachers had not volunteered their serV1ces. Rather, the |
‘principal held firmly to. the contract,language that provided

teachers relief from these duties "whenever possible."
Yy , . Ce
When confronted with grievances, he successfully argued that

. - ; . . ~
cafeteria management was not possible without teacher super-

~ vision.

Throughout this study, teachers insisted that this

-

A | Ay ©

Y o negotiated right to a duty-frde lunch and the implied release
from cafeteria supervision be implemented as fully as. the
contract and union strength would allow. They.repeatedlv

3 = .

disavowed respon51b111ty for any disorder that might follow

from insisting on this right.

o i
A .
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Type Two: Partial Implementation
These guarantees of a secure job a manageable\class

size, and released time at"- lunch were widely reported to be
of great 1mportance to teachers. . There were other issues
that concerned them} but that were not easily‘enforcedrbﬂ
through the contract. These included assurances of equitable
treatment, standards for student diSCipline, and guarantees
of adequate building security or maintenance. For ekample;

»

the malfunctions of heating systems in old buildings were’

“big worries for teachers but were not perceived to be '

contract v1olations that could be remedied Outdated texts
and worn or damaged equipment were often 51milarly tolerated

Teachers geported hav1ng little confidence in being able to

.hold administrators to the general contract language on

student discipline.“ They were, for the most part, resigned
H

- to pursuing their concerns about discipline informally,

1

outside the contract. H‘wever, in the extreme, the contract
0 .

would be invoked as_a last resort occasionally with success,

but often not. Many broken w1ndows in a school roofs that
w

leaked repeatedly into classrooms, chemistry classes with-
P - .

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.

N

&

o

<
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e were the. exceptions; this second typelbf proviéion,

‘typi/élly unenforceable and wea’ffrom the union'svpe:spective[
’ /2N : ) . -

had éonsistentyy little effect on school practices.

.

'
K4

; The most notable findings of this study reveal conside-
B . [ . .

/ TypéIThree: Variable Implement%;ion

..
2/ﬁ rable vaifétion within districéts iﬁ.the_impieménfationqsf
//: the coptrac£s and the eﬁfectélof the union on the school.
: "r While contracés included a few prévisionsvthét wére‘closely
4 ' enforcéd.fhroughout the di;tricts and a few mS;; tﬁat were
‘ ”_fﬁ"rarely enférced,«manyhdther contract provisions‘were inform-
i élly renegotiapéd by teachers and rincipal; at'thei;\ﬁéiobls,
These includéa-such provisions the tgaéﬁers'_use.of_preé:
éfation.peribds, the role of tﬁe building advisoryAéoﬁmittee, ~
the length-and-frequgnéy 6fvmeetings, and the éssighﬁent of -
teachers to superviséry duties. Wbilg,thé-ﬁetropolis con—'
t;act permi‘ted'teachers to determine the use §f,their; )
.prepafatibn periods, principals éxerfed’va;yipé degreesvof
* influence and control over,ité use. The Vista*}éntréét ’
£ k stated that fhe;édministration would'ﬁmqke 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.

y
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s

Five contracts set 11m1ts ‘on the freqdbncy and lzngth

of staff meetlngs( However, the actual schedules var eds

>

'conslderably from school to school w1th1n any d1str1ct.

N

Some pr1nc1nals~called fewer or shorter meetlngs 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 timeg. .Teachers Were rarely reported: to leave' if

. { , ’ R . :
- the meeting occasionally. extended beyond the permissible length’

and were said by principals to comply with requests for~\ .
additionalbemergency meebings. Such concessions by teachers-

y

to depend largely on the context of the

";or s request. A Plantv1lle pr1nc1pal said ‘that

S

on.oc¢asion he will call a faculty meetlng w1thout the

required fo ty—eightvhours notice. He explainsvto his staff,
"i know th. is.not_according td the contract, but it would
be mutuallngxneficial if We‘all ﬁet.“ The teachers, he
says, accept this because he does notv"callﬁmeetings for
the sake of calling them."

.In part, teachers avoided literal contract enforcement
because they helieVed it'to be educationally unsound,’but
they and thelr principals were also well aware that 'rigidly

insisting on contract compliance was often not in either's

best interests. To fully enforce ode side of the contract
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was to invoke similar;y'rigid expectations from the other. .

A

As one Metro;Qlis principal said, if there were a_teacher

' "who made me walk .the chalk linei/mﬁEn 1'd make'thét'teacher

Y

. @ﬁ,*”
walk the’chalk line;" Therefore,_both sldes sawed'room to

A e

maneuver, to trade favors, and to adjust the force and deta11 -

of the contract to flt the partlcﬁlaf needs of the school

a
the teachers, or admlnlstrators.

~ The follow1ng example from\one Shady Heights school

illustrdtes this renegotlatlom, rederoc1ty, and Fejectlon
. ' " . W

of#formalism. The teachers and\orincipal"had‘substltuted o=

grade level staff meetlngs'durlng pseparatlon perlods for

-

-

regular staff\meetlngs<' The pr1nc1pa1 reported-
[ - . - . 9
A gung—ho'teacher~came here and thought he
, could straighten eryone out. He didn't
seem to understand ‘pur facul and how we - *
work together. He pame to me "and said that ..
I had no right to expect the teachers to mee@*
dur1ng their free time  to discuss these
issues, that I was only permitted to call
three faculty meetings a month, according-
to the contract. .%nd I, said to-h1m, "You' re
right. Let(s see what we can do about it."

)

’ ’ . ‘ -

The PELEE}EQL/CalE?d[t‘ faculty together, announced that
. . @ -

there wo@ld be ‘three onehhour meetings each month and that

there would be no excuse for absence.
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Well, after this meeting they got to this
guy’ and ey said, "If you ever say ahy-
thing like that again, we're ‘going to
break your neck." Well, that ended that.

: R ) X '

.The extent of flex1b111ty in this thlrd type of contractp
prov1slon was usually determi éd by a combination of factors:
The teachers’ regard for the principa},.the principaifis

‘%?itiatives to hend the contract and-ﬁhe working relation-
ship betﬁeenwthat.principal and the uniog‘leadership within

“the SChOOL\ Where there was mutual respect and the adm1n1—‘

strat;ve.Fxpectatlon that teachers would go beyond the con—

L .

tract, these prOV1s10ns were reshaped to meet the needs, of

Ithe school 1ts pr1n¢1pal and the teachers. Where there .

. was dtssatlsfactlon and dlssen51on between teachers agd.

4 ’ .

‘ ’ P
pr1nc1pafs, bothwsldes were ndse rlqld and formal 1n the1r

expectatﬁgns and these cohtract prov1slons were more closely~
’ ‘ . .o . A *'.* ) ’

enforced.:.fhe”foLIOWing brief comparisions of two Metropolis

high schools point up suchjdifferences.

} - .
"z/ ‘7: Metr;polls H;gh School #1 ) . . f L

The labor relatlonshlp 1n th _1gh school ‘was adégb-

t o N,
sarial, W1th theLprlnc1pa1 and bu ;d}¥"

,-representatlve in

lict Teachers 1n51stedwon.close pollc1ng

<

.of the contract and very rarely bent it to meet the needs”

Open hostlle con

of ‘the school: ) The-bu:.J.d:.ng committee which responded}:



L]

teacher initlated complaints was said by one teacher to "go
v, looking for othervoroblemsf" " The princibal was said by
| teachers<to dellberately force gr1evances. Five érievances
about school pract1ces had been filed by the unfion within a
year. Eeachers expresseq strong dissatisfaction with the .
‘ overall;brganization of the school and blamed the administraf
. tion for problems of'dlscipline and disorder. The princlpal ’
‘argued in response, that such problems should”he scollective
concerns. ' Teachers reported being yressured by colleagues
%' not to volunteer for extra dutleg\or activities because of
the pr1nc1pal S author;tarlan“stance_toward them.
. - '
. ;

Metropolis Hicjh School #2 « . ~. )

"I

' The union organlzatlon in another Metropolls schbol was

~

regarded‘as qu1te strong, yet tne labor\relatlonshlp in the

school was exceptlonally cooperat1ve., The prlndlpal ‘who

! was sa1d to "go by the book with the contract" actlvelyJ
v / . /
pursued a close worklng relatlonshlp W1th the building :
V' - .
.. .‘representatlve and bulldlng commlttee., e said:

£ . . . :
R . N R ! -
. .

L .The building committee becomes a resource
{ . . that I can call for, assistance in admini-
ster1ng the school . . . . Their involve-
ment-in this committee léads to thé&ir:
. acceptance of responsibility for the -
o ‘ school . . . . The faculty here have a
) commitment to this school. We have an
understanding that this *is our school

. B . ‘and not mx/j7hqgl, or his sc ﬁ ol.
' ) . . y .

£
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cooperative venture. They.alSo reported being ver

with’ the school dlsc1p11ne and cdhtrol The contratt, while

.respected and adhered to by the admlnlstratlon,

3 bent for the qchool For example, 1n order to

' .advanced math and language courses whih have

7 v
ments,}teacher§)agreed.'p teach a com  of small and

large tlasses, thus complyiné,with the class size averages

but not “limits. No teachdrs reported beiffg pressured to
réfrain'from volunteer activities and many reported partic-.

\.

1pat1ng in suqh act1v1t1es. S - S

There were 1mportant dlfferences betweeh the;gfsch001s

~N

o7 J
“wi{ in the expectatlons of principals and bu11d1ng representatIVes.

“Teachers in the first were con51derabf§ less Qlex1b1e in
§ re@pondlng to schooi needs, teacher admlnlstrator relatlon—
;hlps were more formalized, and pract1ces were more rule-
,bound,than in the second*thool ' Such differences per51sted

/’desplte 1dent1éa1 dlstrlct 1eve1 1nf1uendes of contract and

' v ,4 . N ) N » ’ . .
union strength. S . «

Other intradistrict differences were not always so - .

o Lt

‘extreme., Two éle@entary' schools in Plantville illusttate

less.dramatic,_butfcqually.important variation.

- . ., . ’
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Plantville Elementary School %1 3 B

The principal of this elementary school was a strong
b4

Aadvocate of teacher ufiionism but beli ved‘that the pr1nc£pal

NI 4

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

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

a0

principal:hadcfir expeCtations’abOut the performance of
- <N « A ) . '

£

his staff. He required teachers to beg?n supervising the
school at 8;?0 a.m;,’fétteen minutes befdre tﬁg begingingeof
"their. work.day in @iolation of the contract;' ge'monitored
‘the after school helptgrov1ded to students by teachers-; He
ran a system of staggered lunches that allowed teacher .‘;

supervrblon of the cafeterla//nd playground--an unusual

arrangement 1nizh;idfstrlct. Although the schoolw1de
s

Vg . :
javerage on cla: ze was- enforced, students were grouped

By ability and therefore classes varied considerably in
size W1th1n the school sometimes exceeding'the contfactual-

max1ma. Teachers reported frequent volunteer act1v1t1es in.

[

Athe school Fdr example, each'sprlng the bTA sponsored a

° .

“

fa1r on a Saturday when "everyone gets 1nvolved Teachers
exﬁressed great regard for the pr1nc1pal s, leadersh1p and
tolerant acceptance of”hls h1gh.standards and extra demands.

The contract'had;lqw_prominence'in the school and the build- ,
. ‘ N ] hd ‘v’ ~‘. 7. . . ..
ing represéntative reported having a good working relation-
7
ship with the pr1nc1pal against whom no grlevances had ever

;o

been filed. P

21 -



Plantville El'einen-tary School #2

( The pr1nC1pal in a second elementary school was also
]

trong union supporter but took a laissez- f ire stance towayd

4

‘. ) the eachers,t?e school, and the union. T;pchers “in the

schoo} weye not active union members, the building represent-

3
AY

atife h ving taken the job because no one elge would accept

it.” Th ibuilding committee-dld'not function. - The principal

[

had encountered one grievance over class size, but in

general he was careful not to hbridge the contract. He ,
B ‘ P ° . ) . o
) expressed reluctanceaabout mon; aring the arrivad and S -
’ , - -

' . departure- times of teachers,"I don't l;ke to be a pollce

: "

'offlcer._ They say I'm ﬂoo easy on them.. He d1d not ask

] t\achers to volunteer for extzJ 5ct1v1t1es altpough many ‘
. ‘ N '
\\k\}, :reportedly did out of concern for'students. The pr1nc1—

‘palﬁgeportedly ne1ther oppOsed nor supporte such teacher
’ 3

+“initiatives. Whlle there weiﬁ.no apparent labor difficulties
» -
in the school, teachers expressed d1ssatlpfactlon about the

lack\of discipline;*order and direction of the schodl. They )

‘qomplalned that the pr1nc1pal d1d not’ supervise the perform—

ancé,of two -teachers generally'regarded as 1ncompetent.

'

While there.weren't the stark differences in labor

- R ) N

. relations at these Plantville schools as there were in the -

' ~

e ) L

. _ \
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QE‘ropolls schools descrlbed above, there were 1mportant
s ¢ .

‘differences 1n’the role of the contract, admlnlstgatlve \

©

leadership, and teacher sefvices. “Both pr1nc1pals respected

the contra:tjfgpt the fi t asked teachers to go beyond 1t‘
S ' <« ) ' ' .
for thé~/god of the school; they complied. \ThéJsecond

: \
principal pursued a cautréns course,ﬁasklng no moretogu_

~ teachers than they,were obliged to give.- Teachers were -
- ¢ - "
approving of the first principal's direction; they were ~
s . . . A\
disSatisfied;wiEh the second principal's lack of leadership,

howewer contractuaIly correct it might be..
: X . . .
As‘ihese exampleg suggest,  differences in principals'

administrative style appeared to be central in determining
the shape of labor\relations an&/t;e level of teacher - «
services at the schopl site. jOne might Ieéitimately_
.question what other factors might influenoe these outcomee,
e.g., the level.and‘location of the school, history of
building labor relations, prevailing unionbsentiments of

) staff.r Overall, these factors did not seem,‘o carry great ﬁﬁ
' 7

%%lght.‘ Fofﬂexample, labon@;elations were generally more

‘

‘tranquil at the elementary than the secondary level, but 4 3
» . o
there. were sc;Lols where that pattern was reversed. Teacher
morale in schools serving midd}e income students might be

¥ Texpected to be higher than in schools serving very poor

-
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but there were schools wit Satisfiéé andé:isr o

stude R
' _ 'sat1sf1 dj;taff in* each arba.. . ! ‘ X, o
e 7 o Such ar1ab1es were not control ed in thls study/

However, two schools presenbea the opportunlty to cons1der ;

N

the effects of these’ addltlonal factors when changes in the \\Q\\

principalship were'(ollowed’by dramatic changes in teacher
» 6 y ' .

services,. contra t,Proyln
{ . : . N

Lo factors such asg oEatio

e, and labor'relatiOns.f Other
. ~ »
N,

. . : . ; ™
(\ economic level of studen s remalned constant.- A brief'

¥

account of what happened i each of these schools W111

. ~—

illustrate the importa oﬁ_the pr1nc1pa1. -

stralned One teacher

v

f10undered labor relatlons_wer

de scr1bed_the problem:

He was authokitarian, but was never in
control of tHe faculty or the stud@nts.
We were afrajd of him. He s shouting
. ' and slamming all the time. he assocja-
’ tion anf the principal were/ln constant
Ve ~ battle. Department meetipf§s with him
were very difficulta4 Nobody could really
. Jfigure out what he wanted . ., ... We »
\ - “didn't have contro f/anything. Students
" would leave the campug: they uldn't be-
in 3lasses. It was general confusion.

N K h ‘/., _ - \




and teacher ' 'reportedly very low. - ~— .

f A~

+ By co - ,‘rincipél's replacement was charac-,

-

N zterized as taking Ya\problem-solving api;:ach t&-things;" N

t % One teacher said‘%" e's very innovative d\doesn't come to A

the teachers with a decision, but W1th a problem. And he ~_.

gets things done. " The pr1nc1pal was said to- be very active‘
- .
N

and v151ble 1n the school Student disc1pline and attendance P
1mprov d dramatically and teaching performance was observed 4
- and ev?luated regularly by administrators. Morale/among

e teachers was very»high. The build&ng representati , who

LY . . )

had*initiated grievances the-prev1bus year, assume ide

‘administrative responsibilities for att dance under' the
! v .
. 7 , : [
new adﬂtnistration.' No new grievances were filed. ‘Teachers
VoS ¢§.
reported volﬁntarily accepting (various superv1sory respons—

ibilities for the good of the}school.

/, 3

.. i . ‘ shady Heights High School ~ - }/
: A"

A new\ rincipal, described by teachersfas "very
] A *

professional" and "authoritarian" replaced anothef principai -
v whom teachers agreed had been unsUCCessful. Onelteacher \\ﬁ..
characterized his shortcomings' I ‘>
The prev1ous pr1nc1pal was ‘an ipreconsistent ’

- ' v disciplinarian. ﬂas particularly’ .
concerned about what couldn't be done. $He -

‘\

i . . - \ E . ' —e
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. : _ \, had § 'hands tled' menta11t§ ‘Hé had’ o
VR ‘- a bufldy “approach to dealing with the . .,
: “ . o -« he ruled by gfanting’ : I

He did thfngs like eliminate o
sign-out sheet for teachers. L
'gl ed infrequently and indjis- v Ve et e
. ly both students and teat r§. R T
. Thére were a- Jot of problems in the '
o building; students wére late to' class:
- -there was a -lotlof nmbdée in the cox- %
- ridors;’ students would tome to class - .
unprepared to learn."'" -,.~.\; : D

(O v, r Ty : .

Whien the new pr1ncfp§} arrlved teachers, impressed by h16\¥

¥
'purposefulness, were 1ncf§ned to support h1m. He qulckl

-~

\&#” relnstated checks on tﬁachers' performance. For examp’

teachers were requlredpto 51gn-1n and out and recelved a
_/‘*‘ letter of reprlmand if they were late ‘more than three tlmes.

>
"Teachers werex eq 'red to be’ln theLr homerooms when the

bell sounded, toﬂs

nd in the corridozs between-classesf
e ' *

~ and to formally supervise the halls fone, during, and .-
after schoolw The pr1nc1pal expected them to go beyond\the
\ .k< requlrements of the contract, and hls'demands were nt ‘
o crleved even though %hls was a school with a strong unlon : o
Gnganlzatlgn.: feachers reported that the?changes had restored
y order to the schodl; v1r .eryonq<he11eved they had -
- ( : been produc:;zs,/’One"» ; n arlzed/her satlsfactlon,. (:’ N
» "!ou have td Ao the classroom job because now the conditions -

“

Sare good and the school 1s runnlng well, o
N ol T U - ¥ <
r L3 . . . ' :\ ’ .’ - e




'Thesé two'exampleé emphasize what the othé;s suggest --
the levels 6f'teache} sérvice, literal implementation of
the contract,>9na gyality of labor relations were subjeqt
to cpnsiderabie influence by the principal. Intradistrict
variétions were unmistakable. .Teachers in some schools

. were seén to assume extra supervisory responsibiiities, use
.pfeparatiOn periods for inserviée training, ttgpd'ext;a
'meetings, reallocate student assignments wifhin the schooi,

" and &o}unteer for extra activities. Téachers‘in other . .
schools might cut corners on the work day, refus% n&n—
instructional dﬁtiés,not included in the contract, and

_insist on literal enforcement of teacher observétion
procedures.  Theré was, of course, variation b§tween
these extrqmeé.

' Tonclusion ~
- | ~
The picture of labor relationsg and contract implement-
ation at the schpol site, 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
S - _ T ¢
insist on compliance will impose limitations on the s
principals' control over faculty compogition, the allocation

of students to classes, and the supervisipn of the éa;gtefia.

/ . |
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Yet, many of the contractual provisions are informally -
reneqgotiated at’ the school- site where such factors as teacher
interests, educational conseqUenCes, administfative leader-

Shlp, and staff alleglance are balanced and counterbalanced.

Finally, it muégkbe noted that flex1b111ty in contract

. . administration at the school site is not without limits.

) "There are,”" as.Robert Frost wrote, "roughly 2zones," in

this case zones of écteptatle-qdministrative discretion and
. ! L
teacher tolerance .that, hayihg been set districtwide ‘by
contradtqiangdiéé'ana unioh strength, afe beyond the_‘.pt;ol
of teachers and pr1nc1pals.' While the principal‘ahd |

s

1nd1V1dual school 'staffs can significantly 1nfluence.and
regulate the"impLementatiqn,of contract language and the
effects {6f collective bargaining;on”their schools, the

-

range of possible outcomes is limited.
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* K APPENDIX A

‘RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

I selected sin districts that would represent a diverse;
sample of those involved in‘collective bargaining. Such a
"sample wouldlpermit'me.to napwthe range and variation of
'labor;relations practices. Clearly, there are typeslof
districts that are not represented in the sample. However,
the districts included in this sample are diverse in size,

v o controlling state statute, AFT/NEA affiliation, regional
'location, urban/suburban/rural character, racial and ethnic
composition, enrollment and economic trends, strength and
act1v1ty of the union, and strength of the contract. On .
the B;s}s of prelimipary data, I began with hypotheses that
suggested that theleffects of teacher unionism might be less
extensive, formal and fixed than they are generally thought
to be. Consequently, I 1ntentionally included districts
lreputed to have militant unions and experiencé Wlth strikes.

There were many possible combinations of districts that
might have compriged this sample. Generally, districts

were selected because théy were recommended by thosejfamiliar

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




~p=2-

[y

.

the balance of variables could be maintained. I requested

%

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

\

ey

remaining six make up the final sample. -

_WithinleacP district; I conducted in-depth interviews

. . I : . A e s i
with central office administrators, union leaders, principals :

’,

and teacher#. Because of the relatlvely small number of
central offlce administrators and union officers, I\‘nter- )
v1ewed all who were identified as relevant to the research.
The selection of prlnclpals was made with the help of district
administrators and urnion leaders. I requested a baianced
selection that varied_in‘age and experience, sex, school
level and location, labor attitudes, and administrative
style. i repeatedly asked those intexviewed whether the
sample was "balanced and representative of the range of
pr1nc1pals 1n therdlstrlct. |

After gompletlng the 1nterv1ews with principals, I
selectedﬁthree to»f1ve<schools in each district that seemed
to.represent the rénge‘of.grade level, location, administra-
tive style, and union activity within the district. With
the<principa1 1 selected a sample of seven to fifteen

teachers, once again seeklng diversity on a number of

' veriables- grade, subject sex, union V1ews, support or

opposition to principal, degree of involvement in school

4
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e activitiés. The union building representative, who was ,

always 1ncluded 1n this sample, helped select the teacher

ﬂ£\ sample 1n some cases and always rev1ewed the selection for

w ) 3 ;

,?ﬁ ‘ balanceJ' I spent one or two full days in each of twenty

f,_,jé v, .

p I - schools, w1th the length\gf v;szt dependlng on the1r size.’ Y

.

The 289 1nterV1ews of this study were semi- structured"f

and varied in length from thirty mlnutes to two hours. .
R '
NS P

Throughout the research I made a concerted effort to .

triangulate information and responses, to dlsconflrm ;_K,U"
hypotheses, and to seek a range of views.: Extenslve note§
were-taken during all interviews. These were later dictated

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

i

In addition to the interviews, I informally ob:}rved
classrooms, corridors, cafeterlas, main offices, teachers' \\‘—;¢

rooms and after-school act1v1t1es. I attended several

faculty and one school board meet1ng when labor isSues were

on the agenda. I collected copies of contracts,.statutes,
memos, teacher handbooks, unlon publlcatlons, dlstrlct
publications, and”ssard policies from each of the six d1str1cts.
I have subscribed to local newspapers for six months followq‘
ing site;visits'in order to follow current issues, e.g.,

‘negotjiations, strikes, pending arbitrations.

~r
»




