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ABSTRACT

A CASE STUDY OF THE PUBLIC SCHOOL COLLECTIVE

NEGOTIATIONS PROCESS DESIGNED FOR THE USE OF

ADMINISTRATORS-IN-TRAINING

BY

Perry Keith Gregg

Some degree of knowledge about the process of

collective negotiations in public schools is becoming

necessary for school administrators throughout the United

States. Collective negotiations between teacher organiza-

tions and boards of education is becoming an ever more

prevalent practice. with the increasing use of this process

it has become incumbent on prospective administrators to

include study in the area of collective negotiations in

their training programs.

The purpose of this study was to define and analyze

the negotiations process in a single school district as it

occurred in 1968 in such a manner that a potential adminis—

trator could gain increased understanding for the adminis-

trator's position and learn from the case study. In

accomplishing this purpose, the study attempted to:
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1. Provide an examination of the literature relative

to the history, process and climate of collective

negotiations in public schools.

2. Provide an analysis of interaction during the

actual bargaining process.

3. Provide an analysis of the proposals of each side

and of the resultant agreement.

4. Provide an analysis of those factors in the bar-

gaining process which might be meaningful for

administrators-in—training in terms of areas of

study-

5. Provide an analysis of school and community climate

as it related to areas of study for preservice

administrators.

6. Provide an analysis of the crucial issues and of

conflict in the case under study.

7. Provide some conclusions as a result of the study's

development.

8. Provide some recommendations as a result of the

studyIs development.

9. Provide some suggestions for additional research

based on results of this study-

The writer observed the at-the-table negotiating

and employed Bales' instrument for interaction process

analysis to record the interaction. The instrument was 
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not used precisely in the manner that Bales describes but

rather as a method to provide a set of categories which

gave structure and continuity to the observations.

The proposals of each team were defined and what

was placed in the final agreement was described in relation

to those proposals. An analysis of this procedure was

included.

All negotiations team members (teacher association

and board) were subjected to a structured interview. This

interview was designed to gather data to deal with the four

following areas:

1. Factors which might be meaningful in determining

areas of study for administrators—in—training.

2. The school and community climate relative to areas

which prospective administrators often study.

3. The crucial issues as perceived by negotiating

team members in the case under study.

4. The conflict involved, and suggestions for a

prospective negotiations team member.

The development of the study produced some major

findings.

1. The preponderance of the literature seemed to

indicate that the administrator cannot approach collective

negotiations from a neutral position. It appeared that he

is a part of management and must necessarily represent the

management position in the collective negotiations process.
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2. The literature and the responses of team members

in the case under study indicated that careful planning

and adequate time for it are key factors to successful

negotiations.

3. The literature and team members responses indicated

that collective negotiations has developed the teacher-

community confrontation relative to school finance. This

increased confrontation has brought with it an increased

interest and awareness by the community in the public

school and its problems.

4. The Bales' instrument data indicated that in this

particular case the Teacher Team and the Board Team were

no more or no less concerned with teacher welfare issues

than they were with instructional issues.

5. The Bales' instrument data indicated that the

Board Team created more interaction at the bargaining

table particularly in task behavior and negative social

emotional behavior. The Teacher Team initiated more

positive social emotional behavior. A tabulation of what

happened to each team's original proposals indicated that

the Board Team had more proposals accepted in their

original form or with only minor changes than did the

Teacher Team.

6. Team members responses indicated that college

preparation programs and school district inservice
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programs need to give more attention to preparing

administrators in the collective negotiations process.

7. Data derived from the Bales' instrument, from the

interview situations and from the literature indicated

that teachers are becoming increasingly interested in

accomplishing school policy changes other than salary

scheduling through the use of collective negotiations.

8. The literature and the interview data indicated

that, although they must be aware of the inherent dangers,

taking a strike can be a weapon of the board of education

just as instituting a strike can be a weapon of the teacher

organization.

The study was designed as case material which might

be useful for study for administrators—in-training, and the

data and analyses were selected as pertinent aspects of

this particular case.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

Knowledge of the process of collective negotiations

has become an important tool of the school administrator

over recent years. Written agreements between boards of

education and their teacher employees which established

school district policy are becoming ever more prevalent.

Doherty indicates that school policy which is determined

bilaterally is becoming the norm as collective negotiations

between teacher organizations and school boards show rapid

growth on both local and state levels.1 Seventeen states

had statutes on collective negotiations in December, 1968,

and it was predicted that many others would be adopting

such statutes in the near future.2 Michigan's statute

(P.A. 379) has been in effect since 1965 and may be one

 

1Robert E. Doherty, "The Impact of Teacher Organi-

zations upon Setting School Policies: Negotiation,"

Clearing House, Vol. 40, No. 9, May, 1966, pp. 522-523.

2Owen Nelson, "PN Agreements are Needed in Every

Montana School System," Montana Education, Vol. 45, No. 6,

December 16, 1968, p. 2.



 

of the most far—reaching in that it requires that public

employers shall bargain with the legal representatives of

their employees when petitioned to do so. During the four

years that have passed since the passage of this act,

Michigan's public school educators and school board members

have been living through the trauma of acquiring experience

and knowledge in the collective negotiations process.

During this period, a number of strikes have occurred in

Michigan school districts. One of the most dramatic of

these was in North Dearborn Heights where an extended

battle between teachers and board in 1967 caused disrup—

tions in classes and schedules as late as November.3 There

have been, however, collective agreements established

between school boards and teacher organizations in 538 of

Michigan's 540 school districts for the 1968-69 school

year.4

As prospective school administrators prepare them-

selves for the field, it becomes imperative that part of

their preparation be devoted to obtaining knowledge in the

area of collective negotiations. It seems evident that

 

3William Rogers, "A Case Study of the North Dear-

born Heights Teachers' Strike" (unpublished Doctoral

Dissertation, Michigan State University, 1968), pp. 106-

107.

4This information was obtained by telephone from

the Michigan Education Association Research Office in

East Lansing, Michigan.



 

administrators of the future will probably be involved in

collective negotiations and that knowledge in the area may

be one of the tools of their trade.

The Problem

The purpose of this study is to define and analyze

the negotiations process in a single school district as it

occurred in 1968 in such a manner that a potential adminis-

trator can gain increased understanding for the adminis-

trator's position, and learn from the case study. In

accomplishing this purpose, the study attempts to:

1. Provide an analysis of interaction during the

actual bargaining process.

2. Provide an analysis of the proposals of each side

and of the resultant agreement.

3. Provide an analysis of those factors in the bar-

gaining process which might be meaningful to a

course of study for preservice administrators in

terms of areas of study.

4. Provide an analysis of the crucial issues and of

conflict in the process as seen by team members.

5. Suggest additional research to ascertain training

needed by administrators for participation in

collective negotiations.



 

 

Significance of the Problem
 

Collective negotiations is a relatively new problem

for school administrators. Administrators have not gener-

ally felt that they have received the training which pre-

. pared them to deal with this problem. Scott indicated that

every superintendent contacted in his study felt that more

preparation in collective negotiations was necessary.5 It

has been natural for those in the public sector, both

managers and managed, to turn to the body of knowledge and

experience which has been developed over a number of years

in the private sector. The influence of collective bar-

gaining procedures and techniques as developed in industry

is apparent in much of what has occurred recently in the

public sector and more specifically in public education.

This was a natural development and public educators may

have been fortunate, in that they did have somewhere to go

for assistance. Shils and Whittier do point out, however,

that both administrators and teachers need special training

and education in the area of bargaining in public educa-

tion.6 Hildebrand says

 

5Walter W. Scott, "A Study of Preparation Programs

in School Administration as Affected by Collective

Negotiation" (unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1966), p. 97.

6Edward B. Shils and C. Taylor Whittier, Teachers,

Administrators, and Collective Bargaining (New Yor :

Tfiomas Y. Crowell and Co., 1968), p. 334.



 

The pressure for collective bargaining in the public

domain is certain to grow. To meet it intelligently

calls for the design of a whole new apparatus of

institutional mechanisms.

Use of the case study as a method of presenting

material which may be useful to those seeking knowledge

in an area has been an accepted practice for some time.

Olson has indicated that one of the unique contributions

of case study to general knowledge can be the provision

of case materials for instructional purposes and to improve

the curriculum.8 Good and Scates suggest that the case

study method of research is complimentary to the experi-

mental method and that first-hand contact with field

situations with resulting case histories is a contribution

to the substantive literature in the field.9

The case which is under study in this treatise was

selected with the hope that it might provide material which

would be useful for study by administrators—in-training.

A case was sought for the study in which the possibility

of conflict existed and in which the writer would be

 

7George H. Hildebrand, "The Public Sector," in

Frontiers of Collective Bargaining, ed. by John T. Dunlap

and Neil W. Chamberlain (New Yofk: Harper and Row

Publishers, 1967), p. 154.

 

8Willard C. Olson, "The Case Method," Review of

Educational Research, Vol. 9, No. 5, December, 3 ,

pp. 486-87.

 

9Carter V. Good and Douglas E. Scates, Methods of

Research (New York: Appleton-Century—Crofts, Inc., 5 ,

p. 776.



 

 

allowed to observe the process of across-the-table

bargaining taking place and to make other investigations

necessary to presenting a useful case.

Definition of Terms
 

Case study--a procedure which takes into account

all pertinent aspects of one thing or situation.10

Collective negotiations—-a process whereby
 

employees as a group bargain in good faith with their

employers on the conditions of their employment relation-

ship, for the purpose of reaching a mutually acceptable

agreement.ll For the purposes of this study the term

"collective negotiations" will be considered to be synony-

mous with the terms "collective bargaining" and "profes—

sional negotiation."

Board team-—the negotiating team which represented

the Board of Education. Its three—man membership consisted

of the deputy superintendent whose major responsibilities

to the school district lie in the area of curriculum and

instruction--the assistant superintendent in charge of

finance, and a lawyer employed by the Board as a team

 

1°Ibid., p. 726.

llMyron Lieberman and Michael H. Moskow, Collective

Negotiations for Teachers (Chicago: Rand McNalley an

COO, 1966) I pp. 1-2.



 

member, who had an extensive background in labor relations

in the private sector. This team has worked together in

negotiating for the Board for the three years that negotia-

tions has been in effect in the district.

Teacher Association team—-negotiating team repre- 

senting the teachers association. Its four—man membership

consisted of the president of the association and three

other teacher members. All were secondary school teachers

and it was the first year on the negotiating team for all

four.

The remaining definitions refer to the interview

instrument which was administered to all negotiating team

members.

Training--the types of training or areas of study

in which administrators-in-training and teachers-in-

training may be involved. It was intended to determine

how relevant to collective negotiations the team members

felt these areas of study to be.

C1imate--the effect of collective negotiations on

the educational climate of the school and community as it

relates to the areas of study to which administrators and

teachers are exposed during preservice training.

Crucial Issues--those issues which the team members

deemed most crucial during the process of collective

negotiations.



Conflict--the conflict potential during the process

of negotiations as perceived by the team members.

Assumptions

This study depends in its development on some

basic assumptions.

1. School administrators—in-training have not been

receiving extensive training in the art, or the science,

of collective negotiations.

2. The practice of collective negotiations between

teacher groups and school boards will continue to grow

and develop throughout the United States.

3. The experience which they have had at the bargain-

ing table plus the educational background of the bargaining

team members allows them to speak with some degree of

authority.

4. Material of the case study type is needed so that

future administrators have available material which is

real—world oriented and which they can discuss, criticize,

and use as a base for generating ideas.

5. Certain items in the agreement may be assigned to

two general categories, teacher welfare and instruction.

It is recognized that the writer must be somewhat arbitrary

in such assignments: yet for the purposes of the study,

it is necessary.

( 



 

 

Delimitations of the Study

This study is limited to the investigation and

analysis of the negotiations process in a single case.

Alstliough setting and background information relative to

the case are provided, no attempt is made to link these as

Calisative factors to events which took place in the process

Of negotiations.

A case study carries obvious research limitations.

It: nmst be viewed as a single case and it must be recog—

niZed that in any implications drawn from a case study

there is a danger in applying these to the general popula—

ti&3n in that any case will probably have certain unique

features not generally applicable. An attempt was made

tC) take this limitation into consideration in the develop-

ment of this study.

The purpose of the use of the Bales Interaction

PlTocess Analysis instrument was limited to three areas:

(1-) to determine the type and amount of interaction that

dEaveloped around welfare items in the agreement and around

iizems relating to instruction; (2) to determine the type

armd amount of interaction provided by each team in relation

to the various items under negotiation; (3) to determine

the amount of time given to the various items under

negotiation .
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The determination of whether an issue should be

classified as an instructional issue or one of teacher

welfare was based on the subjective evaluation of the

writer and was limited to the following criteria: If the

concern of the Teacher Negotiating Team members appeared

to be more involved with the effect of the proposed issue

on the students and the general instructional environment

the issue was determined to be one of instruction. If the

concern of the Teacher Team members appeared to be more

involved with the effect of the proposed issue on teachers

and their particular environment the issue was determined

to be one of teacher welfare.

The observation of interaction was limited to at-

the-table bargaining. Since the researcher could not be

in two places at once, it was decided that he would not

observe the teams when they went into private caucus.

The observation of interaction was limited to the

final twelve sessions of negotiation during July and

August.

The study is limited by the fact that its focus

is on administration. Its purpose is to provide material

which may be useful to administrators-in—training. The

writer attempted to be as objective and unbiased as

possible in the development of the study; however, the

conditions above are stated as a limitation.
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Summary and Overview 

The use of the collective negotiation process as

a method for attaining bilateral policy determination in

public education has grown a great deal over the past ten

years. Such use seems destined for a good deal more growth

as teachers over the Nation press for laws which are

favorable to their participation in decision making.

With the growth and development of collective

negotiations in public education, those who are training

to become administrators need to have available additional

materials which deal with the subject. One type of

material which is useful for study, discussion, and idea

development is the case study. This study is designed to

fulfill such a purpose.

This chapter has attempted to describe a need of

administrators—in—training and how this study has been

designed so as to partially fulfill that need.

Chapter II, which is a selected review of the

literature, is divided into three sections. The first

describes the history of the development of collective

negotiations in public education. The second is an attempt

to abstract from the literature that which deals with the

negotiations process as it relates to education. The third

is aimed at the relationship between collective
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negotiations and the educational climate in schools and

their communities.

Chapter III describes the data which was collected

with the objective of making this a useful case. How the

district involved in the study was selected and how per—

mission to do the study was sought and attained is also a

part of the discussion. Demographic data dealing with this

district is another part of this chapter.

Chapter IV provides an analysis of the data which

was collected. This includes the material obtained through

(1) the use of the Bales' Instrument, (2) that obtained

relative to each party's input in proposals and the outcome

in the Final Agreement, and (3) that obtained through the

use of the interview which was structured for the study.

A summary with recommendations and conclusions

comprises the fifth chapter which concludes the report.

Also included in the chapter are suggestions for further

study.



 

 

 

CHAPTER II

SELECTED REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Three general areas of the literature were related

to this study. One dealt with the history of collective

negotiations in public education nationally with special

reference to Michigan. This area is reviewed in order to

establish the background for the development and analysis

of the case being studied.

The second area was related to the negotiations

process. A review of the literature dealing with this

aspect is undertaken so as to help identify areas of study

which are related to the process and to which administra—

tors-in—training should address themselves.

The third area was related to the effect of

collective negotiations on the educational climate in the

community. This section of the review was aimed at deter-

mining how negotiations may affect the general educational

climate of schools and communities.

History

The development of bilateral policy determination

was predicted almost seventy-five years ago by Justice

13
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Holmes. He was speaking, when he used the term

"combination," of the organization of employees to estab—

lish a power base. His thinking can be extended to the

public sector quite readily when one considers the events

of the past ten years:

It is plain from the slightest consideration of

practical affairs or the most superficial reading

of industrial history, that free competition means

combination, and that organization of the world,

now going on so fast, means an ever increasing

might and scope of combination. It seems to me

futile to set our faces against this tendency.

Whether beneficial on the whole, as I think it,

or detrimental, it is inevitable, unless the funda-

mental axioms of society, and even the fundamental

conditions of life are to be changed.1

The growth and development of the negotiations

phenomenon in the public sector and more specifically in

public education has a somewhat revolutionary history.

During the 1930's when bargaining between labor and manage-

ment in the private sector received its greatest impetus,

President Franklin Roosevelt noted that such a process

could not be transferred to the public service.2

The sovereign status of public service institutions

was traditionally and legally considered to be exempt from

 

1Dissenting opinion of Justice 0. W. Holmes from

Vegelahn v. Guntner, 1967 Mass. 92, 44 N. E. 1077 (1896).

2Wesley E. Thomas, "The Must and May on Bargaining

Agents," Michigan Education Journal, Vol. 33, No. 3,

October, 1955, p. 84.
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the collective bargaining process between management and

employees. Seitz described this position:

The outlook of the public bodies which follow such

a philosophy is based upon the doctrine that the

determination of employment conditions in the

public service is an inherent legislative function,

and that neither the executive nor the legislature

may delegate to any outside group, such as a labor

organization, the functions entrusted to it under

the basic scheme of government.

Several conditions probably contributed to a change

in philosophy and public disposition. One was that as

automation began to deplete the ranks’of organized labor,

these organizations began to think in terms of establish-

ing frontiers in groups of employees who had not previously

been seriously considered. The fast growing body of public

service employees was especially tempting to labor leaders

who were seeking new territory. Lieberman and Moskow

pointed out that as union membership declined in the late

1950's, labor unions sometimes placed greater emphasis on

the organizations of white-collar and professional workers.

They further indicated that some of this emphasis was

directed at teachers through the growth and development of

the American Federation of Teachers.4 Klaus stated,

 

3Reynolds C. Seitz, "School Boards and Teacher

Unions," American School Board Journal, Vol. 141, No. 2,

August, 1930, p. 11.

4

 

Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., pp. 87-88.
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The field [of public employment] has indeed assumed

great importance to the men who lead labor in this

country. Witness the fact that George Meany him—

self intervened in the recent strike of the New

York City Welfare Workers.5

Another condition which probably contributed to

the change was the increasing number and percentage of

men who joined the teaching ranks following World War II.

Lieberman indicated both this increase and a concomitant

increasing dissatisfaction with the state of education

among male teachers.6 Corwin suggested in his study that

as teachers have become more professionally oriented, they

have become more militant. He described professionalism

as working toward teaching goals which tend to be blocked

by bureaucracy in the educational establishment. The

relationship that he indicated would seem to suggest that

increased teacher militancy exhibited over the past several

years has been a result of increased professionalization

of the teaching role.7

 

5Ida Klaus, "The Emerging Relationship," an address

before The Conference on Public Employment and Collective

Bargaining at University of Chicago, February 5, 1965,

p. l.

6Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., pp. 22-26.

7Ronald C. Corwin, "Militant Professionalism,

Initiative, and Compliancy in Public Education,"

Sociology of Education, Vol. 38, No. 4, Summer, 1965,

pp. 310-331.
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Stumpf suggested that increased teacher militancy

was the result of lack of ability in the ranks of school

administration. He stated:

Yet teacher militancy is as inevitable today as

unionism in industry was a generation or so ago--a

predictable result of administrative myopia.

Teacher administration has been done too often "by

ear" rather than by principles of social and

personnel engineering.8

He went on to describe clerical and non-teaching tasks

which were traditionally required of teachers as well as

certain archaic expectations by school boards and adminis—

trators relative to teachers' outside—of—school-time

behavior and concluded again that increased militancy

was inevitable.9

According to Stinnett, Connecticut was the scene

of the earliest agreements between boards of education

and teacher organizations. He cited Norwalk, Connecticut

as apparently the first in 1946. A number of others

followed as a result of a court decision which gave

Connecticut teachers the right to organize.10 Lieberman,

on the other hand, marked 1960 as the beginning of the

 

8W. A. Stumpf, "New World of Educational Adminis-

tration; Teacher Militancy," American School Board Journal,

Vol. 154, No. 8, February, 1966, p. 10.

9

 

Ibid.

10T. M. Stinnett, Jack H. Kleinman, and Martha L.

Ware, Professional Negotiations in Public Education

(New York: The Macmillan Co., 1966), p. 7.
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collective negotiations, as it was during this year that

the landmark strike by the United Federation of Teachers

in New York took place.11

The American Federation of Teachers, which is

affiliated with the AFL—CIO, was formed in 1916. It has

been most active in the larger cities. In 1966, approxi—

mately 37,000 of its total 110,000 members were in New York

City.12 The New York City development occurred in 1960

when the AFT and another strong teachers group, the High

School Teachers Association, merged to form the United

Federation of Teachers. This organization has maintained

its affiliation with the AFL-CIO.13 The UFT set about

obtaining recognition from and collective bargaining rights

with the board of education. With the financial aid of

AFL-CIO, victory in both of these objectives was achieved.14

Mrs. Fred Radke, former president of National School Board

Association stated, relative to this victory:

And certainly one of the most significant develop-

ments to encourage the new militancy among teachers

was the AFT's aggressive and determined drive to

obtain a collective bargaining agreement with the

New York City Board of Education. The Union's

success in attaining a very comprehensive agreement

 

11Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., p. 35.

lzIbid., p. 34.

13Ibid., p. 35—36.

14Ibid., pp. 36—42.
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in December 1961 had an electrifying effect on both

the AFT and the NEA. It added impetus to the AFT's

drive for new members and bargaining rights. With-

out any doubt, one of its most important effects

was to arouse the NEA to vigorous action which in

many ways has parelleled that of the AFT.15

Mrs. Radke in her presentation was sounding the alarm to

school boards and school board members. It is interesting

to note that although she cites the National School Board

Association's position of opposition to AFT advocated

collective bargaining and NEA advocated professional

negotiations, she at the same time implied that these

movements will continue to grow and must be dealt with by

school boards.16

Board member Cherry of Portland, Oregon, cited the

National School Board Association's position in regard to

collective negotiations.

School boards, subject to the requirements of

applicable laws, shall refrain from compromise

agreements based on negotiation or arbitration.

. . . They shall also resist by all lawful means

the enactment of laws which would compel them to

surrender any part of their responsibility.17

 

15Mrs. Fred Radke, "Real Significance of Collective

Bargaining for Teachers," Labor Law Journal, December,

1965, p. 800.

16

 

Ibid., pp. 795—801.

17Howard L. Cherry, "Negotiation Between Boards

and Teacher Organizations," American School Board Journal,

Vol. 143, No. 3, March, 1963, p. 7.
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Along with these militant stirrings in teacher

organizations in the early 60's was the advent of President

John F. Kennedy's Executive Order 10988. This document

provided for the establishment of employment agreements

between federal administrators and federal employees and

18
was established by the President in 1962. This presi—

dential executive order had had, according to Lieberman,

a good deal of influence on the development of negotiations

procedures for state and local government employees in-

19
cluding teachers. Mrs. Klaus described the importance

of this order along with the New York City Mayor's

Executive Order of 1958 and the Wisconsin Statute of 1962

when she said:

The first phase, that of basic policy-making, has

found its best examples in the New York City

Executive Order of the Mayor of 1958, in the 1962

Federal Executive Order 10988, of President Kennedy,

and in the Wisconsin Law as amended in 1962. Each

of these in its own way is a Magna Carta for public

employees. In each, public employees are guaranteed

the right to organize for their mutual aid and pro-

tection; to participate in various ways through

representatives of their own choosing in the

formulation of the terms and conditions of their

employment; and to present grievances and have them

resolved fairly. In each, they are also given some

measure of assurance against early unilateral action

when differences cannot be composed.20

 

18Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., pp. 493-502.

19xbid., p. 84.

20Klaus, op. cit., p. 3.
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Since the 1962 enactment in Wisconsin, sixteen

states have enacted some kind of legislation which provides

for collective negotiations or consultation between teacher

organizations and boards of education to determine certain

conditions of employment. Of these seventeen, ten have

separate provisions for public school personnel.21

Lieberman cited ten states where legislation has been

enacted plus twenty-three more where he predicted enactment

22 He further stated:within a short time.

It must be recognized, however, that collective

negotiations are emerging and will continue to

emerge in many states where there is no statute

specifically authorizing and/or regulating

collective negotiations in education.

He continued:

. . . 80 percent [of the Nation's teachers] were

teaching [as of June 1, 1967] in states which have

such a statute [requiring negotiation and exclusive

representation] or in which such a statute has been

introduced, or in a state where such a statute will

definitely be introduced at an early session of the

state legislature.

DeBruin pointed out that in 1965, 25 percent of the

Nation's teachers had their contracts negotiated and that

 

21Dick Dashiell, "Special Feature on State PN

Legislation," Today's Education, Vol. 57, No. 7, October,

1968, p. 50.

22Myron Lieberman, "Collective Negotiations:

Status and Trends," American School Board Journal, Vol. 155,

No. 4, October, 1967, p. 8.

23

 

Ibid.

24Ibid., p. 9.
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this was a 20 percent increase over the previous year.

He saw this as a continuing and increasing trend.25 Events

since then bear out his prediction. Lester Ball indicated

that bargaining is here to stay and will become a fact

throughout the Nation over the next few years.26

The change in NEA policy seems to be somewhat in

line with Lieberman's prediction that collective bargaining

would become part of the picture in public education

27 Muir described two causes for the about—facegenerally.

action of the NEA towards militant activism over the past

eight years: (1) demands by NEA's teacher members that

the Association assume responsibility for improving their

occupational needs, and (2) the ominous example provided

by NEA's rival for teacher members, the American Federation

28
of Teachers. He describes the development of policy in

the NEA starting with a resolution in 1961 which stated

 

25Henrick C. DeBruin, "Professional Negotiation in

School Administration," Education, Vol. 87, No. 3,

November, 1966, p. 171.

26Lester B. Ball, "Collective Bargaining: A Primer

for Superintendents," aturday Review, Vol. 50, No. 3,

January 21, 1967, p. 71.

27Myron Lieberman, The Future of Public Education

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp. 160-178.

28American School Board Journal, "The Tough New

Teacher," V61. 156, No. 5, November, 1968, p. 10.
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that the NEA believed that local associations should be

given the right to participate in policy development in-

cluding salaries. The year 1962 was important in that NEA

then insisted on teachers' rights to negotiate with school

boards. In 1963 procedures for developing guidelines for

negotiation were established. In 1964 resolution of

impasse procedures were adopted involving mediation and

arbitration, and affiliates were urged to develop pro-

cedures and to adopt agreements. In 1965 the significant

change was the removal of the word "strike" from the reso-

lution which had previously banned strikes. In 1966 a

grievance procedure was added to NEA's official policy.29

Muir stated:

Everything NEA either had condemned or avoided

saying about negotiations in the early 1960's was

included in the completely revised resolution

presented to the 1968 assembly in Dallas. Negotia-

tions agreements, says the lastest resolution,

"must" be established between teachers and school

boards. These agreements "shall provide" for

grievance procedures that include binding arbitra-

tion. The resolution also calls on NEA members

and affiliates to push for state bargaining laws.30

This action of the NEA seems to have established

a direction similar to the AFT relative to inclusion of

administrators as members of the organization. The AFT

 

291bid., p. 10-11.

3°Ibid., p. 11.
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since its formulation in 1916 has excluded superintendents.

It also places several other restrictions on the inclusion

of administrative personnel in the membership.31 Moskow

predicts, "as collective negotiations become more wide-

spread, administrators will be pushed out of any decision-

making positions in the teacher organization unless they

are completely dedicated to the welfare of the teachers."32

Although no official break has occurred as yet between

teachers and administrators in the NEA, it appears that

trouble may be on the horizon. An NEA lawyer stated

recently:

I believe that the superintendent and assistant

superintendent invariably function as representatives

of management in the day-to-day operation of the

schools, and, therefore, should be statutorily

excluded [from membership in the bargaining unit].33

A resolution at the 1968 NEA convention in Dallas was

designed to heal the growing division between teachers and

administrators but the School Board Journal suggested that 

 

31Myron Lieberman, "The Impact of Collective

Negotiations on Teacher-Administrator Relationships," in

Readin sron Collective Negotiations in Public Education,

ed. 5y Elam, Lieberman and Moskow-TChicago: Rand, McNally

and Co., 1967), pp. 229-230.‘

32Michael H. Moskow, "Teacher Organizations: An

Analysis of the Issues," ed. by Elam, Lieberman, and

Moskow, Ibid., p. 246.

33Robert H. Chanin, "An NEA Lawyer's Views on

Professional Negotiation in Public Education and Some

Suggestions for Effective Legislation," Today's Education,

Vol. 57, No. 7, October, 1968, p. 56.
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the effects of the so—called "Dallas Resolution" may be

only temporary.34 An executive of the American Association

of School Administrators warned a group of administrators

at the 1969 AASA Convention that the position of the AASA

as a part of NEA could become untenable.35 These events

seem to suggest some disagreement to the position held by

Stinnett who indicated that the superintendent's role in

bargaining should be to exercise independent judgment on

educational matters and to make recommendations to both

sides. He suggested that he should maintain a position of

impartiality something like a courtroom judge.36 Lester

Ball, former superintendent at Oak Park, Illinois, said

that the superintendent cannot act as a go—between in

bargaining. If he tries, said Dr. Ball, he is likely to

be in difficulty. Dr. Ball indicated that the superin-

tendent's position as executive officer of the board makes

him a part of management.37 In relation to this course of

events has been an increase in the discussion of a possible

 

34American School Board Journal, "Teacher Power,"

Vol. 156, No. 2, August, 1968, pp. 25-27.

35William Ellena, Deputy Executive Secretary, AASA,

in an address to a group of Northwestern Administrators,

annual AASA convention, February 18, 1969.

36

 

Stinnett, op. cit., pp. 118-120.

37Ball, op. cit., pp. 70-71.
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merger between NEA and AFT. Brooks indicated that some

kind of accommodation between AFT and NEA is inevitable.

He saw the two developing a peaceful coexistence and per-

haps a division of labor as to the teaching profession's

needs.38 VHe went on to state, "Whatever happens, however,

collective bargaining is in education to stay."39 AFT

President, Albert Shanker, was elected last summer on a

platform of achieving a merger. The NEA recently offi-

cially rejected this proposal.40

Stieber indicated that the United States Supreme

Court's decisions relative to reapportionment enhanced the

development of public employee collective bargaining laws.

He cited Michigan as a "dramatic example." There the

legislature, more heavily representative of the urban

centers, and also the first in twenty years controlled by

the Democrats, passed P.A. 379 which amended the more

punitive Hutchinson Act. Public Act 379 provided that

bargaining was mandatory on public employers if requested

by employees. It contained other labor-oriented provisions

such as those governing certification of employee

 

38Thomas R. Brooks, "Collective Bargaining in

Education," Dissent, Vol. 13, No. 3, May-June, 1966,

p. 311.

39Ibid.

4oToday's Education, "News and Trends," Vol. 57,

No. 8, November, 1968, p. 3.
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representatives, mediation, fact-finding, and unfair labor

practices. It did continue to make strikes illegal.41

Prior to P.A. 379 and following the NEA 1962 convention in

Denver, Michigan had two school districts adopt profes-

sional negotiations agreements. In 1964—65 thirty-six

districts took a similar course.42 The passage of P.A. 379

was followed by a grand exodus of a great majority of

Michigan school districts into the area of collective

negotiations during the 1965—66 school year. Asnard points

out that in 1966-67, of the 398 comprehensive negotiated

agreements in existence in the country, 237 were in

Michigan with the remainder distributed among twelve other

states. He defined comprehensive as opposed to procedural

agreements in that a procedural agreement contains organi-

zational recognition, an outline of negotiations procedures,

and procedures for the resolution of impasse or any combi-

nation of the three. A comprehensive agreement contains

any or all of the parts of a procedural agreement plus

certain other negotiated items, such as salaries, grievance

 

41Jack Stieber, "Organization and Collective

Bargaining in the Public Sector," School Employee Mana e-

ment Relations Information Program (East Lansing, MicH1gan:

School of Industrial and Labor Relations, Michigan State

University, 1966), p. 54.

 

42Thomas Patterson, "PN Spreads Across Country,"

Michigan Education Journal, Vol. 43, No. 1, September,

1965, p. 2.
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procedure, class size, and is commonly referred to as a

contract.43 The year 1967 saw thirty—six strikes occur in

districts where teachers withheld services in Michigan.44

As reported in Chapter I, the MEA stated that 538 of the

540 total school districts in Michigan are operating under

negotiated agreements during the present 1968—69 school

year.45

The foregoing section has been devoted to a review

of the literature which deals with the history and back—

ground of collective negotiations in education both

nationally and in Michigan.

The rise of teacher militancy was noted in both the

AFT and the NEA. Contributing factors to this rise within

the teaching ranks have been an increasing number of men in

the profession, ineffective and/or bureaucratic administra—

tion, and an interest among teachers to achieve what they

describe as professional economic status. Using collective

 

43Robert R. Asnard, "Negotiation, the School Budget,

and the Future," Interdependence in School Finance: the

City, the State, the Nation, Report of Proceedings of the

Eleventh National Conference on School Finance (Washington,

D.C.: National Education Association, 1968), pp. 167—170.

 

44Russell Allen, "1967 School Disputes in Michigan,"

a paper prepared for Mott Leadership Trainin Pro ram--

Collective Bargaining in Education, presented 5y School of

Labor and Industrial Relations, Michigan State University,

March 21, 1969, p. 1.

45MEA Research Office, loc. cit.
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negotiations as a method of demonstrating militancy and

of gaining a part in decision making has become a fact in

teacher relations with school boards. This is the case in

seventeen states where bargaining laws have been passed

since 1960. This trend is expected to spread throughout

the country.

The Process of Collective Negotiation

’in Public Education

 

 

As collective negotiations became a part of educa—

tion, educators found themselves faced with the dilemma of

how to implement the negotiations process. Previous

experience had seen teachers achieve salary schedules, but

negotiating at the bargaining table was foreign to them.

The period following President Kennedy's Executive Order

10988 of 1962 ushered in a new era. As early as 1956,

Lieberman suggested that bargaining would give teachers a

needed part in policy determination. He pointed out that

through collective bargaining, employees can and often do

make positive contributions to the total enterprise. It

involves something more, he said, "than a protective and

defensive technique for which there would be no need if

46
all employers were fair." State laws in some cases made

 

46Myron Lieberman, Education as a Profession

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,

1956), p. 342.
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negotiations mandatory and in others, agreements were

negotiated in some school districts even though no law was

in effect. Teachers and boards were not prepared to deal

with this new practice in public education. Negotiations

Management cites four distinct weaknesses: (1) people

assigned to the negotiating teams for both management and

the managed were inexperienced and unskilled; (2) negoti—

ators were not provided with the time and consequently

lacked the energy to do an adequate job; (3) some negoti-

ators who received this responsibility were given the job

against their wishes and were not as effective as they

might otherwise have been; and (4) negotiators' bargaining

limits sometimes were not clearly defined and their author-

ity was often limited.47 Wildman stated that information

coming out of Michigan school districts which were struck

by teachers during the year following the passage of

P.A. 379 indicated that one reason for the failure of the

negotiations process was: "School board, school adminis-

tration and teacher organization inexperience, and

unfamiliarity with the new Michigan statute and with the

dynamics of the collective bargaining process generally."48

 

47Negotiation Management, Educational Services

Bureau, June, 1968, p. 71

48Wesley A. Wildman, "The Impasse and the Strike,"

Cook County Educational Di est, Vol. 31, No. 1, May, 1968,

p. 11.
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The NEA has held the position that although

legislation providing for teacher negotiations is desirable,

it should not follow the labor law model. They maintained

that education contained certain unique features from a

professional standpoint where the typical labor laws did

not apply.49 Wollett pointed to several such "unique

features." He said that there is a danger that a labor

concept of what is an appropriate bargaining unit might

tend to divide teachers into separate units on the basis

of elementary and secondary or their subject matter fields.

He said that labor laws' precedent may tend to exclude

administrators. He further stated that educational

channels were needed to resolve educational matters such

as impasses and grievances. He emphasized that AFT-

sponsored legislation would be of the labor variety and

that the NEA should "beat the AFT to the punch" by intro-

ducing and actively seeking passage of legislation which

meets NEA's needs and desires.50 What has happened,

however, does not seem to entirely bear out the supposed

disparities between NEA and AFT as far as the process of

 

49Donald H. Wollett, "The Importance of State

Legislation," in Readings on Collective Negotiations in

Public Education, ed. by Elam, Lieberman, Moskow (Chicago:

Rana McNaIIy and Co., 1967), pp. 97-99.

5°Ibid., pp. 93-102.
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bargaining or negotiations is concerned. Seventeen states

have laws providing for some kind of collective action

between teacher organizations and boards of education to

determine some conditions of employment. Eleven states

had such legislation when Stinnett was writing.51 He

pointed out that of these eleven, six provided specifically

for public school employees and five provided for all public

employees. According to his analysis, six of the eleven

states have fairly substantial labor law background in the

development of legislation pertaining to their public

employees or public school employees.52 Elam raised the

question as to whether or not the claimed differences

between NEA and AFT are as substantial as has been main-

tained. Dealing with the charge that AFT members are less

concerned with the professional aspects of teaching, he

cited William T. Lowe who found that AFT members are more

likely than NEA members to belong to professional associa-

tions such as the American Historical Association and the

National Council of the Teachers of English. On the other

hand, he said that the position held by the AFT which

maintains that the NEA is a company union and therefore

 

51Stinnett, op. cit., p. 179.

521bid., pp. 179-200.



33

different than the AFT because it contains in its

membership principals, supervisors, and superintendents

is a difference that is more "assumed than real." He

stated that in some places around the country, the AFT

welcomes management people and in some places the NEA

excludes them. Elam suggested that merger between the two

53 Steiber made no distinction between NEA andis likely.

AFT when he predicted that teacher organizations will press

for agreements which will be more and more like those found

in private industry. Their objectives will include:

broadening the scope of agreements, union security through

the agency shop, and binding arbitration of grievances.54

He later stated,

Employee associations have already taken on some

of the characteristics of unions; the reverse has

also been true as unions try to compete for the

allegiance of professional employees. This drawing

together of the two types will continue.55

It has been suggested that while experience in industry

may provide guidance to bargaining in the public sector

and while much of industry's model has been adapted, there

 

53Stanley Elam, "Teachers' Unions, Rifts without

Differences," Nation, Vol. 201, October 18, 1965,

pp. 247-249.

54Steiber, op. cit., p. 86.

551bid., p. 90.
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are still many differences which must be recognized and

dealt with.56

The process of negotiations in education has been

described as taking place in three different manners. The

first is one in which the teachers' group presents its

proposals to the school board in a general meeting. The

meeting is closed with a polite exchange of mutual pleas-

antries and shortly thereafter, the school board proceeds

to a unilateral decision which probably will not give much

consideration to the teacher organization's proposals. A

second manner is that after hearing the teachers' propos-

als, the board conducts a discussion with the teachers

and presents reasons why the proposals may not be accepta-

ble, after which the board again develops its decision

without further teacher involvement. In the third manner,

the teachers' proposals are followed by counter proposals

of the board and counter-counter proposals by the teachers

so that areas of disagreement are continually narrowed and

eventually eliminated and finally a bilaterial agreement

. . . . 57
is reached, or not eliminated and an impasse occurs.

 

56Negotiation Management, op. cit., pp. 3-10.

57Donald H. WOllett, "The Strategy of Negotia-

tions," Readings in Collective Negotiations, op. cit.,

p. 365.
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It must be recognized that Mr. Wollett is an NEA lawyer

and in his description of the first two types of negotia-

tion, along with the obvious bias, he is perhaps intention-

ally a bit farcical. He goes on to make the point that

only the third type is acceptable "negotiation."58

Moskow concluded that a modified form of local-

level collective bargaining is viable in public education.

He based his conclusion on a study of sixteen school

districts which were selected as a sample from a nationwide

list of 108 districts with histories of collective negotia-

tions. Moskow interviewed superintendents and teachers

from these districts as a data collecting process. Six

common features of collective negotiations were found to

be particularly related to public education: (1) exclusive

recognition, (2) appropriate bargaining unit, (3) joint

decision making power, (4) scope of bargaining, (5) written

agreement, and (6) bargaining power. These six features

were studied with respect to reasons for development of

the feature in the private sector, functional appropriate-

ness in public education, and modification necessary for

viability in the public education environment.59

 

581bid., p. 366.

59Michael H. Moskow, Teachers andgnions: The

%pplicability of_Collective Bargaining to_Public Education,

Philadelphia: Industrial Research Unit, Pennsylvania

University, 1966), pp. 247-258.
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As boards of education and teacher organizations

faced the collective negotiations process, they began to

seek ways to train their representatives on bargaining

teams which would best meet their institutional needs.

Schmidt has indicated that there are three parts to the

total collective negotiations process: preparations for

negotiations, the actual negotiations, and administration

of the agreement. He indicated further that the first and

the last must receive due consideration if actual at-the-

60
table negotiations are to be successful. Negotiations

Management suggested the following steps that management
 

should take in preparing for negotiations:

1. Development of ground rules.

2. Appointment of the team.

3. Team training.

4. Development of objectives.

5. Tentative budget.

6. Review policies and procedures.

7. Collection of information.

8. Preparation of board demands.

 

60Charles T. Schmidt, Jr., from address given

before the Michigan Metropolitan Education Association at

Michigan State University, May 20, 1966.
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9. Consultation during negotiations.

10. Follow-up.
61

The March, 1968 issue of the same publication

suggested that when setting up a ground-rules agreement,

the following articles or parts be included:

1. Statement of agreement.

2. Philosophy upon which negotiations can be based.

3. Recognition of the prOper bargaining agent for

teachers.

4. A set of basic principles from which negotiations

can emanate.

5. A description of areas eligible for negotiation.

6. A set of procedures for conducting negotiations,

such as:

a.

b.

c.

d.

Makeup of teams.

How negotiations are opened.

Agreement to negotiate in good faith.

Time and place.

Exchange of information.

Use of consultants.

Release of proceedings.

Establishing a written agreement document.

 

61
Negotiations Management, "Preparing for Negotia-
 

tions," Educational Services Bureau, Inc., September,

1968, pp. 10-11.
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i. Resolving differences (a plan for).

How implemented and amended.62

Neal described points to be considered when

selecting the board's team:

1.

2.

3.

Use outside consultants when needed.

Only one spokesman for the team.

The spokesman should have a clearly defined scope

of authority.

Middle management administrators should not be on

the team.

Middle management administrators should be

consulted regularly during the time negotiations

are taking place.

All sessions should be kept confidential.

Team should consist of three to five members, no

more and no less.

One member should serve as secretary and keep an

accurate summary of tentative agreements. No tape

recorders or verbatim notes should be kept as these

may deter the free flow of discussion.

Team should receive needed support, clerical,

secretarial, and administrative.

 

62Negotiations Management, "Determining Ground
 

Rules for Negotiations,fi Educational Services Bureau, Inc.,

MarCh' 1968' pp. 2-80
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11.
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39

Team should operate with a sense of confidence

and security.

Board attorneys should not serve unless trained

and experienced in the process.

Superintendent should not be on the team. He

should advise the team and the board during the

63
process.

As boards and their teams make preparations, they

will probably want to give particular attention to those

 

aspects of an agreement or contract that should be con-

sidered. The following are suggested as essential:

1. Unit of representation.

2. Role of principals and other middle management

employees.

3. Grievance procedure.

4. Impasse-resolving procedure.

5. A zipper clause (clause which provides that

negotiations cannot be reopened until a certain

date, e.g., 90 days preceding the date of agree-

ment expiration).

6. Termination date.64

63Richard G. Neal, "The Selection, Operation, and

Control of the Board's Negotiating Team," Negotiations
 

 

PP-

Manggement, Educational Services Bureau, Inc., May, 1968,

-I0 0 ‘

64Negotiations Management, "Essential Ingredients
 

of a Collective Negotiations Agreement," Educational

Services Bureau, Inc., April, 1968, pp. 3-9.



40

Another aspect of planning was suggested by Rhodes

and Gibbs when they described six steps they believed

necessary in setting the stage for negotiations:

1. Recognize the teachers' organization that will

represent the professional staff.

2. Agree to negotiate--this should be a board policy.

3. Set a time for negotiations.

4. Provide a suitable environment--should not be

either the superintendent's office or the teacher

associations office. Authoritarian postures for

anyone should be avoided.

5. Attempt to break identity barriers. Establish the

idea of equal footing--all are equally interested

in educational improvement.

6. Involve all negotiators in the decision making

process.65

Roemisch said that the planning responsibility

needs to be broken into the following parts: forecasting,

setting objectives, establishing policies, programming and

scheduling, developing procedures, and budgeting. He

indicated that these planning procedures need to be

completed before the team approaches the bargaining

 

65Eric Rhodes and Helen M. Gibbs, The Techniques

of Negotiation in Public Education (Arlington, Virginia:

Educational Services Bureau, Inc., 1966), pp. 2-5.
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table.66 Writers in the area consistently pointed up the

importance of preparation. The Michigan State University

School of Labor and Industrial Relations' summary state-

ment on negotiations preparation is appropriate:

One thing that those responsible for negotiations

should keep in mind is adequate preparation as a

key to success in negotiations, in factfinding,

or in arbitration. This aspect is time-consuming

but extremely necessary and should be handled by

one trained in this area.57

In the actual negotiations process varying situa-

tions will produce different kinds of behavior at the

bargaining table. The interaction of various personalities

produces a different situation in each case. One will find

some degree of variance in strategy and in tactics in each

situation because of personal interaction. Because of the

personal touch involved in at-the-table confrontation, many

writers found it necessary to speak quite generally when

discussing the negotiations process prOper. Wollett dis—

cussed strategy and tactics and described the difference.

He said strategy is the plan of action that a tem has in

mind when they enter the room to bargain. Tactics, on the

 

66Roger W. Roemisch, "Preparation for Bargaining,

Negotiating, and Writing the Union Contract," reprinted

from Personnel Journal in Mott Leadershi Training Program

Cgllective Bargaining in Educatipp, SchoI of Labor and

Industria1#REIations, Michigan State University, March 21,

1969, p. l.

67Mott Leadership Training Program, op. cit.,

"Data Sources," p. 5.
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other hand, are the moves or responses they make while at

68 The Unitedthe table dealing with their adversary.

States Civil Service Commission outlined the following

steps to be taken during the negotiation conference:

1. Opening the conference.

2. Outlining the issues--presenting proposals.

3. Use of caucus to prepare responses.

4. Elements to consider in responding.

5. Maintaining cooperative relationships.

6. Avoiding apparent impasses.

7. Recording agreement or issues discussed.69

Wildman and Perry reported a summary of conflict

issues in public schools negotiations and said that they

include the following:

Overall support levels--[they described this conflict

as occurring between the teachers as a group and the

community at large].

The allocation of funds--a budget item that often

engenders conflict is teachers' salaries-—what

percentage of the total budget should be devoted

to that item?

 

68Donald H. Wollett, Reading on Collective

Negotiation, op. cit., p. 368.

69United States Civil Service Commission,

"Consultation and Negotiation Techniques," in Readingg

9n Collective Negotiations in Public Education, ed. by

Elam, Moskow, andeieberman, op. cit., pp. 396-400.
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Distribution of salary dollars--two factors working

here (1) salaries other than teachers, and (2) how

should teachers salary schedule be effected--more

at the lower [beginner] end or more at the upper

[experienced] end, or what?70

Several other policy decision issues were

mentioned:

1. Class size.

2. Seniority in assignments, promotions, and

transfers.

3. Transfer based on other criteria, length of time

at particular school, travel time to current

assignment, and other personal factors.

4. Extra pay for difficult schools.

5. Rotation of assignment.

6. Collection of textbook rentals.

7. Length of teaching day.71

Lieberman and Moskow emphasized the importance of

good faith in the bargaining process. They pointed out

that state legislation dealing with negotiations in public

education has not typically required good faith in negotia-

72
tions. The statute in Michigan does require negotiating

 

70Wesley A. Wildman and Charles R. Perry, "Group.

Conflict and School Organization," Phi Delta Kappan

January, 1966, pp. 247-250.

711bid.

72Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., p. 261.
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in good faith but only of the employers. A 1966 Bar

Association Report relative to P.A. 336 and 379 stated:

. . . there are no labor organization unfair labor

practices under the P.E.R.A., the theory being that

they are rendered unnecessary because a public

employer may discipline or discharge a striking

public employee. This omission of employee organiza-

tion unfair labor practices and the reason advanced

for such omission have been criticized for not taking

into account that employees may use means other than

strikes to exert pressure on an employer, and that

unfair actions may be directed at other employees.73

Moskow and Lieberman predicted that states will

develop laws and agencies which will have the authority

to investigate charges of bad faith and to apply punitive

action.74 During negotiating sessions a key technique is

the caucus. Moskow and Lieberman emphasized this point:

The caucus technique is important and is almost

always needed in negotiation. One party or both

will usually make proposals not clearly acceptable,

yet not necessarily to be rejected either. Appro-

priate procedure would be to clarify the prOposal

and then caucus to decide the response to it.75

Jensen summed up his description of the bargaining

process as follows:

The essentials of collective bargaining may be

summarized as follows. First, it is a process

 

73"Bar Association Report on Bargaining by

Teachers," presented August 8, 1966 at American Bar Associa-

tion Convention, School Employee-Management Relations

Information, Collection of School of Labor and Industrial

Relations, Michigan State University, p. 41.

74

 

Lieberman and Moskow, 0p. cit., p. 261.

751bid., p. 259-260.
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pf finding out the settlement osition of the other.

In this process the question 0 power is ever present

and serves to bring the positions of the parties

together at a point of agreement. Second and equally,

if not more, important collective bargaining is a

process by which acceptance or consent is achieved

on the part of all those who must live by the terms

of the agreement--a process of achievingconsent.76

It has been pointed out that the negotiations

involve three aspects—-preparation for negotiations, the

actual at-the-table negotiations, and the administration

of the contract. In this section, some of the literature

dealing with the first two aspects as well as some back-

ground material has been reviewed. These two aspects were

selected as they deal with the subject of the study, the

negotiations process.

Educational Climate in the Community

The introduction of collective negotiations into

the public schools has had an impact on the total commu-

nity. This method of determining educational policy has

probably created more involvement and more trauma in the

community generally than had existed previously. The

attendant publicity which accompanies the adversary rela-

tionship between teacher organizations and boards of

 

76Vernon H. Jensen, "The Process of Collective

Bargaining and the Question of Its Obsolescence,"

Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Vol. 16, July,

1963, p. 555.
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education has probably produced a greater awareness and a

consequent greater involvement of the community generally

in educational decision making. Relative to this, Nelson

made the following statement when he introduced a reexami-

nation of Lieberman and Moskow's Collective Negotiations
 

for Teachers:

Collective negotiations between teachers and their

employers has developed into a tOpic of great

social interest. It is more than a labor management

concern in that it carries connotations about the

nature and operation of public education, diffi-

culties in urban societies, and alternatives in

role performance for the largest professional group

in America. These issues, in some instances, over-

shadowed the mechanics of negotiations and have

become a focal point for social discussion.77

Stinnett and associates suggested that a contributing

factor in this development was the shift from a rural to

urban society. They said:

As a consequence, political representation has

drastically changed. This change will be acceler-

ated by the reapportionment of state legislatures

ordered by the United States Supreme Court. In

effect these shifts mean that the climate of public

Opinion is shifting from a predominantly rural and

highly conservative posture to a highly liberal

urban one. There is a new liberalized concept

about the rights of public employees.78

The interest and concern of the lay public in what

is happening in public school collective negotiations may

 

77Jack L. Nelson, "Social Implications of

Collective Negotiations," Social Education, Vol. 33, No. 1,

January, 1969, p. 119.

78

 

Stinnett, Kleinman and Ware, op. cit., p. 175.
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be exemplified by the position recently taken by the

Parent-Teacher Association. The PTA, recognizing the

importance of community involvement and, at the same time,

the dangers that the PTA may encounter by becoming involved

in negotiations, has developed a set of guidelines for PTA

behavior when conflict situations arise during negotiations

between the board and teacher organizations. These have

been developed so as to include what PTA's should do before,

during, and after a teachers' strike.79

Certainly, the financial aspect of community climate

cannot be overlooked. MEA statistics indicated that prior

to 1965, salaries for Michigan teachers had increased about

three percent annually. During 1966-67, the first full

year of statewide negotiations, salaries took a 9.3% jump.

In 1967-68 they increased 10% and the prediction for

1968-69 was another 8.8% gain.8o

With these financial advances for teachers, some

dire warnings have appeared. A Michigan State University

professor of Industrial Relations stated:

The public will indeed be watching closely the

collective bargaining process because education

 

79"Guidelines for PTA Behavior Relative to Collec-

tive Negotiation," Parent Teacher Association Magazine,

Vol. 63, No. 3, November, 1968, pp. 7-8.

80Arthur H. Rice, Jr., "Where the Action Is,"

Toda '3 Education, Vol. 57, No. 6, September, 1968,

pp. 7-780
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affects all citizens. By comparison the current

airline strike only affects the users. The public

expects the school board, administrators, and

instructional staff to act responsibly. If the

parties fail to do so, it is safe to predict

additional legislation will be enacted which in

all probability will be more restrictive in nature.

The history of labor law in the United States bears

this out.8

Local financial support of education has been traditionally

attained through taxes on property. In Michigan, as in

many states, the right to extend a school district's budget

beyond certain legal limitations must be obtained by a vote

of the people. In 1968 about 37% of the millage elections

which were voted in Michigan school districts failed. From

January 1 to May 31, 1969, about 45% of Michigan school

82 These data mightdistrict millage elections had failed.

be interpreted to indicate that the climate for the support

of schools in Michigan communities is apparently not in-

creasing. Stiles has suggested that negotiations in public

education may have already alienated the public:

Poor public information as well as badly planned

tactics also threaten the teacher negotiations

movement. Teachers, students, parents, and the

public in general are confused about the real

issues, the actions advocated or taken, and the

 

81Daniel H. Kruger, "The Teacher in the Decision

Making Process," an address to the Detroit School

Administrators WOrkshop, Michigan State University,

August 11, 1966, p. 32.

82Information obtained from the Michigan Education

Association Research Office, June 4, 1969.
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results achieved. Teachers are losing public

confidence because people do not understand their

problems and do not support the methods used to

solve them. No amount of emotionalized verbiage

or professional flag waving can obscure this

fact. Responsible leadership would do well to

take a hard honest look at the communications

failures that are occurring--particular1y at

local 1evels.33

Taylor argued that the public is skeptical as to

whether or not increasing the amounts of money which

teachers receive in salaries and fringe benefits will

necessarily result in an increased quality of education.84

In reference to a New York report of the Governor's

Commission on Public Employees Relations, which recommended

that collective negotiations in governmental agencies be

conducted prior to overall budgetary action by the legisla-

tive body, Taylor stated:

This approach is predicated upon the assumption that

just as collective bargaining in the private sector

is subject to the restraints of the market place, so

should collective negotiations in the governmental

sector be developed under the restraints of political

democracy and its governmental processes. The objec-

tive of collective negotiations is not to provide

employees with the power "to write their own ticket"

but to provide for their effective participation--and

I emphasize effective--in the establishment of their

terms and conditions of employment. Collective

 

83Lindley J. Stiles, "In Union There Are Weak-

nesses," The Journal of Educational Research, Vol. 62,

No. 1 (September, 1968), inside cover.

84George W. Taylor, "The Public Interest in

Collective Negotiations in Education," ed. by Elam,

Lieberman and Moskow, op. cit., p. 12.
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negotiations involve a concomitant obligation of

employee organizations to accommodate the

particular interests of their membership to the

needs of the society as a whole.85

Mary Griffin stated rather bluntly that the public will

soon demand that teacher organizations stop their battle

for power and focus their attention on relating the

interests of education to those of society.86

A major problem in collective negotiations in the

public sector has been the resolution of the impasse when

it occurs. Only one state, Vermont, has no legal prohibi-

tion against strikes by public employees.87 Yet numbers

of work stoppages have been conducted by teacher organiza-

tions in various places throughout the country. The PTA

Magazine cited Hugh Calkins, attorney and member of the

Cleveland Board of Education, in his statement:

Nearly everywhere in the United States [teachers]

strikes are illegal, and nearly everywhere that a

test has arisen, the Board of Education or the

court has allowed law to be defied by those whose

job it is to instruct the young. Failure to enforce

laws against teacher strikes is due, I believe, not

to a failure of respect for law, but to genuine and

widely held doubts about the wisdom of such laws.88

 

851bid., p. 17.

86Mary D. Griffin, "Teacher Organization as Change

Agents," School and Society, Vol. 96, No. 2307, April 13,

1968, p. 243.

87Keith Pratz, in presentation to Mott Intern

Seminar, Flint, Michigan, March 21, 1969.

88PTA Ma azine, "What are Teachers' Strikes Doing

to Children?“ Vo . 63, November, 1968, p. 6.
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The Michigan Education Association cited in September,

1966 the following actions and attitudes of Board of

Education as a failure to negotiate in good faith and

intimated that more militant action by teachers would be

the result.

1. An apparent school board position that only a

certain amount of money, not subject to

negotiations, was available for teacher

salaries.

2. Refusal by the board to meet long and frequently

if necessary to complete negotiations.

3. Failure by the board to give its chief negotiator

sufficient authority to make tentative acceptance

of proposals and to make bona fide offers.

4. Slowness by the board to accept or reject teacher

proposals and failure to make counter-proposals.39

Robben Fleming indicated that since strikes in the

public sector were a fact, legal machinery should be

developed which recognized this and provided for some kind

9° Hildebrand, on the other hand,of amenable constraint.

said that the laws which prohibit strikes should be enforced

and that the no-strike principle in the public sector is

valid. He claimed that the only alternative for settling

 

 

89Michi an Education Journal, "Negotiation: Power,

Progress, PitfaIls,“ Vol. 44, No. 1, September, 1966, p. 12.

90Robben Fleming, "Collective Bargaining Revisited,"

in Frontiers in Collective Bargainipg, ed. by John T.

Dunlop and NeiI W. Chamberlain (New York: Harper and Row

Publishers, 1967), pp. 12-13.
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impasses is fact-finding with recommendations. Compulsory

arbitration is not possible, according to his views,

because the legislature would have to give final power to

91 Stilesa pro tem committee, which it can not legally do.

argued with this latter opinion and pointed to the ill

effects on students when he said:

The ultimate answer must be found in compulsory

bargaining and arbitration mandates rather than

the learningzstoppages that are now being

encouraged.

Rogers recommended, as a result of his study of

the North Dearborn Heights case, that compulsory arbitra-

tion be used as a final settlement stage when necessary.

He maintained that the development of a law was possible

which dealt with impasses in a way which avoided strikes

and work stoppages.93

It has been suggested that the public interest

will have an effect on the general outcome of collective

negotiations in public education and that educators must

be cognizant of this interest as they approach negotia-

tions, both as to the framework of laws and as to how they

carry out the process. There is still some confusion as

 

91George H. Hildebrand, "The Public Sector,"

ed. by Dunlop and Chamberlain, op. cit., pp. 144-148.

92Stiles, op. cit.

93Rogers, op. cit., pp. 141-144.
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to the resolution of impasses. Suggestions seemed to

indicate that something other than work stoppages or

strikes was desirable but what alternatives were most

desirable was not entirely clear.

Summary

The first area of the literature selected for

review was the history of collective negotiations in public

education, both nationally and more specifically in the

State of Michigan.

The second area dealt with the process of collec-

tive negotiations. The "how—to-do-it" aspect was investi-

gated. This included two sections, preparation for

negotiations and the actual negotiations process.

The third area dealt with educational climate.

Here an investigation was made of the effect of collective

negotiations on the general educational climate in the

community.



CHAPTER III

PROCEDURE AND DEVELOPMENT

This study was developed on the basis that school

administrators have not received the training they need at

the pre-position level to prepare them to deal with collec-

tive negotiations. A case study was developed to provide

additional material for administrators-in-training who may

profit from this approach. Scott concluded in his study:

Superintendents now in service want assistance in

learning to manage the processes of negotiation.

They are unaminous [those queried in his study]

in believing that study and preparation in collec-

tive negotiation should be a part of the prepara-

tion program for school administrators.1

The President of the National Council of the Professors of

School Administration has indicated that case study data

is needed as training material for administrators-in-

training and that material dealing with negotiations is

particularly appropriate.2 As indicated in Chapter I,

 

1Scott, op. cit., p. 167.

2Samuel Goldman, in a presentation to the staff

of the Mott Institute for Community Improvement, Michigan

State University, December 17, 1968.
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Shils and Whittier also pointed to such a need.3 The study

was designed so that a particular district might be

selected as the case district. The process of negotiations

was observed as it took place in the district and the Bales

instrument for interaction process analysis was applied.

Following completion of the negotiations process, each

negotiations team member (board and teacher association)

was asked to respond subjectively to a series of questions

in a structured interview setting. These interviews were

transcribed for a more nearly accurate analysis. Both the

teacher association's and the board's original proposals

were analyzed and related to what resulted in the final

agreement.

These aspects were selected as pertinent to the

study of the case in accordance with the definition of a

case study described below.

Definition of case study. The essential procedure

of the case-study method is to take account of all

pertinent aspects of one thing or situation,

employing as the unit of study an individual, an

institution, a community, or any group considered

as a unit. The case consists of the data relating

to some phase of the life history of the unit or

relating to the entire life process, whether the

unit is an individual, a family, a social group, an

institution, or a community. The complex situation

and combination of factors involved in the given

behavior are examined to determine the existing

status and to identify the causal factors operating.

 

3Shils and Whittier, loc. cit.
 

4Good and Scates, loc. cit.
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Questions Related to the Study
 

The study was designed to deal with the following

questions:

1. What can be found in the literature relative to

the history of collective negotiations, to the

collective negotiations process in public school,

and to the effect on educational climate in

communities which may contribute to an analysis

of the negotiations process in the particular case

district in 1968?

What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of teacher

welfare were bargained?

What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of instruc-

tion were bargained?

What were the input or proposals of each party and

what was the outcome on the master contract?

What types of training and courses did the team

members believe were relevant to preparation for

negotiations in public schools?

What effects on the educational climate have the

team members noted?

What issues were crucial to bargaining team members

in the development of the agreement?
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8. What was the nature of the conflict that the team

members deemed important during the development

of the agreement?

9. What recommendations relative to the negotiations

process in public school districts can be ab-

stracted from this case study?

10. What conclusions can be drawn relative to the

negotiations process in public school districts

as a result of this study?

Design in Relation toguestions

A historical background of collective bargaining

and negotiations both in the public sector generally and

in public schools was abstracted from the literature. The

literature was examined and material abstracted which

dealt with the process of collective negotiations in

public schools and with the effect of collective negotia-

tions on educational climate in the community.

The Bales' instrument for interaction process

analysis was applied during negotiations sessions to deter—

mine the kinds of behavior when items of teacher welfare

were being negotiated and when items of instruction were

being negotiated. Tables were designed for this purpose.

Tabular reports of both parties' input as proposals

and outcome in the final agreement were compiled. These
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reports were designed to show proposals which had been

accepted as proposed, those which had been accepted with

minor modification, those with major modification, those

which had been rejected, and those which had been withdrawn.

The interview instrument was designed by the writer

with the assistance of the Research Department of the.

Michigan State University College of Education. Since the

use of the instrument was unique to the particular case

under study no pilot or validation procedures could be

conducted. The purpose for its use was to provide a method

for obtaining data which related to some of the pertinent

aspects of the case described in questions number five

through eight described earlier. The instrument was

developed to determine what types of training and courses

the team members believed were relevant to preparation for

people who would subsequently deal with collective negotia-

tions in public schools. It was designed to determine

those issues which the team members felt to be most crucial

in the development of the agreement. Responses to the

crucial issues questions were tabulated. The team members

were also asked to respond subjectively as to what they

expected by way of conflict during the process and to what

reactions they had once negotiations were completed.

The recommendations were developed by the writer

and were formulated on the basis of what was observed
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during the development of the study. These were designed

for administrators-in-training and for those who are

responsible for preparation programs for school adminis-

trators.

The conclusions were formulated by the writer and

were evolved as a result of the study.

Selecting a Case
 

The following criteria were set as guidelines when

a search was begun to find a school district where a case

study could be developed: (1) that there should be a

possibility of conflict between the board and teacher

organization in arriving at an agreement, (2) that the

major portion of at-the-table bargaining remained yet to

be done at the inception of the study (June 1, 1968) and

(3) that both board and teacher organization should agree

to such a study and to what it would entail. The Michigan

Education Association (MEA) headquarters was approached

relative to such a study and was asked for suggestions as

to districts which might be possibilities. Several

districts were suggested and the writer was given a letter

which provided that the MEA gave its sanction to such a

study (see Appendix E).

After several contacts, a district was found which

met the criteria. The first contact in that district was
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made with the superintendent and the deputy superintendent.

The latter was a member of the board of education's negoti—

ating team. Contacts were then made with the president of

the teacher organization who was also chief negotiator on

the teacher association negotiating team. Both groups

made suggestions and agreed to allow the writer to attend

the next session and present his proposal to both teams for

their approval. At that next session, both teams agreed to

the study and to the following conditions:

1. The writer would be allowed to be present at all

negotiating sessions and to collect data.

2. Each team member would submit to a structured

interview after agreement had been reached at the

table.

3. The writer would be given access to data pertinent

to the process of negotiations in the district,

which had been previously gathered and presented

by both teams.

4. Such demographic data about the district as was

pertinent would be made available for the study.

In return, the writer agreed to the following conditions

in the development of the study:

1. That the anonymity of the district would be

maintained.‘
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2. That any instrument used to record data at

negotiations sessions would be first shown and

agreed to by both parties.

3. That should either party decide at any time during

negotiations sessions that the presence of the

observer had a deleterious effect on events, he

would be asked to withdraw and the study would

not be completed.

4. That he should withdraw during a caucus as he

could not attend both parties' caucuses at the

same time.

5. That any other data collection process would not

be exercised until either agreement had been

reached or the writer was no longer observing

negotiation sessions.

These conditions were followed while the data were col—

lected and while the study developed.

Demography of Case Districts

The district selected for study was adjacent to a

large industrial city in Michigan. The Case District

served primarily as a suburb or bedroom district for the

 

5The data for this section have been abstracted

from brochures published by the school district.
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city. It did, however, contain a large industrial plant

within its borders. This provided the Case District with

a higher tax base than might be found in many suburban

areas. It was generally considered to be one of the pre-

ferred suburban residential districts of the larger

industrialized area in which it was located. The Case

District's high rate of population growth was significantly

emphasized by the fact that it had doubled over the past

ten years. Medium family income in the community was

greater than that for the larger area and for the State of

Michigan. This was due largely to the number of executive

and professional residents of the District.

A school-sponsored survey on employment distribu-

tion of the Case District's population provided the

following data:

Professional, Technical and Teaching 15.6%

Management and PrOprietorship 18.8%

Labor (Skilled) 29.5%

Clerical 11.8%

Salesmen 8.2%

Labor (Semi-skilled) 15.4%

Agricultural .7%

The survey also revealed that about 76% of the employed

population worked outside the district, primarily in the

adjacent industrial city.
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The district had a tax base in 1968-69 of about

$130,000,000 State Equalized Valuation. This was estimated

at 50% of true cash value. Approximately 40% of this base

was attributed to industrial valuations, about 40% to

residences, and the remainder to commercial and agricultural

holdings. Residences in the district ranged in cost from

approximately $25,000 to $100,000.

The School District was approximately forty square

miles in area. It contained about 22,000 people. Both

city and township governments were included in the bound-

aries of the district.

The school enrollment in 1968-69 was about 7,750.

The growth rate in school enrollment was between six and

eight hundred per year. There was one large senior high

school, two junior high schools, and six elementary

schools. There was one parochial school in the area, which

serves grades 1—6. In the Case District, a total certified

staff of 376 was made up of 355 teachers and 21 administra-

tors and specialists. There were approximately

160 classified personnel including custodians, clerical

workers, bus drivers, and cafeteria workers.

The District's population factors made it a fourth

class district according to the State classification system.

District officials indicated that it is eligible for third

class rating but they have never sought it. It had a
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seven-member board of education, elected at large by voters

in the district. The central office administration was

made up of the superintendent, a deputy superintendent

whose primary duties were with instruction, an assistant

superintendent whose primary duties were with finance, and

an administrative assistant whose primary duties were in

the area of personnel.

Tax Proposal Failure and Resubmission

An event which occurred in the Case District should

be noted in that it may have had some effect on the course

of the negotiations process. In the late winter of 1968,

the Board determined the amount of money needed for opera-

tion and maintenance of the District's schools. This

amount necessitated submitting a tax proposal to the voters

of the district. The proposal was defeated when presented

to the voters the first time. Following the defeat, a

Citizens Committee was formed to explore the District's

needs. After its study, the Committee submitted a recom-

mendation to the Board that the requested millage be

reduced slightly and resubmitted to the voters. That

request was approved by the voters. No attempt was made

in this study to measure the effect of this phenomenon on

the negotiations process. It was reported so as to provide

a complete picture of the background for the process.
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History of Negotiation in the District

The District's teacher association has been an

affiliate of the Michigan Education Association and of the

National Education Association since the teachers of the

District have been organized. This period includes several

years before the advent of P.A. 379 as well as since. No

chapter of the American Federation of Teachers exists in

the District nor does any other teacher organization which

might be considered to be in competition with MEA-NEA.

There has been no record of any concerted effort to estab-

lish such an organization. The MEA-NEA affiliate then has

had literally no competition.

From the establishment of negotiations in 1965

under P.A. 379, the board team described in Chapter I was

intact. The three-man team consisting of the same three

individuals was negotiating for the Board each year from

1965 through 1968. The Deputy Superintendent had three

years of experience as a teacher and fourteen years as an

administrator. The Assistant Superintendent had six years

of experience as a teacher and seventeen years as an

administrator. The lawyer had about eighteen years of

experience in labor law before coming to the team.

Members of the teacher association team described

in Chapter I were all new to the negotiations team in 1968.

None of them had served on any negotiations team previously.
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These men had individually seven years, four years, three

years, and three years of experience as teachers in the

field of education.

The previous contracts which had been negotiated

were achieved without any overt displays of militancy by

the teacher organization. In the spring of 1968 as nego-

tiations were getting under way, it was reported that a

straw vote among the teachers indicated that a substantial

majority would be willing to withhold services at the 1968

fall opening of school if it were determined to be neces-

sary. Also, a change of administration in the teacher

association in May had produced a change in the makeup of

the association negotiating team. When new officers took

office on May 1, 1968, the members of the negotiating team

proffered their resignations and a new team was appointed.

Two members carried over from the old to the new team and

one of them became its spokesman.

Instrumentation
 

The Bales' instrument was applied to the twelve

negotiations sessions which occurred between July 1 and

August 26. This instrument is designed to deal with

interaction analysis. It was developed by Robert F. Bales

in the Laboratory of Social Relations at Harvard Univer-

sity. He stated that'the instrument was developed as a
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logical step in the growing body of research in interaction

analysis. It was particularly designed to deal with the

interaction which occurs in small groups.6 Dr. Bales

presented the following diagram to describe his system of

categories and their relationship.

 

6Robert F. Bales, Interaction Process Analysis

(Cambridge: Addison-Wesley Press, Inc., 1951), p. x.
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Shows solidarity, raises other's

status, gives help, reward:

 

Shows tension release, jokes,

laughs, shows satisfaction:

 

A rees, shows passive acceptance,

understands, concurs, complies:

 

Gives suggestion, direction,

implying autonomy for other:

 

 

Gives opinion, evaluation, analysis,

expresses feeling, wish:

 

 

Gives orientation, information,

repeats, clarifies, confirms:

 

 

Asks for orientation, information,

repetition, confirmation:

 

 

Asks for opinion, evaluation, analysis,

expression of feeling:

 

 

Asks for suggestion, direction,

possible ways of action:

 

10
Dies rees, shows passive rejection,

formaIIEy, withholds help:

 

11
Shows tension, asks for help,

withdraws out of field:

 

  12
Shows antagonism, deflates other's

status, defends or asserts self:  
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This system of categories found in the instrument

((see Appendix A) was used in this study. The specific

purpose of the use of the instrument in this study was to

determine the kinds of interaction which occurred when

items of instruction were bargained, as well as the kinds

which occurred when items of welfare were bargained. As

stated in Chapter I, the determination as to whether a

proposal was an item of teacher welfare or an item of

instruction was made arbitrarily. This kind of information

may suggest to the administrator-in-training the kinds of

behavior he may expect at the bargaining table when either

of the two kinds of issues arise.

All of the original proposals of each party were

collected. The number of each that were subsequently made

a part of the final agreement were then compiled. These

were determined on the basis of those which were accepted

as originally proposed, those which were accepted with

minor changes, those which were accepted with major changes,

those which were rejected, and those which were withdrawn.

The purpose of comparing prOposals with the final agree-

ment was to determine how many of the original proposals

of each team became a part of the final agreement or master

contract. This may provide the prospective administrator

with information as to how many original proposals may

eventually wind up in a master contract and also to the

kinds of changes to which they may be subjected.
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The structured interview was given to each member

of each team and had four sections or parts. The first

dealt with the training or education that the interviewee

believed important to a prospective negotiator. The second

dealt with the effect of negotiations on educational

climate of the community. The third dealt with those

issues which the interviewees felt to be most crucial to

the 1968 negotiations process in this particular case and

those that they believed might become most crucial in the

future. The fourth dealt with the area of conflict in the

process and with what the interviewee felt would be the

most important thing he would provide as advice to his

successor on the negotiating team if he were replaced.

The purpose for the development and use of the interview

instrument was to obtain the information described. The

instrument was developed by the writer with the aid of the

research department of the College of Education at Michigan

State University (see Appendix D). This information may

aid the administrator-in-training in the selection of

courses and other types of training procedures as he pre-

pares himself to participate in negotiations as a school

administrator.

Summary

Several sources indicated that a need for case

study materials in school administration and particularly
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in public school collective negotiations was evident.

This study was developed to provide a partial fulfillment

of that need. Its purpose was to present a case study

which might be useful to administrators-in-training as

they prepare themselves to deal with collective negotia—

tions.

The design included a method of attacking questions

which were posed as a result of a search of the literature.

Involved in these questions were:

1. A review of the literature relative to the history

of collective negotiations, the negotiations

process, and the effect of this process on the

educational climate of the community.

The behavior of negotiators when teacher welfare

items were negotiated.

The behavior of negotiators when items of instruc-

tion were negotiated.

The input by way of proposals of the two negoti-

ating parties and the outcome by way of final

agreement or master contract.

The training or areas of study thought to be

particularly relevant to preparing to deal with.

negotiations.

The affects noted by the negotiating team members

of collective negotiations on the educational

climate in the school and community.
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7. Issues believed to be most crucial in the

negotiating process.

8. The nature of conflict involved in the development

of an agreement.

9. The recommendations that could be abstracted from

the development of the study.

10. The conclusions that could be drawn from what was

learned in the study.

The method for selecting the case district was

described. The demography of that case district was

described. An incident relative to a tax proposal, its

initial failure, and subsequent resubmission and successful

passage was described. Although no attempt was made to

measure the effect of this incident, it was reported to

provide a better understanding of the development of the

case.

The history of negotiations in the district was

described. This included the background of negotiations

in the district as well as a description of the experien-

tial background of the negotiating team members of both

parties.

The instruments that were used for data collection

were described both as to source and as to makeup. Data

which did not necessitate the use of a particular instru-

ment were also described as well as how such data were

collected.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Three types of data were dealt with in this study;

that which was obtained from observation of interaction at

the bargaining table, that which was obtained from the two

parties' original proposals and from the final agreement,

and that which was obtained from interviews with the team

members. Of the ten questions with which this study was

concerned and which were cited in Chapter III, these data

dealt with questions two through eight as part of the

pertinent aspects of the study.

2. What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of teacher

welfare were bargained?

3. What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of instruc—

tion were bargained?

4. What were the input or proposals of each party and

what was the outcome on the master contract?

73
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5. What types of training and courses did the team

members believe were relevant to preparation for

negotiations in public schools?

6. What effects on the educational climate have the

team members noted?

7. What issues were crucial to bargaining team members

in the development of the agreement?

8. What was the nature of the conflict that the team

members deemed important during the development of

the agreement?

Interaction Analysis
 

To describe the interaction at the bargaining table,

Bales' instrument for interaction analysis was employed.

This instrument was designed by Dr. Bales and his associ-

ates as a method to categorize actions or behaviors during

small group interaction. He described it as follows:

In brief, the heart of the method is a way of

classifying direct face-to-face interaction as it

takes place, act by act, and ways of summarizing

and analyzing the resulting data so that they

yield useful information. There are a great number

of variations in the kinds of concrete situations

in which they may be done, various degrees of

completeness in the access of the observer to the

original interaction, various degrees of complete-

ness in the record he may take, and various degrees

of coppleteness in the analysis he may make of the

data.

 

1Robert F. Bales, Interaction Process Analysis

(Cambridge, Mass.: Addison-wesley Press, Inc., 1951),

pp. 5-6.
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The purpose of this study for the use of the Bales'

instrument was to determine the type of interaction, accord-

ing to Bales' categories, that occurred when those issues

which have_been defined as teacher welfare issues were

being resolved, and when those issues defined as instruc-

tional issues were being resolved. In line with this

purpose, it was determined how much interaction was involved

with each issue and how much time was given to each.

The Bales' instrument was employed in this study

in a manner which was somewhat different than Dr. Bales

and his colleagues had intended. First it was used to

record interaction in a situation with which the recorder

had nothing to do in its formation. Secondly a record was

kept of the behavior of groups, in this case two adversary

groups, and no attention was given to behavior of individ-

uals. An instrument was sought which would provide

structure and continuity for the observer in his observa-

tions of the negotiations process. It was felt that the

Bales' instrument could be successfully employed for this

purpose even though it was used in a manner somewhat

differently than Bales described.

The instrument is divided into twelve categories

as described in Chapter III of this study. According to

Bales' description, they are divided into two general areas

in relation to each other: social-emotional and
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task.2 When an action takes place which is giving

attention to the task at hand, the action is assigned by

the observer to the appropriate "task" category. The six

task categories are:

 

for other.

. Gives opinion, evaluation, analysis; expresses

feeling, wiSh.

3. Gives orientation, information; repeats, clarifies,

confirms.

4. Asks for orientation, information; repeats,

clarifies, confirms.

5. Asks for opinion, evaluation, analysis, expression

1. Gives suggestion, direction, implying autonomy

2
 

 

 

 

 

of feeling.

6. Asks for suggestion, direction, possible ways of

action.3

Attention to the tasks, according to Bales, creates

strains in the social and emotional relations of the groups'

members and attention then turns to these problems and

their solutions.4 The six categories in the social-

emotional area are again divided into two groups, three

positive and three negative. They are:

Positive:

1. Shows solidarity; raises other's status, gives

help, reward}

2. Shows tension release; jokes, laughs, shows

satisfaction.

3. Agrees, shows passive acceptance; understands,

concurs, complies.

 

 

 

2Ibid., p. 8.

31bid., p. 9.

4Ibid., p. 8.
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Negative:

1. Disagrees; shows passive rejection, formality;

Wlth o 3 help.

2. Shows tension; asks for help; withdraws out of

field.

3. Shows antagonism; deflates other's status, defends

or asserts sElfT5

 

 

It was felt that, although this instrument was not

specifically designed for analysis of collective negotia-

tion, it did provide a method for accomplishing the purpose

described earlier. The instrument was designed for small

group interaction analysis, and collective negotiation as

it was accomplished in the case under study did fit that

general definition. The writer observed twelve sessions

of collective negotiations. These sessions involved a

total time of 53 hours and 20 minutes. Of that time,

approximately 19 hours and 10 minutes were spent in caucus;

thus, observation of interaction was carried on for about

34 hours and 10 minutes. During this time, each action of

the participants was assigned to one of the categories of

the Bales' instrument. These actions were primarily state-

ments of the participants, but other overt actions, which

were not necessarily vocalized, were recorded as prescribed

by the Bales' technique.

The issues which were taken up at the bargaining

table were described for the purposes of this study as

 

51bid., p. 9.
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they arose at the table. The Teacher Association proposals

numbered twenty-five in their original form. There were

sixteen original proposals by the Board. As they developed

at the table, twenty-one reasonably specific issues were

dealt with. The discrepancy between the number treated in

this section of the study and the number of proposals by

teachers and board was explained in that several proposals

were sometimes dealt with as one general issue during the

negotiations process. The process also allowed for some

intermittent attention as several issues were left tempo-

rarily at impasse and then taken up again at a later date

or time. There were also times when consultant help was

needed to resolve an issue. For this reason, the issue

would be postponed until such consultant help as was re-

quired could be obtained. Taking these factors into

consideration, it was determined that, for the purposes

of this section of the study, twenty-one basic issues

were negotiated. As indicated in Chapters I and III,

these issues were assigned classification as either welfare

or instruction issues depending on how they were treated

in the negotiations process. This was done by the writer

and was based on how the issues were viewed by the Teacher

Team negotiators during the process. It should be recog-

nized that arguments can be presented to place virtually

any of these issues in the other category and that they
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were classified as they were here on the basis of the

writer's perception in this particular case. The follow-

ing fourteen issues were classified as teacher welfare

issues:

1. Grievance procedure

2. Calendar

3. Professional rights and responsibilities

4. Teaching conditions

5. Vacancies, promotions, and transfers

6. Sick and personal leave

7. Protection of teachers

8. Recognition

9. Agency shop

10. Professional compensation

11. Professional qualifications

12. Leaves of absence

13. Negotiations procedures

14. Hours and duties

The following seven were classified as issues dealing

with‘instruction:

1. Board rights and responsibilities

2. Program reduction

3. Teaching load

4. Teacher evaluation

5. Academic freedom
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6. Curriculum council

7. Professional study committee

Tables 1 through 14 describe the actions that

occurred as each welfare issue was negotiated. The tables

were designed to show the number of actions by each team

in the positive social-emotional area, in the task area,

and in the negative social-emotional area. This same

information is also presented as a percentage figure in

each area.

In the narrative presentation of the information

a description was presented as to which team provided more

action in each of three areas, positive social-emotional

behavior, task behavior and negative social-emotional

behavior. It was also noted which team provided more

action in the sum of the three areas or totally. This

action or behavior occurred while the negotiations process

was taking place and was the action or behavior of indi-

vidual team members. No distinction was made as to whether

this action or behavior was directed at the other team

members, one's own team members or some specific team

member of either team. Generally it was directed at one

or more members of the opposing team.

The terms "action" and Fbehavior" refer to the

verbal or non-verbal individual actions of behavior

described earlier as part of the Bales technique.
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In Table l, the issue of grievance procedure is

recorded. In this instance, the Teacher Team recorded

more positive social-emotional behavior. The Board Team

recorded all of the negative social-emotional behavior and

more of the task behavior than did the Teacher Team. The

Board Team exhibited more action or behavior in the sum of

the three areas.

Table 1

Grievance Procedure

 

 

 

 

 

_r u

Positive Negative Task Total

S'E'. S.E. (Neutral)

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 3 43 3 100 39 56 45 57

Teachers 4 57 0 0 31 44 35 43

Total 7 100 3 100 70 100 80 100         
Relative to the issue of the school calendar,

recorded in Table 2, again the Teacher Team exhibited more

positive social-emotional behavior. The Board Team

exhibited a great deal more negative social-emotional

actions and they also had more action in the task area

and, consequently totally.
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Table 2

Calendar

+ S.E.: - S.E. Task Total

, Freq. % Freq. _ % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 5 45 9 90 66 58 80 I 60

Teachers 6 55 l 10 48 42 55 40

Total 11 100 10 100 114 100 135 100        
 

On the issue of professional rights and responsi-

bilities, similar trends prevailed (see Table 3) as they

also did on the issues of teaching conditions (see

Table~4).

Table 3

Professional Rights and Responsibilities

 

 

 

 

 

.ial

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 31 4O 21 75 393 54 445 54

Teachers 47 60 11 25 330 46 338 46

Total 78 100 32 100 723 100 833 100        
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Table 4

Teaching Conditions

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

 

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

Board 25 41 6 75 316 57 347 56

Teachers 36 59 2 25 238 43 276 44

Total 61 100 8 100 554 100 623 100        
 

On the issue of vacations, promotions, and

transfers, there were some differences from the trends

exhibited in the four earlier issues. In this instance,

the Board Team registered more positive social-emotional

behavior and the Teacher Team, the only negative behavior;

however, this latter was only one action. On this issue,

the Board Team continued to record the greater amount of

action in the task area and in the sum of the three

areas or totally (see Table 5).

The issue of sick and personal leave required

minimal action. There was no action in either the positive

or negative social-emotional area. The Board Team

furnished more of the action in the task area (see Table 6).
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Vacations, Promotions, and Transfers

 

 

 

 

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

R + S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 4 57 0 0 55 56 59 56

Teachers 3 43 l 100 43 44 47 44

Total 7 100 1 100 98 100 106 100

Table 6

Sick and Personal Leave

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. %fi Freq. % Freq. %

Board 0 -- 0 -- 8 73 8 73

Teachers 0 -- 0 -- 3 27 3 27

Total 0 —- 0 -- 11 100 11 100         
On the issue of leaves of absence as recorded in

Table 7, the Teacher Team provided more action in the

positive social-emotional area. In the negative area, the

two teams were equal and the Board Team again recorded more

actions in the task area and totally.
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Table 7

Leaves of Absence

_—‘

 
’

 

 

 

 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 6 44 l 50 79 55 86 54

Teachers 8 56 l 50 64 45 73 46

Total 14 100 2 100 143 100 159 100         

Teacher Team was more active in the positive social-

emotional area;

Protection of teachers was an issue on which the

there was no action in the negative social-

emotional area; and the Board Team was more active in the

task area and totally (Table 8).

Table 8

Protection of Teachers

 

 

 

 

 

=====.-—ea. ify- __==

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 10 45 0 -- 72 69 82 65

Teachers 12- 55 0 -- 33 31 45 35

Total 22 100 0 -- 105 100 127 100        
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Table 9 indicates that on the issue of hours and

duties, there was a reversal in the general trend in that

in the positive social-emotional area the Board Team had

slightly more action, the Teacher Team showed the only

action in the negative area and the teachers had more

action in the task area. This was the only issue where

the teachers were more active.

Table 9

Hours and Duties

 

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 
 

 

Board 10 52 0 0 43 48 53 48

Teachers 9 48 1 100 46 52 56 52

Total 19 100 l 100 89 100 109 100

       
When dealing with negotiations procedures, the two

teams were equally active in the positive social-emotional

area. Only the Board Team indicated any action in the

negative social-emotional area. They again provided more

of the action in the task area and totally on this lightly

contested issue (see Table 10).
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10

Negotiations Procedures

 

 

 

 

 

          

L + S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. .% Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 2 50 1 100 10 67 13 65

Teachers 2 50 0 0 5 33 7 35

Total» _L 4 100 1 100 15 100 20 100

Recognition, as recorded in Table 11, also found

an equal amount of action by both teams in the positive

social-emotional area. The Board Team provided more nega-

tive action, more task action, and had the greater total.

 

 

 

   
 

Table 11

Recognition

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 2 50 4 67 17 61 23 61

Teachers 2 so 2 33 11 ' 39 15 39

Total 4 100 6 100 28 100 38 100
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On the issue of agency shop, the Board team

recorded more action in all three areas, although they

exhibited only one action in the negative social-emotional

area (Table 12).

Table 12

Agency Shop

 

 

 

 

 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 9 56 1 100 60 58 70 59

Teachers 7 44 0 0 43 42 50 41

Total 16 100 l 100 103 100 120 100

          
On the issue of special certification, the teams

had an equal amount of action in the positive social-

emotional area. Neither team had action in the negative

area; and the Board Team had more than twice as much

action in the task area and, consequently totally

(Table 13).

On the issue of professional compensation, the

general trend was observed in that the Teacher Team had the

greater amount of action in the positive social-emotional

area. The Board Team had a greater amount in the negative
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social-emotional area, in the task area, and totally

(Table 14).

Table 13

Special Certification

 

 

 

 

 

 
       
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq.A % Freq. %

Board 2‘ 50 0 -- 39 71 41 70

Teachers 2 50 0 -- 16 29 18 30

Total 4 100 0 -- 55 100 59 100

Table 14

Professional Compensation

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

Board 13 42 ll 85 236 60 260 60

Teachers 18 58 2 15 157 40 177 40

Total n 31 100 13 100 493 100 437 100

        

occurred as each instructional issue was negotiated.

Tables 15 through 21 describe the actions that
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They have the same general design as was described for

Tables 1-14.

The first issue dealing with instruction, board

rights and responsibilities, had more action coming from

the Board Team in all three areas and totally. The differ-

ence between the two teams actions or behavior on this

issue, however was only slight (Table 15).

Table 15

Board Rights and Responsibilities

 

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

Board 7 60 4 67 49 51 60 53

Teachers 5 40 2 33 46 49 53 47

Total 12 100 6 100 95 100 113 100       
 

Table 16 describes the action around the issue of

program reduction. On this issue, the Teacher Team ex-

hibited more action in the positive social-emotional area

and the Board Team exhibited more than twice as much action

on the negative social-emotional area. The Board also had

more action in the task area and totally.
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Table 16

Program Reduction

 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

Board 18 42 22 67 164 55 204 55

Teachers 25 58 10 33 137 45 172 45

Total 43 100 32 100 301 100 376 100         
The teaching load issue described in Table 17

followed the classic pattern of having more action by the

teachers in the positive social-emotional area, while the

board showed more action in the negative social-emotional

area, in the task area and totally.

Table 17

Teaching Load

 

 

 

 

,...========

Total

Freq. %

60 53

54 47

114 100         
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On the teacher evaluation issue, the Board Team

showed more positive social-emotional behavior and sub-

stantially more task behavior. No negative social-

emotional action was exhibited by either team (Table 18) .

Table 18

Teacher Evaluation

 

I

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

 

  
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

Board 14 64 0 -- 80 63 94 63

Teachers 8 36 0 -- 48 37 56 37

TotaJ. 22 100 0 -- 128 100 150 100        
On the issue of academic freedom, the classic

Pattern of more action by the Teacher Team in the positive

sociaJu—emotional area and by the Board Team in the other

two areas and totally again held true (Table 19) .

Table 20 deals with the curriculum council issue,

and the classic pattern prevailed again.

On the issue of a professional study committee,

the behavior pattern differed from the previous two in

thatithe Board Team provided the more action in all three

areas and totally (Table 21) .
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Table 19

Academic-Freedom

 

+ S.E. ' - S.E. Task Total

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

       
 

Board 13 39 2 67 112 59 127 57

Teachers 20 61 l 33 76 41 97 43

Total 33 100 3 100 188 100 224 100

Table 20

Curriculum Council

 

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

Board 9 39 5 55 9O 55 104 54

 

Teachers 14 61 4 45 74 45 92 46

 

Total 23 100 9 100 164 100 196 100       
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Table 21

Professional Study Committee

 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

   
 

6 56 2 67 70 63 78 63

Teachers 5 44 l 33 41 37 47 37

Total 11 100 3 100 111 100 125 100        
As indicated earlier a general or classic pattern

established itself over the several issues. There were

some variations but, in general, the Teacher Team tended to

demonstrate more action and behavior in the positive social-

emotional area, while the Board Team exhibited more in the

negative social-emotional and task areas. Since in most

of the cases, there was a great deal more action in the

task area than in the other two, this meant that the Board

Team exhibited more total action than did the Teacher Team.

This was the case in every issue except one (Hours and

Duties, Table 9). This trend appeared in both the welfare

and instruction issues. The trend is further emphasized

in Tables 22-23 which provide the cumulative totals for

welfare and instruction issues, respectively.
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Table 22

Cumulative for All Welfare Issues

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 

 

Board 122 44 57 73 1433 57 1612 56

 

Teachers 156 56 21 27 1068 43 1245 44

 

Total 287 100 78 100 2501 100 2857 100         
Table 23

Cumulative for All Instructional Issues

4

 

+ S.E. - S.E. Task Total

 

Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %

 

 
 

 

Board 69 46 38 67 620 57 727 56

Teachers 81 54 19 33 471 43 571 44

Total 150 100 57 100 1091 100 1298 100        
The difference in behavior relative to welfare

and instruction issues was found to be slight. In the

positive social-emotional area on both welfare and the

instructional issues, the Teacher Team exhibited more of

this behavior than did the Board Team. There was very
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little difference between the welfare and the instruction

issues (Tables 22-23). In the negative social-emotional

area, the Board Team exhibited a good deal more of this

type behavior than did the Teacher Team. Although the

difference between the types of issues for negative social-

emotional behavior was only six percentage points

(Tables 22-23), it may be significant that this difference

was as a result of the Board Team's exhibiting less nega-

tive social-emotional behavior and the Teacher Team's

exhibiting more (percentage-wise) on issues of instruction

as compared with welfare. In the task area, the Board Team

produced more actions. This was true on both the welfare

and instruction issues. The percentage figure was the same

in both cases. Totally, the Board Team produced the

greater number of actions and, again, the percent figure

on issues.of both welfare and instruction was exactly the

same.

Overall these data seem to suggest little differ—

ence in behavior and action of the teams between issues of

welfare and instructional issues. As stated earlier, the

only trends which seemed to stand out were that the Teacher

Team provided more action in the positive social-emotional

area, while the Board Team provided more in the negative

social-emotional and task areas. These trends prevailed

on both welfare and instruction issues with no particular

difference noted.
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As noted earlier in this chapter, a total of

53 hours and 20 minutes were involved in the twelve nego—

tiations sessions observed. A breakdown of this time on

the fourteen welfare issues and seven instructional issues

is provided below. It should be noted that this includes

caucus time; and although the observer was not present at

caucuses, it was assumed that the time was spent on the

respective issue which each caucus was called to discuss

and this time is included (see Tables 24-25).

The time given to individual issues varied a great

deal. This depended on the importance of the issue and

the degree of disagreement on the issue between the teams.

As might be expected, the greatest amount of time was

spent on professional compensation. A large share of this

time was spent in caucus at the last session while the

mediator worked with both teams. .Some other issues were

completed during this time as some trading was done to

arrive at a final agreement.

One should be careful when considering average

figures as they can be misleading. It was noted, however,

that the average time spent on welfare issues was almost

identical with that spent on issues on instruction.
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Table 24

Time Spent on Welfare Issues

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issue3~ . Hours Min.

Grievance Procedure 1 25

Calendar 2

ProfesSional Rights and Responsibilities 8 30

Teaching Conditions 5 55

Vacations, Promotions, and Transfers 1 45

Sick and Personal Leave 10

Leaves of Absence 1 45

Protection of Teachers 1 35

Hours and Duties 1 05

Negotiation Procedures 15

Recognition 30

Agency Shop 1 50

Special Certification . j 55

Professional Compensation 8 35

Total Time Spent 36 20   



99

Table 25

Time Spent on Instructional Issues

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issues Hours Min.

Board Rights and Responsibilities 1 20

Program Reduction 3 25

Teaching Load 1

Teacher Evaluation 1 50

Academic Freedom 3

Curriculum Council 3 05

Professional Study Committee 4 40

18 20Total Time Spent    
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Analysis of Proposals and

Final Master Agreement

 

 

Table 26

Disposal of Parties' Proposals

 

 

 

Proposals Proposals Proposals Proposals Proposals

Accepted Accepted Accepted Rejected Dropped

Proposers as Sub— with with

mitted Minor Major

Changes Changes

Teachers 0 9 7 2 7

Board 3 ll 2 0 0     
 

The proposals of the Teacher Association and of the

Board of Education were reviewed along with the Master

Contract or Final Agreement. The purpose was to determine

which proposals had been accepted as submitted, accepted

with minor changes, accepted with major changes, or re-

jected.

and the results were tabulated.

It was then determined who had made which proposals

A cursory examination of

the tabulations, however, does not provide all of the

information needed to understand the disposition of the

various proposals.

some of the factors

order that articles

Contract; and then,

For this reason, a narrative account of

involved is presented: first, in the

appear in the Master Agreement or

additional proposals which were not

made a part of the Master Contract.
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Article I in the Master Contract dealt with

recognition and was accepted as proposed by the Board.

The Changes in the Teacher Association proposal were minor

in that they had defined the personnel to be covered by

the agreement in slightly different terms than had the

Board. The objectives of the proposals of both parties

on this particular issue were substantially the same in

their original form.

The second article is designated in the Master

Contract as "Teacher and Chapter Rights and Responsibili-

ties." The article showed evidence of major changes in

both parties' original proposals. The Board had proposed

twenty specific behavioral objectives for teachers as a

part of this Article. These objectives were eventually

removed as it was argued that the first of these twenty

would cover the others when followed by a statement rela-

tive to the Code of Ethics of the Education Profession

(Appendix B, Article II, Section D and following state-

ment). Consequently, this was accomplished, as "Section

D" was the first of these statements. The Teacher Associa—

tion had a number of proposals relative to this article,

which were also removed before agreement was reached.

Some of these proposals delineated specific information

which the Board would have to provide on request, and

some specific statements on building and facilities use.
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These were held eventually to be unnecessary in light of

more general statements adopted (Appendix B, Article III,

Sections B and C).

Management rights found in Article III of the

Master Contract was an original proposal only of the

Board. As a result of counter proposals of the Teacher

Association, the proposal was subjected to what has been

classified as minor changes before agreement was reached.

The Board's original proposal delineated five specific

rights of the Board including:

1. To manage and control the school system.

2. To hire, transfer, promote, and dismiss any and

all employees and to determine the conditions

for these decisions.

3. To provide the structure of the system and for

its instructional program.

4. To make decisions relative to materials, text-

books, and any type of teaching aid.

5. To determine terms and conditions of employment.

These five provisions were removed and the Master Contract

simply stated that the Board reserves all powers conferred

on it by law and that it should exercise these powers in

conformity with the Master Agreement (Appendix B,

Article III).

The fourth article of the Master Contract deals

with professional compensation. This article was
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determined to have been established with major changes of

the Teacher Association proposal and minor changes of the

Board proposal. The reasons for this determination were

several. The key issue in most negotiations agreements

is the establishment of a salary schedule. The case under

study was no exception. As may be noted in the salary

schedules proposed by each organization and that upon

which the parties finally agreed (Appendixes C and B),

the schedule established in the Master Contract was some-

what closer to the original proposal of the Board than to

that of the Teachers. The original proposal of the Board

set a beginning salary for a bachelor's degree at $6,600.00.

It included five education steps and ten experience steps

with a five percent increment each way. The original

Teacher proposal was interesting in that when the Board

Team indicated that the prOposal was unacceptable, the

Teacher Team retired to caucus and came back in a short

time with another. The first of these two had a beginning

salary of $6,750.00, included five education steps, ten

experience steps, and a six percent increment in both

directions. The second schedule offered after the Board

Team's unfavorable reaction to the first had a $6,850.00

beginning salary with the same number of experience and

education steps. This schedule reduced the increment to

five and one-half percent both ways. The salary schedule
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in the Final Agreement began at $6,675.00 and included

five education steps and ten experience steps with a

five percent increment index in each direction. The

Teacher proposal included four other sections which pro—

vided for further special compensation and certain school

calendar changes. These were not adopted. All sections

of the Board's proposal were adOpted with a few minor

changes plus the salary schedule change which has been

discussed.

The next article had to do with teaching hours

(Appendix B, Article V). Only minor changes were required

in both the Teacher Association and Board proposals on

this issue. The Teacher Association sought a reporting

time of fifteen minutes for all teachers prior to the time

that students are required to report. They further sought

a duty-free lunch period of sixty minutes for all teachers.

The completed Master Contract provided that elementary

teachers report thirty minutes earlier than the students

and for a duty-free lunch period of at least thirty minutes.

It required that any decision on after-school activities,

such as parent-teacher conferences, consultations with

administrators, and supervising students, could not be

made without consultation with the building representative

(Appendix B, Article V, Section C).

Teaching loads and assignments were the content

which made up the next article in the Agreement (Appendix B,
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Article VI). In this instance, it was determined that the

Teacher Association and Board proposals were both subjected

to minor changes. Proposals which the Teacher Association

sought, but which were not made a part of the final agree-

ment, were:

A minimum sixty—minute preparation period for

elementary teachers.

An $8.00 per hour payment when assigned during

regular preparation period.

The Master Contract provided $5.00 per hour for assignment

during preparation period and a thirty—minute preparation

period for elementary teachers (Appendix B, Article VI,

Section A). Changes in the Board proposal were the removal

of the statement "as long as financially practical" follow-

ing the provision for thirty-minute preparation periods

for elementary teachers and a change which made exception

to the provisions of this section (Article VI, Section A)

more stringent than had the Board's original proposal.

In Article VII, which dealt with teaching condi-

tions, changes in the Teacher Association proposalwere

classified as major, while those in the Board proposal

were placed in the minor classification. The Teacher

Association proposal contained a class-size feature which

was quite extensive. It established optimum and maximum

sizes for all classes in the system and specifically

described these. The Board proposal contained a general
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statement on this issue based on optimum learning and

practicality. The Board proposal was adopted with an

additional statement to the effect that methods for

reducing the work load in overcrowded classrooms will be

considered and implemented when feasible through the use

of volunteer lay help, combination classes, and redistribu-

tion of students to the various attendance areas. The

Teachers further sought remuneration for teachers who were

assigned classes with more students than their proposed

maximums indicated, a district-wide pupil-teacher ratio

no greater than 25:1, binding staff decisions on equipment

needs, clerical and mechanical aids for preparing instruc-

tional materials, a teacher-developed staff library in each

building, certain individual facilities and supplies,

telephone facilities, and health-guarded working conditions.

None of these latter proposals were made a part of the

Master Contract. It should be noted here that the Board

Team from time to time agreed to inform the administration

of several Teacher Association requests which were not made

a part of the contract, the intent being to make provision

for some of these requests as a part of the day-to-day

operation of the school. The Teacher Team accepted this

promise with the admonition that if changes were not forth-

coming, such items would be pressed with more vigor in

future negotiations.
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Article VIII of the Master Contract dealt with

vacancies and promotions. Again it was determined that

changes in the Teacher Association proposal, relative to

these issues were major while those in the Board proposal

were minor. The Teacher Association proposal stated that

the Board must support a policy of filling vacancies from

within its own staff; that notice of vacancy be posted for

three weeks; and that seniority be a substantial prerequi-

site for promotion or filling a vacancy. These statements

were either not made a part of the Master Contract or were

changed to a major degree (Appendix B, Article VIII,

Sections A and B). The Board proposal was for a seven-day

notice on vacancies (Master Contract required a ten-day

notice) and did not provide for notice being given to the

Association. Other than these factors the Board proposal

was adopted as proposed.

Transfers were the subject of Article IX. There

was little disagreement in the proposals of the two parties.

The Board's proposal was adopted as presented (Appendix B,

Article IX). The Teacher Association proposal differed

only in the format it prescribed for transfer and was thus

determined to be ad0pted with a minor change.

Article X dealt with sick and personal business

leave. In this instance, it was determined that the Board

proposal was accepted with a minor change in that the words
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"without just cause" were added to the statement, "No

personal business shall be granted immediately preceding

or following a holiday or vacation period" (Appendix B,

Article X, Section A). Other than this qualification the

Board proposal as it appeared originally became a part of

the Master Contract. The Teacher Association proposal

would have allowed more sick leave days in each category

but still proposed the same cumulative total of 90 days.

The Teacher Association proposal was also described as one

of minor change.

On leaves of absence, which are found in Article XI

of the Master Contract, little difference of opinion was

expressed in the parties' proposals. One wording change

around the idea of licensing or certification was made in

both proposals. The only other change was in the Teacher

proposal to the effect that a teacher on sabbatical leave

may be paid his full salary or part of it. The proposal

had indicated that it be required that the teacher receive
 

his fpll_annual salary. With these changes, both parties'

proposals were considered to be accepted with minor change.

Article XII of the Master Contract was concerned

with terminal leave. The Teacher Association proposal was

considered to have received major change in that the

proposal included a schedule for terminal leave which would

have raised these payments generally and would have
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provided an earlier eligibility than did the previous

contract. The schedule adopted was the same as had existed

in the previous contract (Appendix B, Article XII). The

Board made no proposal relative to this issue.

Insurance protection was the subject of

Article XIII. Interestingly, neither of the parties dealt

with this item in their original proposals. The Teacher

Team introduced it later. It is worthy of note that this

article provided substantially better insurance benefits

to the teachers than had the previous contract (Appendix B,

Article XIII).

The subject of Article XIV was teacher evaluation

and discipline. The Teacher Association proposal included

a total revamping of the evaluation process and of the

instrument which was used for this purpose. Since no part

of their proposal was accepted, it was classified as being

rejected. The Board proposal was determined to have been

adopted with minor change. One section which proclaimed

the Board's power to adOpt rules and regulations for the

discipline of teachers was removed and two other sections

were combined. From this was produced the article upon

which the parties agreed (Appendix B, Article XIV). The

Board Team did agree, informally, that the Teacher Associa-

tion proposals for change in the evaluation instrument

would be given due consideration in the continued develop-

ment of this instrument.



110

Article XV dealt with the protection of teachers.

Both parties' proposals were classified as being adopted

with minor change. In the case of the Board proposal, one

sentence was added which indicated that the administrator

should, when practical, confer with the teacher before

overruling a teacher's decision on student discipline

(Appendix B, Article XV, Section A). The Teacher Associa-

tion proposal contained a section which would make teacher

referral of students mandatory. _This section did not

appear in the Final Agreement. There were a few places

in the Teacher Association proposal where wording was

slightly different from what was adopted, but these were

of relatively minor importance.

Article XVII dealt with grievance procedure.

Although this is a long and involved article (Appendix B,

Article XVII), there was relatively little disagreement

about its content. Both parties seemed reasonably satis-

fied with how it had operated in the past under the

previous contract. With this situation, a few minor

changes in both parties' proposals were all that were

necessary to arrive at agreement. Both parties' proposals

were classified as adopted with minor change.

Article XVIII was involved with academic freedom.

The Teacher Association proposal was determined to have

been rejected on this issue. Their proposal included some
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seven pages which were aimed at determining policy and

providing quite specific administrative regulation to

insure the academic freedom of teachers in the system. An

important phase of this regulation would have provided for

a teacher-controlled permanent committee whose purpose

would have been to act on cases in question, relative to

academic freedom. A good deal of discussion took place

around this issue and it was finally resolved when the

Board Team agreed to making a part of the contract an

opener to act on this issue should it become necessary

(Appendix B, Article XVIII). With this resolution, the

Teachers agreed to withdraw-their proposal; therefore, for

the purposes of this study, it was determined to be re-

jected. The Board had no original proposal on academic

freedom.

Association membership and professional dues were

dealt with in Article XIX of the Master Contract. The

Teacher Association proposal was a rather short statement

which did not clearly delineate the establishment of an

agency sh0p in which all teachers would be required to pay

dues to the Association. During the discussion, the

proposal was developed to include this feature. Further

development of the Article included the provision that

should one not meet the dues payments, he would be dis-

charged at the end of the school year, except for teachers
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new to the system who would be exempt from this condition

for their first year (Appendix B, Article XIX, Section A,

No. 4). With these kinds of changes, the original Teacher

Association proposal was determined to have been adopted

with major change. The Board did not have a-proposal

relative to this area.

Article XX dealt with the duration of the agree-

ment. Both parties were classified as having had their

proposals adopted with major change. The Board proposal

sought a three-year agreement and the Teacher Association

proposed a one-year contract. The final decision in the

Master Contract designates a two-year agreement or contract.

As indicated in Table 26, the Teacher Association

had seven original proposals which were not made a part

of the contract, while the Board had none which fell into

this category.

The first of these in the Teacher Association

proposals dealt with the reduction of personnel. This

proposal was designed to be implemented in case the

economic aspect of the contract was such that reduction of

personnel became necessary. The Teacher Association pro-

posal specified which positions should be eliminated first,

and, as might be expected, the proposal gave priority to

seniority. Since the district was not placed in the

economic jeopardy that was considered possible, this

particular proposal was removed.
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The Teacher Association had a second proposal

having to do with professional and personal business leave.

This would have provided four additional days for profes-

sional business, such as conferences and workshops of the

teachers' interest or for personal business which could be

for any purpose. Since this issue was closely allied with

Article X of the contract, it was negotiated at the same

time and during that period was dropped by the Teacher Team

as a proposal.

The next Association proposal in this category

provided for a curriculum council. The purpose here was

to establish a council, under mandate of the contract,

which would develop the curriculum for the school district.

The Board Team during the discussion opposed such a develop-

ment on the basis that the staff was thoroughly involved

in curriculum development under the present organization

and further, that a mandated council might tend to stultify

what was already taking place. These arguments eventually

seemed to prevail and the proposal was dropped.

Professional study committees were the subject of

the next proposal in this category. One committee was to

have been established to study discipline policy and

procedures and make recommendations. Another committee

would have been established to study and recommend on

ethical problems. After full discussion, it was determined
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that needs in these areas could be attained without

contract mandate and, thus, the proposal was dropped.

Another proposal dealt with programs for special

students. It would have provided planning periods for

special education teachers and no bus duty for these

teachers. The Board Team pointed in their argument to the

unusual nature of special education teachers' jobs and the

corresponding difficulty in replacing them for planning

time. They did, however, recognize the problem and agreed

to take these teachers' problems under advisement as an

administrative problem with which to be dealt. With this

understanding, the Teacher Team agreed to drop the pro-

posal.

The Teacher Association proposal relative to the

school nurse program had to do with the educational require-

ments for a school nurse. The Board Team, while indicating

that they accepted the theory of the proposal to some

degree, pointed out that it would be difficult to adopt the

proposal because it might tend to eliminate present staff

members who were quite efficient. They agreed that the

Board should aim for the type of educational requirements

suggested when hiring in the future. Following this dis-

cussion, the Teacher Team agreed to remove the proposal.

A Teacher Association proposal for teacher credit

union deductions was dropped when the Board indicated that
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they could not at that time handle this additional

accounting load because of a shortage of business machines.

They did indicate that when they acquired the ability to

deal with these deductions, which they did intend to

acquire, they would assume this responsibility. With this

explanation, the Teacher Team agreed to drop the proposal.

This section of this study has dealt with the

question described in Chapter III, "What was the input of

proposals of each party and what was the outcome in the

Master Contract?" As summarized in Table 26, the Teacher

Association had a total of twenty-five proposals. Of these,

none was accepted as submitted, nine were accepted with

minor changes; seven were accepted with major changes; two

were rejected; and seven were dropped or withdrawn. The

Board had sixteen original proposals. Three of these were

accepted as submitted; eleven were accepted with minor

changes; two with major changes, and none was rejected or

withdrawn. Two articles of the Agreement were developed

during the process and were not entered by either team as

original proposals. It should be noted that the reader

should exercise care in interpreting this data. Although

the Board Team did have more proposals accepted as submitted

or with minor change, it is possible that the teacher team

gained items which are very important to them or which may

make for more dynamic change in the system. It is
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difficult to determine, on the basis of the data, the

relative success of the two bargaining teams.

Analysis of Structured Interviews
 

The interview instrument was developed by the

writer with the assistance of the Michigan State University

College of Education Research Department. Validation of

the instrument was not possible for the reasons described

in Chapter III. The interview period required approxi-

mately one hour with each team member and was transcribed.

These transcriptions were analyzed and the analysis is

presented below in narrative form.

The interview was structured so as to be divided

into four sections (Appendix D). The first section sought

information and ideas relative to areas of study for pros-

pective administrators, which might best prepare them for

the process of negotiations. Several study areas were

selected. They were those to which administrators-in-

training are often subjected and several to which teachers

are subjected. The members of both negotiating teams

(Teachers' and Board) were asked to respond to each study

area as to whether or not they believed it did or would

have helped them in preparing them as a negotiations team

member. The reSpondents were told that the responses could

be open-ended so that they might explain their responses

if they wished.
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In response to the area of school finance, all

respondents indicated that this area was important and that

knowledge in the area was helpful to any negotiating team

member. The Board Team members tended to place more

emphasis on the area of finance. They indicated that it

was vital that at least one team member have specialized

knowledge in this area. One of the Teacher Team members

indicated that he felt that his team was placed at a dis—

advantage in that they did not have competence in the

financial area equal to that of the Board Team.

In the area of personnel administration, the Board

Team tended generally to rate this realm as more important

than did the Teacher team. Responses of members of both

teams seemed to indicate that the difference in importance

of this area to the two teams might be attributed to their

different objectives during negotiations. The Board Team

members placed more importance on establishing items in

the agreement which dealt with personnel administration

than did the Teachers. This might best be summarized by

the statement of one Board Team member in which he said

that a negotiating team should include one or more people

who have knowledge and understanding of specific personnel

skills such as those associated with analysis of teaching

performance and with evaluation of the effects of personnel

programs.



118

In curriculum, all respondents-indicated the

importance of this area. The Board Team tended to give it

a higher degree of importance than did the Teachers. All

Board Team members agreed that it was imperative that at

least one member of their team have a high degree of

sophistication and skill in this area. One Board Team

member emphasized this when he indicated that an intimate

knowledge of curriculum needed to be represented on the

Board Team so as to gain respect from the Teacher Team for

the Board Team's ability to deal with curricular problems.

The Board Team felt that a knowledge of supervision

and its aspects was important to their Team's efforts. The

Teacher Team, on the other hand, saw little need for this

kind of knowledge for negotiating team members.

When asked about the area of educational research,

the Board Team tended toward a general belief that some

understanding of research and research methods was helpful

to negotiating team members, but they saw it as less

important than some of the other areas. The Teacher Team

placed more emphasis in this area than did the Board Team.

This might be explained in that the Board Team, because

they did have some background, had less trouble dealing

with research information than did the Teacher Team

members during the course of the negotiations process.
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The area of public relations produced mixed

reactions from both teams. Generally, the Teacher Team

had more discrepancy in their reactions than did the Board

Team. One Teacher Team member stated that it was impera-

tive that teacher organizations develop programs which

inform the public of what the organization is doing and

why. Another indicated that such public information

programs were the responsibility of the Board and that the

Teachers' responsibility was only to insist upon good edu-

cational programs. The Board Team was generally agreed

that knowledge and wise use of communication skills was a

necessity. One Board Team member indicated that he thought

this might be acquired in other study areas and through the

use of "common sense."

The area of general school administration was

felt to be important by both teams, although the Board

Team gave this area more emphasis than did the Teacher

Team. One Board Team member indicated that this type of

study provides fundamental knowledge needed when negotiat-

ing.

In the area of school law, all team members,

except one, placed a high degree of importance on this

study area. The one exception, a Board Team member,

indicated that he saw little need for study in this area,

but that consultative services should be obtained from

someone with this specialized skill.
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The study area of the behavioral sciences was

negated in importance by two Board Team members, but one,

on the other hand, saw it as rather important. Teacher

Team members thought this area was quite important. Their

general reaction was indicated by one of their members

who said that study in this area gives one more skill in

the "games that people play" and collective negotiations

fit into this category.

All members of both teams believed that a specific

study of school negotiations was a top priority for anyone

who might become a negotiator. In addition to this need,

several indicated that all teachers and all administrators

should be given training in this area so as to understand

and support the process better, whether or not they were

actually participating in the negotiating.

Relative to areas of study in teaching methods,

there was some diversity of opinion on both teams.

Comments ranging from "worthless" to very important" came

from both teams. Perhaps the comment of one Board Team

member provides some explanation for this diversity. He

said that the thought that the importance of study in this

area depended on what one had experienced. In his own

case, he believed that the methods work in his background

was rather important to his understanding of curriculum

as a whole and had made definite contributions to his

knowledge and skills as a negotiator.
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All team members but one saw little relationship

between student teaching and negotiations. The one excep-

tion, a Board Team member, indicated that student teaching

might bring teachers-in-training into their first contact

with negotiation and its meaning for them in the future.

Relative to other professional education courses,

the reactions of both teams ranged from "no relationship"

to "they could be of real value depending on the course

and its content."

All team members were asked what additional train-

ing might be provided at the preparation level for adminis-

trators. A sampling of the responses follows: A Board

Team member said that personnel courses and study should

be "beefed up" so as to make the study of negotiations a

part of this area. Another Board Team member indicated

that study in the area of contract administration should

receive emphasis as this was the key to workable negotia-

tions. The third Board Team member felt that there was a

definite need for both preservice and inservice training

in all aspects of negotiations. A Teacher Team member

indicated that case study materials were needed to provide

both teachers-in-training and future administrators with a

better educational background in negotiations. Another

said that simulation materials would have value for

preparation. A third Teacher Team member stated that
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administrators were short on "know-how" in teacher

evaluation and improvement in this skill would make the

negotiations process easier. The other Teacher Team member

felt that he wasn't qualified to venture a response.

In responding to what kinds of things might be

valuable in inservice training for negotiations, one

Teacher Team member felt that a regular on-going inservice

program in negotiations should be developed and maintained.

Another Teacher Team member said that a workshop should be

developed which included both sides and that it should be

run by a disinterested third party, such as the State

Mediation Board. A third Teacher Team member suggested

that inservice work for administrators in personnel admin-

istration would be useful. The other Teacher Team member

said that inservice courses, perhaps for credit, in school

negotiations should be provided for administrators.

All three Board Team members indicated that

inservice workshOps and seminars should be provided not

only for members of the team, but also, for peOple who may

replace or substitute for team members. One suggested the

use of simulation programs which were video-taped so that

performances could be evaluated.

The second section of the interview dealt with the

educational community climate as a result of collective

negotiations. The first question had to do with community
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financial support. The Board Team generally agreed that

the overall effect of collective negotiations had been

moderately positive. They did, however, point to an ever

increasing teacher-community confrontation in the area of

school finance. One member said that because collective

negotiations have produced a greater community awareness

of educational problems, the effect has, to this point,

been healthy.

The Teacher Team members were more pessimistic in

their feelings about this effect. They were inclined to

think that although much community action relative to

financial support has been negative, the outcome would be

to bring about needed changes in the school support

structure.

On the question of the effect of the collective

negotiations process on students, the Board Team was

generally rather emphatic in statements that they saw no

trends towards an improved educational product. One member

indicated a "dampening" effect on the professional teacher

because of organization pressure.

The Teacher Team, in disagreement with the Board

point of view, indicated generally that collective negotia-

tions were having or would have an effect which would

produce a better education for students.

In response to a question on the effect on curricu-

lum, all Board Team members said that they could see no
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significant changes since the advent of collective

negotiations.

The Teacher Team again disagreed with the Board on

this question but not as strongly as they had on the pre—

vious question. Two members of the Teacher Team saw

definite improvement in the curriculum as a result of

collective negotiations; one indicated some improvement in

quality but no change in content; and one indicated that

he had observed no significant changes.

On the question relating to the quality of super-

vision, two Board Team members saw indications of some

slight improvement, whereas the third indicated no noticea-

ble change.

The Teacher Team members were generally agreed that

collective negotiations had resulted in improved supervisory

practices, particularly in evaluation. One member dis—

sented, however, and indicated that administrators were

more confused about their supervisory role as a result of

collective negotiations, at least to date.

In response to the question dealing with educational

research, the Board Team indicated that they saw little

change in this area as a result of collective negotiations.

One member indicated that he expects more meaningful

educational research resulting from collective negotiations.

He felt that energies so far had been expended in adjusting
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to the negotiations process, but that with sophistication

will come better research efforts.

The Teacher Team generally expressed inability to

deal with this question. Three members indicated that they

could not respond and the fourth said that he saw no

change, although he felt that there was a need for more

research.

On the question of the effect of collective nego-

tiations on the general public interest in education, all

respondents from both teams agreed that there was a more

healthy concern with schools and school problems as far as

the general public was concerned. One Board Team member

felt that the public has greater expectations of teachers

as a result of collective negotiations and that contracts

of the future would be giving more attention to teacher

accountability.

Relative to the question regarding the effect of

collective negotiations on administration, one Board Team

member felt that there had been a polarizing effect on the

administrator—teacher relationship and little else as far

as change was concerned. Another indicated that there had

been a pronounced positive effect on administrative skills.

He made the interesting comment that "administrators have

become less prone to respond intuitively to problematic

situations!" The third Board Team member felt that
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administrators had become more sensitive to educational

needs, but that, under collective negotiation, there also

existed a greater alienation from teachers.

The Teacher Team members had some diversity of

opinion relative to the effect of collective negotiations

on administration. One member indicated that administra-

tors had become more rigid and tended to "live by the

contract." A second member said that administrators were

having difficulty determining their role under collective

negotiations. The other two Teacher Team members felt that

administration was probably improved under collective

negotiations. One felt that the informal lines of communi-

cation between teachers and administrators were much more

effective and operable under collective negotiations.

On the question as to what changes might be expected

in school law as a result of collective negotiations, all

respondents from both teams were in agreement that they did

not see any tendencies to repeal present legislation.

There was some disagreement between teams on what kind of

legislation might evolve around work stoppages. Board Team

members generally felt that laws would be developed which

would make it more difficult for teachers to strike.

Teacher Team members believed, rather, that legislation

would be forthcoming which would make the withholding of

services legal for teacher organizations. Some members of
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both teams indicated an expectation of a professional

practices act which would give teachers more governance

over the profession in areas such as certification and

licensing. One Teacher Team member stated "the School

Board's authority will be decreased and the teachers'

authority will be increased."

When queried relative to the contribution of

collective negotiations to man's behavior and understand-

ing toward his fellowman, looking particularly at school-

caused relationships, Board Team members tended to indicate

that negotiations help because the amount of relationship

is increased. One member pointed to his own increased

understanding of the political nature of representation.

Teacher Team members, with one exception, felt that

collective negotiations have produced a necessity for

greater understanding. One member provided emphasis for

this position when he said, "Collective negotiations

require empathy; therefore, you appreciate their position,

and thus you have better communication." The excepter to

this idea indicated that collective negotiations have

depersonalized relationships and that a more cold and

businesslike attitude not only prevails, but is unavoidable.

On the question relating to the effect of collective

negotiations on methods courses, there was some diversity

of response from the Board Team. One member felt that
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there would be no effect; a second felt he couldn't answer;

and the third predicted a trend toward more emphasis on

the content aspect of the courses as opposed to the human

aspect. He said that teachers will be held more directly

accountable to the community and in the community's effort

to obtain something measurable, the result will be content

with an increased emphasis thereon.

The Teacher Team had two members who felt that

collective negotiations would have no effect on methods

courses, one who indicated that he had hope that the effect

would be more humanistic as opposed to the content aspect

in the development of "how to teach" courses in education

colleges and universities.

In reply to how collective negotiations might effect

the student teaching experience, two Board Team members

indicated that they thought teachers would use collective

negotiations to attain a more extensive experience for

student teachers. The third felt that there would be no

effect on student teaching.

Two Teacher Team members felt there would be no

effect and one felt that he could not answer the question.

The fourth member, however, indicated that student teaching

will become a part of master contracts and that intern

teachers will also be a part of the scene and a part of

contracts. He felt that this aspect will be a part of the
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manner in which the teaching profession will tend towards

more governance of itself, including such aspects as

professional education and training.

In response to the effect of collective negotia-

tions on other professional education courses, one Board

Team member felt that the result would be a wider back-

ground of preparation for teachers. In relation to this

question, he pointed to the adoption of a professional

practices act which was discussed earlier and which would

make the teaching profession self-regulating. The other

two Board Team members did not indicate any change, although

one was concerned that teachers not become over—specialized.

All Teacher Team members felt that, in these

courses, a greater degree of relevance to the teaching act

is resulting and will continue to result since collective

Inegotiations have been a part of the scene. One member

said there needs to be more coordination among these courses

and that he expects collective negotiations to provide the

impetus needed to achieve it.

In the third section of the interview instrument,

dealing with crucial issues, seven issues were selected by

the writer from the twenty-one described in the first

section of this chapter. These seven were selected on the

basis that they appeared to the writer, during his observa-

tion, to have a high degree of cruciality during the
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process of negotiations. The members from each team were

asked to select the three which they felt were most crucial

during the 1968 negotiations process and to place these

three in rank order. They were also asked consider future

negotiations and predict which would be the three most

crucial issues and again place them in rank order. They

were told that, in either case, if they felt that the

writer had not included the most crucial issues in his list

of seven, that they should include it or them. In order

to determine a position for each issue, the following

method was used: If a team member gave an issue top rank

in his selection, it was given three points; second rank

received two points and third rank, one point. This method

was used to determine what priorities were given by each

team and to ascertain any differences between the two

teams. The issues are listed in Tables 27 and 28 in their

rank order according to the point value system described.

The number of points received by the issue are also

included.

The members of each team were reasonably consistent

in their rankings of the issues of 1968. Between teams,

however, there was a good deal of disagreement. All members

of the Board Team placed salary and compensation as the

most crucial issue during 1968 negotiations. All but one

of the Teacher Team ranked professional rights and
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Table 27

Team Rankings of Crucial Issues of 1968

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Board Team Rankings Teacher Team Rankings

Issues Point Issues Point

Value Value

Salary and Professional Rights

Compensation 9 and Responsibilities 10

Teaching Salary and

Conditions 5 Compensation 8

Agency Academic

Shop 2 Freedom 4

Professional Rights Management

and Responsibilities 1 Rights* 1

Professional Study Curriculum

Committee 1 Council 1     
*This issue was not part of the list selected by

the writer.

responsibilities as the number one issue. Each team

identified five issues that its members felt to be crucial.

In these issues the teams had only two which they both

placed in their tOp five and those two were ranked in

different positions by the two teams. It is interesting

to note the different beliefs in issues which the two

teams felt to be exceedingly crucial. The issues selected
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Table 28

Team Rankings of Crucial Issues of the Future

Board Team Rankings

r

Teacher Team Rankings

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issues Point Issues Point

Value Value

Salary and Class

Compensation 9 Size* 6

Teaching Professional Rights

Conditions 5 and Responsibilities 5

Professional Rights Salary and

and Responsibilities 4 Compensation 3

Academic Freedom 3

Curriculum

Council 2

Teacher

Evaluation* 2

Teaching

Conditions 1   
 

*These issues were not part of the list selected

by the writer.

as most crucial by each team were the two which involved

the greater amount of time during negotiations (Table 24).

The selection of the Agency Shop issue as being crucial
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by the Board Team was interesting in that it was not

mentioned by the Teacher Team. This issue received a good

deal of publicity on a statewide basis. This School Dis-

trict is one of those in the State of Michigan where the

legality of this issue is being tested. As to meaning,

this issue probably affects the Teacher Organization more

than it does the Board. An agency shop agreement makes

payment of dues to the Teacher Organization mandatory on

all teachers in the district. This affects the Organiza—

tion financially, but makes little difference to the Board

as far as finances are concerned.

In their predictions as to future crucial issues,

it was again interesting to note that while the Board Team

still unanimously agreed that salaries will be the number

one issue, the Teacher Team moved this issue from second

position, in their 1968 negotiations, down into a tie for

third position in their predictions. This may be explained

by a comment from one Teacher Team member who said that

while salary will always be important, teachers' demands

are going to become intensive in other areas as salaries

reach a more equitable standard.

It was also noted that class size was selected as

the most important issue of the future by the Teacher Team.

In the 1968 bargaining, this issue had been one part of the

teaching conditions issue. The Teacher Team members
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indicated that, in the future, it would become an issue

unto itself and ranked it first in importance. The Board

Team members were almost unanimous in their agreement on

future issues and selected only three. The Teacher Team,

however, was more varied in its opinions and indicated

possibilities of seven future issues as listed in

Table 28. Two of these were parts of other issues during

the 1968 negotiations.

The next section of the structured interview dealt

with conflict. A question was posed which asked what the

respondent had expected when 1968 negotiations began in

view of the supposed conflict status in the School District

as indicated in the press and by others.

Board Team members indicated a unified reaction in

that they felt they were prepared to take a strike if one

should have evolved but that they were certainly interested

in avoiding one through negotiations if at all possible.

One member indicated that although he believed a strike

possible, he felt that as negotiations progressed the

possibility lessened. All members of both teams agreed

that the possibility was still present until the final

session which involved mediation and at which settlement

was attained.

Teacher Team members indicated an uncertainty about

what might happen as negotiations began. Two said that
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a strike would become necessary. One member described the

difficulty of representing the expectations of the Organi-

zation membership as it is impossible to maintain constant

contact with the total membership during the negotiations

process. All Teacher Team members indicated that although

they were never sure, they did feel that they made progress

toward agreement during negotiations. One member said that

the crisis and extent of conflict had been overstated in

the press. This was also the position of one Board Team

member.

One other question was asked of the team members

during the interviews. This was to indicate what each

would tell his successor if he were being replaced as a

negotiations team member. Several comments in response to

this query were noted. Two points seemed to stand out,

about which there was general agreement by members of both

teams. These were the importance of planning and the

requirement of time. The team members agreed that effec-

tive negotiations require these two ingredients. Other

comments were" "Be prepared to compromise, with your own

team and with the other." "Know the personalities of

opposing team members and also the personalities of your

own team members." "Make sure you understand what you

have to give before you start." "Never be frightened by

what someone else says." "Devise a means of keeping Board
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members and other administrators apprised of what is

happening." "Understand that the other side is accountable

to their organization. Don't take statements by them

personally." "Deal fairly and generally you will be dealt

with fairly." "Stay away from personal stuff at the table."

Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to analyze the

data which were collected. Three analyses were presented.

The first dealt with the data derived from the use of Bales'

instrument for interaction process analysis. The instru—

ment was used to determine the type and amount of inter-

action when issues which were defined as teacher welfare

issues were being resolved and when issues which were

defined as issues of instruction were being resolved. It

was found that relatively little difference existed in the

behavior of either team, no matter which type of issue was

being negotiated. The second analysis dealt with an exami-

nation of the two parties' presentations as propoSals and

what the results were as found in the Master Contract or

Final Agreement. It was found that the Board Team had more

proposals accepted as presented or with minor changes than

did the teacher team. The third analysis dealt with a

structured interview which was administered to each team

member of both parties. This interview consisted of four
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sections. The first consisted of an exploration of areas

of study for administrators-in-training designed to train

them for negotiations. The second section explored the

team members' views of the educational climate as it

related to the community. In the third section, the

respondents were asked to select issues that they believed

to be most crucial during the 1968 negotiations and those

that they expected to be most crucial in the future. The

final section dealt with conflict and team members were

asked to assess the amount of conflict involved in their

1968 negotiations process and how they would brief a

successor.

These data were selected as those which deal with

questions two through eight of the questions which the

study seeks to explore. These questions were intended to

fit the criteria of "pertinent aspects" mentioned by Good

6 Theand Scates in their description of a case study.

data were selected as pertinent to the study of an

administrator-in-training as he prepared himself to deal

with the negotiations process.

 

6Good and Scates, loc. cit.
 



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

General Summary
 

The purpose of this study was to identify and

analyze the pertinent aspects of the negotiations process

in a single school district as it occurred in 1968 in such

a manner that administrators-in-training could gain in-

creased understanding of the process. It was intended to

provide a study which dealt with what happened in a

particular case during the process of negotiations.

A school district which had been identified as

having some potential for conflict during the negotiations

process was selected and permission was sought to conduct

the study. It was agreed that a study of the district

could be conducted which would meet the conditions pre-

scribed by Good and Scates in their definition of a case

study.1

A survey of the literature was carried out relating

to three particular areas of collective negotiations. The

 

1Ibid.

138
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history and development of collective negotiations in

public education were reviewed. Attention was given to

how collective negotiations in education grew out of bar-

gaining in the public sector generally and to how it had

developed in the two major teacher organizations, the NEA

and the AFT. The competitive nature of these two organiza-

tions and the predictions by some writers of eventual

merger-of the two were discussed.

The review of the literature related to the nego-

tiations process indicated that there are three important

aspects related to the process: (1) planning for negotia-

tions, (2) negotiations at the bargaining table, and

(3) administration of the contract. The first and second

of these aspects related particularly to this study.

Writers placed extreme emphasis on careful and adequate

planning and preparations for actual negotiations.

Strategy and tactics which might be practiced at the table

were also reviewed.

The literature revealed that changes were taking

place in the educational climate of the community generally

since the advent of collective negotiations. Although the

confrontation between the teachers and the community rela-

tive to financial support may be becoming more serious, a

benefit of this confrontation has been an increased public

interest in educational programs, according to the review.
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The district selected for study was a suburban

district containing a residential area for primarily upper-

and upper-middle-income people whose primary source of

employment was found in an adjacent industrial city. The

district also had within its boundaries one large indus-

trial plant which added considerably to its tax base. The

school district contained about 22,000 people and had

approximately 7,750 students enrolled in the K-12 school

system. The district had a total certified staff of 376.

A number of questions were posed so as to deal

with the purpose of the study:

1. What can be found in the literature relative to

the history of collective negotiations, to the

collective negotiations process in public school,

and to the effect on educational climate in

communities, which may contribute to an analysis

of the negotiations process in the particular case

district in 1968?

2. What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of teacher

welfare were bargained?

3. What kinds of behavior were observed through the

use of the Bales' instrument when items of instruc-

tion were bargained?
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4. What were the input or proposals of each party

and what was the outcome on the master contract?

5. What types of training and courses did the team

members believe were relevant to preparation for

negotiations in public schools?

6. What effects on the educational climate have the

team members noted?

7. What issues were crucial to bargaining team members

in the development of the agreement?

8. What was the nature of the conflict that the team

members deemed important during the development of

the agreement?

9. What recommendations relative to the negotiations

process in public school districts can be

abstracted from this case study?

10. What conclusions can be drawn relative to the

negotiations process in public school districts

as a result of this study?

A research design to deal with these questions was

developed by the writer with the assistance of the re-

search department of the College of Education of Michigan

State University.

Three types of data were collected besides the

review of the literature and demographic and special data

describing the school district. One type was collected
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during the negotiations process at the bargaining table.

During negotiations sessions, the Bales' instrument for

interaction analysis was employed to collect interaction

behavior data. These data were analyzed to determine the

kinds of interaction which occurred when items of teacher

welfare were bargained, as well as the kinds which occurred

when items of instruction were bargained. Upon analysis,

it was discovered that both teams maintained relatively

the same type behavior when items of teacher welfare were

negotiated and when items of instruction were negotiated.

A second type of data collected was the input in

negotiations by each party as proposals and the outcome or

what resulted in the Master Contract or Final Agreement.

These data were analyzed to determine the dispensation of

each party's proposals. These proposals were accorded one

of five classifications: (1) accepted as originally pro-

posed, (2) accepted with minor changes, (3) accepted with

major changes, (4) rejected, or (5) withdrawn. A tabula-

tion provided the opportunity to compare what had happened

to the proposals of each party. It was found that the

Board Team had more proposals in the first two classifica-

tions, while the Teacher Team had more in the last three.

The third type of data was collected through the

use of an interview instrument. All members of both

negotiating teams were interviewed. The interview was
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divided into four sections. The first dealt with areas

of study in that several study areas common to preparation

programs in administration were selected and the team

members were queried as to how important they felt these

to be if one were preparing to deal with negotiations.

They were also asked what additions or changes they would

suggest in administrative preparation programs. These data

were analyzed in a narrative form by generalizing, as much

as possible, the statements of the members of each nego-

tiating team. The second section of the interview dealt

with the effect of negotiations on the educational commu-

nity climate as perceived by the negotiating team members.

Members were queried on the community climate in relation

to the same areas of study that were covered in the first

section of the interview. The data were analyzed in the

same manner as data in the first section. The third

section of the interview dealt with the crucial issues of

the 1968 negotiations process as perceived by the team

members and what issues they predicted as being crucial

in the future. The team members were asked to rank order

the three issues they thought most crucial in the 1968

negotiations and also the three that they expected to be

most crucial in the future. These data were analyzed by

a tabulation which indicated the perceptions of each team.

The fourth section dealt with conflict. In this section,
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the team members were asked to tell what they expected

before negotiations began and for any further reaction at

the time of the interviews, which were conducted after

negotiations were completed. They were also asked what

they would tell a successor on the negotiations team by

way of briefing. These data were presented in the study

in a narrative form which dealt with the team members'

responses.

The methods of data collection and analysis were

designed with the intent of dealing with the questions

which the study attempted to explore. The following con-

clusions were developed as a result of the review of the

literature and of these explorations.

Conclusions
 

l. The administrator cannot take a neutral position

in collective negotiations in public schools. He is a

part of management and as such, clearly must approach the

process of negotiations from the management position. The

service of the school is the learning which it produces in

the students; therefore, in the management position, the

administrator continues to represent the students and their

needs as he has done in the past.

2. Careful planning and adequate time for such planning

are key factors to success in negotiations. Provisions for
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adequate planning time must be provided. This should

include time for all members of the management team,

including middle-management, to make contributions to the

planning for negotiations.

3. Collective negotiations has had two effects on the

educational climate in the community. It has developed

the teacher-community confrontation relative to school

finance. Along with this increased confrontation have

come an increased interest and awareness by the community

in public schools and their problems.

4. During negotiations, it made little difference

whether issues classified as teacher welfare items or

issues classified as items of instruction were being nego-

tiated; the behavior patterns of both teams remained

essentially the same. On the basis of their behavior, it

can be concluded that neither group indicated any greater

concern about one or the other type of issue. The case

under study would tend to indicate that teachers and boards

of education are no more and no less concerned about issues

of teacher welfare than they are about those of instruc-

tion.

5. During negotiations in the case school district,

Teacher Team members exhibited more positive social-

emotional behavior as they dealt with the issues, while

Board Team members exhibited more behavior which was task



146

oriented and more negative social-emotional behavior. The

Board Team had more of its proposals accepted as submitted

or accepted with minor changes, while the Teacher Team had

more which were either subjected to major change or were

rejected or withdrawn. These data indicated that providing

more action in the task and negative social-emotional areas

may result in greater rewards as far as gaining acceptance

for proposals is concerned. More action in the positive

social-emotional area may not produce such results.

6. College preparation programs and school district

inservice programs have not given as much attention as they

should to training prospective and practicing administra-

tors in the area of collective negotiations. Most of the

other areas of study generally found in preparation

programs do have some relationship to collective negotia-

tions, but more attention to that specific area is needed

both at preparation and inservice levels.

7. It is not yet clear what effect collective negotia-

tions have had on the general educational climate. There

appear to have been some positive effects; such as, teach-

ing has~become a more attractive field financially for

young people who are selecting careers, and there appears

to be a greater interest in education and its product by

the public. There have also been some negative effects.

Teacher-community confrontations are becoming more
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prevalent, with strikes and work stoppages not only causing

loss of school time but also creating measures of ill-

feeling in communities which will be difficult to overcome.

8. Teachers are becoming increasingly more interested

in achieving other benefits as well as salary through the

process of negotiations. These interests include such

items as professional rights, academic freedom, and our-

ricular change. In the case under study, the Teacher Team

members ranked salary and compensation as the second most

crucial issue during their 1968 negotiations. They ranked

the same issue in a tie for third and fourth places in

cruciality when asked to make predictions. The Board Team

members' perceptions were somewhat different in that they

unanimously selected salary and compensation as the most

crucial issue in 1968 and also in the future. They, too,

however, indicated an increase in interest by teachers in

negotiating a wider variety of issues.

9. The decision to take a strike can, under certain

conditions, be as potent a weapon for the board of educa-

tion as the decision to go out on strike may be for the

teachers. In the Case District, there appeared to be

reason to believe that a strike might have created a

situation in which the Teacher Association's position may

have become untenable due to the weight of public opinion.

It appears that "taking a strike" may be a weapon of
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management in the public sector just as it is in the

private sector. An additional factor is that management

in the public sector is not usually penalized by loss of

income if they decide to take a strike.

Recommendations
 

1. Any group which is involved in negotiations should

provide for adequate planning time. In the case of school

administrators who are involved in negotiations planning,

releasing them from other duties for adequate periods of

time is required so that they can devote themselves to

planning for negotiations. Principals and assistant

principals should be included in planning and should be

provided with time as should central office administrators.

2. Collective negotiations should become one of the

study areas in preparation programs for school administra-

tors and should have status equal to such areas as admin-

istration, school law, curriculum, and school finance.

3. Inservice programs in collective negotiations

should be developed for administrators in school districts

which are involved or about to become involved in collec-

tive negotiations. These programs should be designed after

taking into account the special or unique needs of the

particular district. Board members should be included in

these programs as much as is possible and should be kept

well informed about such programs.
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4. Proposals by boards of education and their

representatives should be prepared for the collective

negotiations process so as to take advantage of teacher

associations' expressed interests in such areas as teacher

responsibility, curriculum, and other realms in which the

two parties may have concomitant interests.

5. A teacher strike is a dangerous phenomenon for a

community. It may produce bitterness and division in a

community which may last for several years and which may

have a deleterious effect on the educational program.

Teachers before they decide to institute a strike or work

stoppage and boards of education before they decide to take

a strike should be eminently aware of this danger. Under-

standing this boards of education and their representative

teams should consider the possibility of taking a strike

and the consequent community pressures as one of their

weapons, just as instituting a strike is a teacher organi-

zation weapon.

6. A team should determine its mode of operation based

on the strengths and weaknesses of its members. In the

case under study, the Board Team worked very effectively

as a unit without a designated spokesman. Each member

served as spokesman from time to time and particularly in

his area of special competence. Although some of the
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writers in the literature opposed this method of operation,

it served the Board Team in the Case District quite well.

7. If further study similar to that which has been

presented is attempted, provisions should be made to attend

the caucuses. This could be done by observing the two

parties' caucuses on an alternating schedule or by having

two observers. All team members reported to the writer

that he probably would have gathered more information for

the study if he had been able to attend caucuses.

8. In spite of the adversary relationship, negotiators

must continually work at understanding the opposing point

of view and how it is derived. It is the opinion of the

writer, based on his overall observation of the case under

study, that each party's sincere efforts to understand the

position of the other was the single most important factor

in eventually resolving their differences and arriving at

agreement.

Areas for Further Study
 

This study was not intended as one from which

statistical inferences can be drawn. It was rather one

which described what appeared to be the pertinent aspects

of a particular case. Certain data were collected, de-

scribed, and analyzed in order to deal with those pertinent

aspects. In the final analysis, perhaps the value in the
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study may be found as much in the questions that it raises

as in the material that was presented. In support of that

idea, the following suggestions for further study are

presented:

1. More sophisticated study and research should be

conducted in relation to teacher organizations'

behavior relative to proposals dealing with teacher

welfare and those dealing with instruction.

Further study should be conducted in input and

outcome relative to proposals and master agree-

ments. A number of questions can be raised from

the results in this study, e.g.:

a. Do teacher organizations or boards of education

intentionally ask for much more than they

intend to achieve? Should they?

b. Are priorities assigned to proposals by the

proposers and if so, how?

More sophisticated research should be done relative

to the areas of study needed in preparation pro-

grams for administrators. The data in this study

seemed to suggest that some change may be in order.

Research is needed to determine what actual

changes, if any, have occurred in the learning

process in public schools as a result of collective

negotiations.
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5. Relative to the preceding recommendation, all of

the areas mentioned in the climate section of the

interview instrument for this study could be ex-

plored to determine the effects of the collective

negotiations process.

6. Since there are indications that case study.

materials have value, a compilation of a number

of case studies dealing with collective negotia-

tions in public education might be a worthwhile

addition to the literature.

Concluding78tatement
 

It was the sincere wish of the writer, and such

was his purpose, that this study might provide some

material which is useful to administrators-in-training

as they explore the process of negotiations. If ideas

and questions are generated the study's purpose has been

fulfilled.
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BALES' INTERACTION ANALYSIS INSTRUMENT

Date Time Beginning Time Ending

Items under consideration and time each ended

Board Team

 

 

Shows solidarity, raises other's.

status, gives help, reward:

 

 

Shows tension release, jokes,

laughs, shows satisfaction:

 

A rees, shows passive acceptance,

understands, concurs, complies:

 

Gives suggestion, direction,

implying autonomy for other:

 

 

Gives opinion, evaluation, analysis,

expresses feeling, wish:

 

 

Gives orientation, information,

repeats, clarifies, confirms:

 

 

Asks for orientation, information,

repetition, confirmation:

 

 

Asks for opinion, evaluation,

analysis, expression of feeling:

 

 

Asks for suggestion, direction,

possible ways of action:

 

 

10
Disa rees, shows passive rejec-

tion, formality, withholds help:

 

i1
Shows tension, asks for help,

withdraws out of field:

 

 

12 Shows antagonism, deflates other's

status, defends of asserts self:-
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MASTER CONTRACT

This Agreement entered into this day of

, 1968, by and between the Board of Education,

Schools of , Michigan, hereinafter called

the "Board", and the Education Association, herein-

after called the "Association".

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS the Board and the Association recognize

and declare that providing a quality education for the

children of is their mutual aim and that the charac-

ter of such education depends upon the quality and morale

of administrative, teaching, and supportive services, and

WHEREAS the Board has a statutory obligation,

pursuant to Act 379 of the Michigan Public Acts of 1965,

to bargain with the Association as the representative of

its teaching personnel with respect to hours, wages, terms

and conditions of employment, and

WHEREAS the parties, following extended and

deliberate professional negotiations, have reached certain

understandings and therefore:

In consideration of the following mutual covenants,

it is hereby agreed as follows:
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ARTICLE I

Recognition

The Board of Education, Schools, hereby

recognizes the Education Association as the sole

negotiating agent for all certified personnel, in-

cluding school nurses, 60 and 90 day certified substi-

tute teachers and teachers vocationally certified, but

excluding members of the supervisory and administrative

staff, such as Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent,

Assistant Superintendent, Administrative Assistant,

Administrative Interns, Principals, Assistant Principals

and Coordinators, regarding wages, hours and terms and

conditions of employment with the Schools all in

accordance with the terms as set forth in P.A. 379 of

1965. The term "teacher", when used hereinafter in

this Agreement, shall refer to all employees represented

by the Association in the bargaining or negotiating unit

as above defined, and references to male teachers shall

include female teachers.

The Board agrees not to negotiate with any teachers'

organization other than the Association for the dura-

tion of this Agreement, unless required by law to do

otherwise.
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Article I (continued)

C. Within thirty days of the beginning of their employment

hereunder, teachers may sign and deliver to the Board

an assignment authorizing deduction of membership dues

or assessments of the Association (including the

National Education Association and the Michigan Educa-

tion Association) upon such conditions as the Associa-

tion and the Superintendent shall establish. Such sum

shall be deducted as dues from the regular salaries of

all members as authorized, and remitted as established

above.

Nothing contained herein shall be construed to deny or

restrict to any teacher rights he may have under the

Michigan General School Laws or applicable civil

service laws and regulations.

ARTICLE II

Teacher & Chapter Rights & Responsibilities

Pursuant to Act 379 of the Public Acts of 1965, the

Board hereby agrees that every employee of the Board

shall have the right freely to organize, join and

support the Association for the purpose of engaging

in collective bargaining or negotiation. As a duly

elected body exercising governmental power under color

of law of the State of Michigan, the Board undertakes
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Article II (continued)

and agrees that it will not directly or indirectly

discourage or deprive or coerce any teacher in the

enjoyment of any rights conferred by Act 379 or other

laws of Michigan or the Constitutions of Michigan and

the United States; that it will not discriminate

against any teacher with respect to hours, wages or

any terms or conditions of employment by reason of his

membership in the Association, his participation in any

activities of the Association or collective professional

negotiations with the Board, or his institution of any

grievance, complaint or proceeding under this Agreement

with respect to any terms or conditions of employment

The Association shall have the right to use school

building facilities at all reasonable hours for meet-

ings, provided established procedure is followed in

requesting such use. No teacher shall be prevented

from wearing insignia, pins or other identification of

membership in the Association either on or off school

premises. Bulletin boards in designated areas mutually

agreed upon and other established media of communica-

tion shall be made available through normal channels

to the Association, at no expense to the Board of

Education.
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Article II (continued)

C. The Board, through the Superintendent, agrees to make

available to the Association in response to reasonable

requests available information which is regularly

compiled in an established form report or a matter of

public record.

D. The teacher shall comply with policies adopted by the

Board of Education, and shall comply with rules and

procedures as established by the Administration.

Any violation of responsibilities outlined in this section

and/or the Code of Ethics of the Education Profession shall
 

be judged sufficient ground for appropriate disciplinary

action by the Association and/or Board of Education.

ARTICLE I I I

Management Rights
 

The Board, on its own behalf and on behalf of the electors

of the district, hereby retains and reserves unto itself,

without limitation, all powers, rights, authority, duties

and responsibilities conferred upon and vested in it by

the laws and the Constitution of the State of Michigan and

of the United States, provided that such rights and

responsibilities shall be exercised by the Board in

conformity with the provisions of this Agreement.
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Article III (continued)

Nothing contained herein shall be considered to deny or

restrict the Board of its rights, responsibilities, and

authority under the Michigan General School Laws or any

other national, state, county, district, or local laws or

regulations as they pertain to education.

ARTICLE IV

Professional Compensation
 

The salaries of teachers covered by this Agreement are

set forth in Appendix A which is attached to and in-

corporated in this Agreement. Such salary schedule

shall remain in effect during the term of this Agree-

ment, provided, however, that upon written notice to

the other party at least sixty (60) days prior to the

first day of May every year of this Agreement, either

party may request the reopening of negotiations of

class size, salary schedule and other items of compensa-

tion. No actual negotiation shall begin, however,

earlier than ninety (90) days prior to the 3lst day of

August unless mutually agreed upon.

Teachers shall not be required to report more than

two (2) days prior to the beginning of classes in

September or to remain more than two (2) days after

class sessions or examinations end in June.
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Article IV (continued)

This, however, is not intended to preclude any

arrangement to the contrary, if mutually agreeable

between teachers and administrators involved.

The calendar governing the operation of Schools

will be negotiated annually subject to the following

regulations:

1. The calendar as established annually shall become

Appendix B of this contract.

2. If conditions warrant, the calendar as established

will be adjusted by the Board of Education for

purposes of obtaining State Aid.

3. School will recess for Thursday and Friday of

Thanksgiving Week.

4. Christmas recess will include December 22, 23, 24,

Christmas Day and the week between Christmas and

New Years Day.

Daily Association business shall be conducted in such

manner as will not interrupt the educational process,

except that if it occurs that a teacher is engaged

during the school day in negotiating in behalf of the

Association with any designated representative of the

Board, or participating in any professional grievance

negotiation with said representative of the Board,

including arbitration, providing arbitration is agreed

to, such teacher shall be released from regular duties

without loss of salary.
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Article IV (continued)

E. Any member of the Association who is involved in any

multi-district, regional or state professional meeting,

by virtue of position, which must be certified in

advance to the Administration, such as local president,

vice-president, representative assembly delegate,

association representatives-and state committee members

will, if feasible from a practical standpoint, be

excused to attend such meetings without loss of pay

provided approved coverage for the teacher involved

shall be furnished where needed by the Association and

without cost fo the Board.

Reasons for any refusal shall be furnished upon the

request of the Association.

ARTICLE V

TeachingHours
 

Secondary Schools

1. Teachers shall be required to report to assigned

places or duties no earlier than fifteen (15)

minutes prior to the time students are required

to report to their first assignment and/or homeroom.

2. Teachers may leave their assigned places or duties

five (5) minutes after the dismissal of students

subject to provisions in Paragraph C of this

Article.
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Article V (continued)

B. Elementary Schools

1. Teachers shall be required to report to assigned

places or duties no earlier than thirty (30)

minutes prior to the time students are required

to report to their first assignment and/or

classroom.

2. Teachers may leave their assigned places or duties

five (5) minutes after the dismissal of students

subject to provisions in Paragraph C of this

Article.

The Association and the Board of Education recognizes

the principle that positions of a professional nature

are not normally confined to teaching hours.

While the above teaching hours may define the normal

teaching load, it is also recognized that there will

be professional obligations which must be met without

additional professional compensation.

It is recognized that the school day is within reason

considered to last as long as is necessary to meet the

needs of the student, parent or administration.

The obligations include, but are not necessarily limited

to: parent-teacher conferences, consultations with

administrators, assisting and/or supervising children

after the regular school hours. Participation in

evening activities which relate to or strengthen the

school's educational program shall be determined by the

Administrator after consultation with the Building

Association Representative.
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Article V (continued)

D. All teachers shall be entitled to a duty-free lunch

period of at least thirty (30) minutes and more if

practical.

ARTICLE VI

Teaching Loads and Assignments
 

The normal weekly teaching load in the senior high

school will be twenty-five (25) teaching periods and

five (5) periods which shall be used for purposes of

a professional nature, except that Department Chairmen,

where established by the Board, will have twenty (20)

teaching periods and ten (10) periods which shall be

used for purposes of a professional nature. The normal

weekly teaching load in the junior high schools will be

thirty (30) teaching periods and five (5) periods which

shall be used for purposes of a professional nature

except that Department Chairmen, where established by

the Board, will have twenty-five (25) teaching periods

and ten (10) periods which shall be used for purposes

of a professional nature.

At the elementary school level, the Board agrees to

continue the practice of providing a minimum of one

thirty (30) minute period each day, for purposes of a

professional nature (K-S). Included in this group
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Article VI (continued)

will be the regular classroom teacher, and vocal music

teachers, and physical education teachers. Any teacher

assigned during his or her normal preparation period

will be reimbursed at the rate of $5.00 per hour in

addition to the regular salary.

No departure from these norms, except in case of

emergency or experimental programs shall occur without

prior consultation with the Association.

Since pupils are entitled to be taught by teachers who

are working within their area of competence, teachers

shall not be assigned, except temporarily and for good

cause, outside the sc0pe of their teaching certificates

or their major or minor field of study.

Teachers will be notified of tentative grade assignments

in the elementary school grades and of subject area

assignment in the secondary school grades by their

principals as soon as feasible and prior to June 1,

whenever practical, and if reassignment is made it will

be in writing.

ARTICLE VII

Teaching Conditions
 

The parties recognize that the availability of optimum

school facilities for both student and teacher is desirable
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Article VII (continued)

to insure the high quality of education that is the goal

of both teacher and the Board. It is also acknowledged

that the primary duty and responsibility of the teacher is

to teach and that the organization of the school and the

school day should be directed at insuring that the energy

of the teacher is primarily utilized to this end.

A. Because the pupil-teacher ratio is one important aspect

of an effective educational program, the parties agree

that class size should be adjusted to provide an

optimum teaching-learning situation wherever practical.

All reasonable methods of reducing the work load caused

by over-crowded classrooms will be considered and when

determined necessary be implemented as soon as feasible.

This may include but not be limited to voluntary lay

assistance, combination classes and re-distribution of

pupils via attendance areas.

The Board recognizes that appropriate texts, library

references facilities, maps and globes, laboratory

equipment, audio-visual equipment, art supplies,

athletic equipment, current periodicals, standard

tests and questionnaires, and similar materials are

the tools of the teaching profession. The Staff and

Administration will confer from time to time for the
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purpose of improving the selection and use of such

educational tools. The Board agrees to consider, as

soon as practical, recommendations made by its repre-

sentatives and the Staff.

Notwithstanding their employment, teachers shall be

entitled to full rights of citizenship, and a private

life, and no religious or political activities of any

teacher or the lack thereof shall be grounds for any

discipline or discrimination with respect to the pro-

fessional employment of such teacher.

The provisions of this Agreement and the wages, hours,

terms and conditions of employment shall be applied

without regard to race, creed, religion, color, national

origin, age, sex or marital status or membership in or

association with the activities of any employee organi-

zation. The Board and the Association pledge themselves

to seek to extend the advantages of public education to

every student without regard to race, creed, religion,

sex, color or national origin and to seek to achieve

full equality of educational opportunity to all pupils.

The parties recognize that by Public Act all employees

of the Board of Education are required to present

evidence of freedom from communicable tuberculosis as
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a condition of entering its employment and annually

thereafter, including all full and part-time personnel

or day-to-day substitutes, on the basis of tests con-

ducted in accordance with Section 7 of the Act.

Such statement of freedom from communicable tuberculosis

shall be filed with the employee's personnel file within

fourteen (14) days after the first day of regular school

sessions of each school year. Failure to comply with

this provision may result in suspension without pay

until fulfilled.

The Board shall pay actual cost, not to exceed $3.00

for such T.B. examination.

ARTICLE VI I I

Vacancies & Promotions
 

Vacancies - The assignment to vacancies, affecting
 

members of the teaching staff is the sole responsibil-

ity of the Board of Education and Administration,

subject to the following:

1. Vacancies in professional positions shall be

publicized by giving written notice to the Associa-

tion and posting in each school building. No

vacancy shall be filled, except in the case of

emergency, on a temporary basis until such vacancy

shall have been posted for at least ten (10) days

except that during vacation periods such notice of

vacancy shall be posted in the Central Office and

a copy of such notice sent to the Association.
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2. Any teacher may apply in writing for such vacancy,

stating his desires, qualifications and experience.

In filling such vacancy, the Superintendent of

Schools agrees to give due weight to the profes-

sional background and attainments of all applicants,

the length of time each has been in the school

system, and other relevant factors.

Promotions — The promotion of members of the teaching
 

staff is the sole responsibility of the Board of Educa-

tion and Administration, subject to the following:

1. Vacancies or openings for positions of supervisory,

administrative, or executive nature shall be

publicized as under Section 1 of Paragraph A of

this Article.

2. It shall be the policy of the Board of Education

and the Administration jointly to consider members

of the teaching staff who have properly applied for

such vacancies or openings. The Superintendent of

Schools and/or Board of Education shall give due

consideration to all candidates for such vacancies

or openings whether from within or without the

school system.

"Service" in the school system shall, for purposes of

this Agreement, mean continuous employment, under

contract as a certified member of the Staff, but shall

exclude all periods when the teacher was on leave of

absence unless otherwise provided in this Agreement.

ARTICLE IX

Transfers
 

Since the frequent transfers of teachers from one

school to another may be disruptive to the educational
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process and interfere with optimum teacher performance,

the parties agree that unrequested transfers of teachers

are to be minimized and avoided whenever possible, and

that no transfers shall occur for purposes of punish-

ment. When, however, personnel are transferred by

administrative action, reasons for the transfer will be

presented in writing to Education Association

and the teacher involved, where requested.

 
The parties recognize that changes in grade assignments

in the elementary schools, changes in subject assign-

ments in the secondary school grades, and transfers

between schools will be necessary. While the right of

determination to assign or transfer a teacher is vested

in the Board, the Board on its representatives will not,

in any case, assign or transfer a teacher without prior

discussion with said teacher. Such transfers in changes

of assignments shall be at a voluntary basis whenever

possible. In making involuntary assignments or trans-

fers, the convenience and wishes of the individual

teacher will be honored to the extent that these con-

siderations do not conflict with the instructional

requirements and best interests of the school system

and the pupils.
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C. In the event that transfers of teachers appear to be

necessary, lists of available positions in other

schools shall be posted in the same manner as provided

in Article VIII.

D. Any teacher who shall be transferred to a supervisory

or executive position and shall later return to a

teacher status shall be entitled to retain such rights

 
as he may have had under this Agreement prior to such

3
.
.
—

transfer to supervisory or executive status.

ARTICLE X

Sick and Personal Business Leave
 

A. Sick and personal business leave will be granted to

all full time certified personnel on the basis of one

day for each month employed (i.e., ten (10) month

employees ten (10) days; eleven (11) month employees

eleven (11) days; twelve (12) month employees twelve

(12) days) accumulative to ninety (90) days;* the

year's total days of sick leave to be allotted at the

beginning of each school year. In cases where the

*Not more than sixty-five (65) days shall apply to one

consecutive absence. Any remaining balance above the

sixty-five (65) days shall be reinstated as accumulative

sick leave at the time the employee returns to work.
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employee leaves the school system before the completion

of the year, a deduction will be made from the final

pay if necessary.

Leave may be used as either personal business leave, [—

to a maximum of two (2) days yearly not accumulative,

or sick leave.

 Sick leave will be granted for the following reasons:

I
'
m
.
.
-

1. Personal illness.

2. Quarantine of teacher in case of contagious disease,

such quarantine having been imposed by the health

authorities.

3. Illness or death in the teacher's immediate

family - the immediate family to be defined as

parents, sisters, brothers, spouse and/or

children.

4. In case of death of another member of the family,

or in case of other unusual circumstances, absence

may be allowed by the Superintendent, upon request,

and at his discretion.

One personal business day, in addition to those stated

above and not accumulative, shall be granted.

N2 personal business days shall be granted immediately

preceding or following a holiday or vacation period

without just cause.

Personal business leave must be applied for in writing,

with specific reasons, in advance of the absence for

the building principal's approval. If the matter is
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of an extremely personal nature, the individual shall

so state in his initial request, in lieu of specific

reasons. Personal business will include the following

areas:

1. Court cases;

2. Legal personal business;

3. Other matters allowable at the discretion of the

Superintendent.

 There shall be established a reserve of sick leave days 1

for restricted use, by members of the staff covered by

this contract, in cases of emergency or exceptional

need.

Said sick leave "bank" shall be established by applying

a rate of one day per staff member covered under this

contract as employed on the fourth Friday following the

beginning of school each fall. These days shall not

be accumulative from year to year.

The use of days from the sick leave "bank" shall be

closely regulated and use granted only after approval

by a committee composed of representatives, equal in

number, appointed by both the Board and Association.

The exact composition of such committee and procedure

for administering this "bank" shall be mutually agreed

upon by the Board and Association.
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In no case shall the number of days granted any

individual exceed sixty (60) days. (See Article

XIII, Insurance Protection.)

The Board shall have the right to take appropriate

disciplinary measures in those instances in which an

employee shall knowingly give false reason(s) for

requesting sick or personal business leave.

 ARTICLE XI 1
7

Leaves of Absence
 

Leaves of absence without pay shall be granted upon

application and approval of the Administration and

Board of Education for the following purposes:

1. Study related to the teacher's areas of

certification.

2. Study to meet eligibility requirements for a

certificate other than that held by the teacher.

3. Study, research or special teaching assignments

involving probable advantage to the school system.

The regular salary increment occurring during such

period shall be allowed, except where such study is

required to retain a valid teaching certificate.

A teacher holding a tenure contract will be granted a

maternity leave renewable for five (5) years. A request

to renew the leave for each year must be made annually



184

.Article XI (continued)

to the Superintendent prior to the expiration date of

each preceding year's leave.

A teacher who has been granted a maternity leave will

be reinstated at the first available opening for which

she is certified. No increment credit for such leave

shall be allowed on the salary schedule. Salary shall

‘
5

be determined by placing the reinstated teacher on the

salary step attained when maternity leave was granted.

The Superintendent, through the Principal, will be

notified immediately upon verification of the pregnancy.

This notification will be accompanied by a doctor's

certification of expected date of birth.

The teacher will be allowed to teach until four months

prior to the expected birth date of the child, provided

the teacher demonstrates the physical and emotional

capabilities to teach. The teaching period may be

extended at the discretion of the Superintendent.

Without the approval of the Superintendent, a teacher

may not knowingly begin a school year in a pregnant

condition. Violation of this clause will be grounds

for immediate dismissal.

Leave of absence may be granted of up to two years to

any teacher who joins the Peace Corps, Job Corps, or
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National Teacher Corps as a full-time participant in

such programs. Any period so served may be treated as

time taught for purposes of the salary schedule set

forth in Appendix A of this Agreement.

Pursuant to Section 572 of the School Code of 1955,

teachers who have been employed for seven consecutive

years may be granted a sabbatical leave for one year.

 During said sabbatical leave, the teacher shall be

I
f

considered to be in the employ of the Board and may be

paid his full annual salary rate or part thereof.

A teacher, upon returning from a sabbatical leave,

shall be restored to his former position or to a

position of like nature and status. Any period spent

on sabbatical leave shall be treated as teaching service

for purposes of applying the salary schedule set forth

in Appendix A of this Agreement.

Teachers who are officers of the Association or are

appointed to its staff shall, upon prOper application

to the Administration, be given leave of absence with-

out pay for the purpose of performing duties for the

Association.

Military leaves of absence shall be granted to any

teacher who shall be inducted or shall enlist for
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military duty in any branch of the armed forces of the

United States while in the employ of the Board.

Teachers on military leave shall be given the benefit,

up to four years of military service, of any increments

which would have been credited to them had they remained

in active service to the school system.

The Board may grant a leave of absence without pay to

any teacher to campaign for, or serve in, a public

office. Increment may be granted upon approval of the

Board of Education.

ARTICLE XII

Terminal Leave
 

In appreciation for services rendered to the School

District, a terminal leave payment will be offered, except

in case of discharge, in proportion to years of service in

the District. Notice of intent to terminate services shall

be given as soon as practical and at least sixty (60) days

prior to the opening of the next school year.

Such terminal leave payment shall be in accord with the

following schedule:
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Completion Of: Amount

10 - 14 years $15.00 per year

15 - 19 years 25.00 per year

20 years or more 50.00 per year

In no event shall the terminal leave sum exceed $1,000.00

maximum to any individual.

ARTICLE XIII

 Insurance Protection 1

A. The Board shall contribute toward comprehensive
 

hospitalization and medical protection (MEA or Blue

Cross) to the teacher and his immediate family as

follows:

1. Premium payment in full for a single individual

employee policy. (Base: Blue Shield MVF-l,

Semi-Private)

2. Premium payment in full for a two person policy.

(Base: Blue Shield MVF-l, Semi-Private)

3. Premium payment in full for family coverage where

the employee is the "head of a household".

(Base: Blue Shield MVF-l, Semi-Private)

4. Premium payment by the Board shall in no case

exceed the base as described above and shall not

include any "F" or "S" riders.

5. Any person covered by hospitalization and/or

medical protection provided by other employers

shall not be eligible for paid hospital or medical

protection under this Agreement or any contribu-

tion or payment in lieu thereof.
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B. The Board shall provide without cost to the teacher

Long Term Disability Insurance assuring payment to the

teacher in the event of long term disability a monthly

income benefit equal to 60% of basic monthly earnings

to age sixty-five (65). The long term disability

benefit period will start after thirteen (l3) consecu-

tive weeks of total disability in accordance with the

 terms of said policy.

ARTICLE XIV

Teacher Evaluation and Discipline
 

The performance of all teachers shall be evaluated in

writing utilizing the forms-and procedures established

by the Board of Education as of July 1, 1968.

All observation of a teacher shall be conducted openly

and with full knowledge of the teacher. The evaluation

of teachers shall employ established criteria and be

based upon direct observations and personal contact

with the person being evaluated.

Each teacher shall have the right upon request to

review the contents of his own personnel file. A

representative of the Association may, at the teacher's

request, accompany the teacher in this review. The

review shall be made in the presence of the
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Administrator responsible for the safe-keeping of

these files or someone designated by him. It shall be

the responsibility of the Administrator to remove

materials of a confidential nature in the presence of

the teacher and/or his representative prior to review

of the file by the teacher.

Any teacher involved in any conference concerning a

reprimand, warning, or disciplinary action shall be

given, upon written request made within one week of

such conference, a written statement of the proceedings

of that conference. If the teacher wishes, he may

request an Association Representative to attend a

subsequent meeting or meetings, if the teacher believes

that the record does not accurately reflect the pro-

ceedings of the original conference.

No teacher shall be disciplined, including reprimand,

suspension with or without pay, demotion or discharge,

without just cause. In the case of the discipline of

a tenure teacher within the meaning of The Michigan

Teacher Tenure Act, just cause shall be determined

under that Act.

Discipline of teachers shall be subject to the

grievance procedure, provided, however, that:
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(1) as to probationary teachers, the Board may give

such notices of unsatisfactory work and such other

notices as shall be required or permitted by The

Michigan Teacher Tenure Act during the pendency of any

 

..

grievance, and (2) as to teachers on tenure or con- :

tinuing contracts pending grievances shall be dismissed g

upon filing of written charges under The Michigan E

Teacher Tenure Act; and the Tenure Act shall thereafter

govern all proceedings against the teacher. ?

ARTICLE XV

Protection of Teachers
 

Since the teacher's authority and effectiveness in

his classroom is related to his ability to render sound

judgments and prescribe reasonable solutions to

problems, the Board and Association recognize their

respective responsibilities in lending all reasonable

support and assistance to teachers with respect to

maintaining control and discipline in the classroom.

A teacher's judgment shall prevail in matters of dis-

ciplining students within his area of responsibility

except in those cases where the judgment rendered is

not defensible in the opinion of the administrator

involved. Such administrator shall then have the
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right to modify or overrule the teacher's judgment.

Where practical, the administrator shall confer with

the teacher prior to making such determination. The

correctness of the opinion as to defensibility may be

resolved through the grievance procedure.

Any case of assault upon a teacher or his property

shall be promptly reported to the proper law enforce-

ment agencies and then reported in writing to the

Superintendent of Schools. The Board will render all

reasonable assistance to the teacher in connection

with handling of the incident by law enforcement and

judicial authorities.

If any teacher is complained against or sued by reason

of action taken by the teacher while discharging his

duties, except in the case of corporal punishment, the

Board will provide protection as defined in existing,

or like, liability policy which shall remain in

existence for the duration of this contract.

A close and agreeable association between administra-

tors, teachers, students and parents can contribute to

the effectiveness of the teaching situation. When an

instance of complaint against a teacher by a parent or

student occurs, administrators will reserve any judgment
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against a teacher until the problem has been discussed

with the teacher involved unless impractical.

Before acting against a teacher as a result of a

specific complaint, the administrator will have the

complaint reduced to writing, if requested by the

teacher involved, and will reserve action until such

teacher and/or representative shall be given an

opportunity, if requested, to discuss the complaint

with all parties concerned at a conference arranged by

the administrator.

The Board will reimburse a teacher, who while on duty,

suffers loss, damage or destruction of personal effects

in his immediate possession, excluding instructional

materials, due to acts against him resulting from

discharge of his duties and provided such loss shall

not be the result of his negligence or misconduct,

and provided it shall be promptly reported in writing

and substantiated to the administrator in charge.

Personal effects as used in this paragraph means effects

normally carried on one's person, such as a watch, ring,

etc.
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ARTICLE XVI

Negotiation Procedures

It is agreed that matters not specifically covered by

this Agreement but of common concern to the parties

may be subject to professional negotiations between

them during the period of this contract upon mutual

agreement between the Board of Education and the

Association Executive Board. The parties will co-

operate in arranging meetings within two (2) weeks

of such mutual agreement.

In the event the salary schedule is reopened for nego-

tiation, by either party, as provided in Article IV,

Paragraph A of this Agreement, the parties will promptly

negotiate for the purpose of reaching an agreement upon

a revised salary schedule. At least sixty (60) days

prior to the expiration of this Agreement, the parties

will likewise begin negotiations for a new agreement

covering wages, hours, terms and conditions of employ-

ment of teachers employed by the Board.

In any negotiations described in this Article, neither

party shall have any control over the selection of the

negotiating or bargaining representatives of the other

party and each party may select its representatives

from within or outside the school district, except that
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the Association shall not use or allow to be present

in any capacity an officer or member of any labor

organization other than those of the local, state and

national associations affiliated with the local educa-

tion association during the life of this contract. It

is recognized that no final agreement between the

parties may be executed without ratification by a

 
majority of the Board of Education and by a majority

n
_
.

of Association members voting, but the parties mutually _—

pledge that representatives selected by each shall be

clothed with all necessary power and authority to make

proposals, consider proposals, and make concessions in

the course of negotiations or bargaining, subject to

such ultimate ratification by both parties.

ARTICLE XVII

Grievance Procedure
 

Definitions
 

l. A "grievance" is a claim based upon an event or

condition which pertains to the interpretation or

application of this contract or a complaint based

on an event or condition not specifically covered

by this contract.

2. The "aggrieved person" is the person or persons

making the claim.

3. The term "teacher" includes any individual or group

who is a member of the bargaining unit covered by

this contract.
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4. A "party of interest" is the person or persons who

might be required to take action or against whom

action might be taken in order to resolve the

problem.

5. The term "days" shall mean calendar days.

Purpose

The primary purpose of this procedure is to secure, at

the lowest level possible, equitable solutions to the

problems of the parties. Both parties agree that these

proceedings shall be kept as confidential as may be

appropriate at each level of the procedure. Nothing

contained herein shall be construed as limiting the

right of any teacher with a grievance to discuss the

matter informally with any appropriate member of the

administration or proceeding independently as described

in Section F of these procedures.

Structure
 

1. There shall be at least one Association Representa-

tive and not more than a ratio of one for each

twenty (20) staff members or major fraction thereof

for each school building and special service

department to be selected in a manner determined

by the Association.

The Association shall establish a Professional

Rights and Responsibilities Committee, which shall

be broadly representative and which shall serve as

the Association Grievance Committee. In the event

that any Association Representative or any member

of the PR & R Committee is a party in interest to

any grievance, he shall disqualify himself and a

substitute shall be named by the Association.
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3. The Building Principal shall be the Administrative

Representative when the particular grievance arises

in that building, unless otherwise determined by

the Superintendent of Schools.

4. The Board of Education hereby designates the

Superintendent of Schools, or someone designated

by him, as its representative when the grievance

arises in more than one school building.

Procedure
 

Before entering into the following prescribed grievance

procedure, it is the desire of the Association and

Administration that effort has been made to resolve

the problem through direct verbal communication and

discussion between the parties involved. The presence

of an Association Representative may be requested.

The number of days indicated at each level should be

considered as maximum and every effort should be made

to expedite the process. The time limits may be

extended or reduced by mutual consent.

If the grievance is filed on or after June 1, the

time limits may be reduced by mutual consent, if

practical, in order to affect a solution prior to the

end of the school year.

1. Level One — a teacher with a grievance shall

submit it, in writing, to his immediate supervisor

or principal; individually, together with his

Association Representative or through the Associa-

tion Representative. A decision shall be rendered,

in writing, within five (5) days after presentation

of the grievance.
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2. Level Two
 

a. In the event the aggrieved person is not

satisfied with the disposition of his grievance

at Level One, or if no decision has been

rendered within five (5) days after presenta-

tion of the grievance, he may file an appeal

with the supervisor rendering such a decision

and with the Association PR & R Committee.

b. Within five (5) days of receipt of the request

to appeal, the PR & R Committee shall decide

whether or not there is a basis for appeal.

If the committee decides that no grievance

exists and so notifies the claimant, the

teacher may continue to process his claim with-

out Association support. If the committee

decides there is legitimate grievance, it shall

immediately process the claim with the Super-

intendent of Schools, within the time limita-

tions set forth in Paragraph G-7 of this

Article.

Level Three - In the event the aggrieved person is

not satisfied with the disposition of the grievance

at Level Two, or if no decision has been rendered

within ten (10) days from receipt of grievance by

the Superintendent, he may refer the grievance

through the PR & R Committee, to the Board of

Education's Review Committee. This committee shall

be composed solely of members of the Board of

Education. Within ten (10) days from receipt of

the written referral by the Board, its Review

Committee shall meet with the Association's PR &

R Committee Chairman and the Association's Nego-

tiating Team for the purpose of arriving at a

mutually satisfactory solution to the grievance

problem. A decision shall be rendered within ten

(10) days.

 

Level Four - In the event the grievance is not

satisfactorily resolved at Level Three, or if no

decision is reached within the ten (10) day period,

the grievance, if a matter covered by this contract,

may immediately be transmitted by the aggrieved

party to the American Arbitration Association unless

another arbitrator is mutually agreed upon. If the
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matter is not covered by this contract, it shall be

referred to an arbitrator, if mutually so agreed

within fourteen (14) days from appeal from Level

Three, and if not so mutually agreed then the dis-

pute may be referred by the aggrieved party to the

State Mediation Board for mediation. The decision

of the arbitrator shall be final and binding upon

the parties to the arbitration. The arbitrator's

fees and expenses shall be shared equally by the

Association and the Board of Education. Any other

expenses, i.e. witnesses, etc., shall be borne by

the party incurring such expenses. If the Associa-

tion is not involved then the party involved shall

bear such cost instead of the Association.

The Board of Education and/or the Superintendent of

Schools shall have the right of initiating a grievance.

Any such grievance shall be initiated at Level Two and

follow the established grievance procedure.

Rights to Representation
 

Any party of interest may be represented at all meet—

ings and hearings at any level of the grievance proce-

dure by another teacher or another person. Provided,

however, that any teacher may in no event be represented

by an officer, agent, or other representative of any

organization other than the Association. Provided

further, when a teacher is not represented by the

Association, the Association shall have the right to be

present and to state its views at all stages of the

grievance processing.
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G. Miscellaneous
 

l. A grievance may be withdrawn at any level without

prejudice or record. If, in the judgment of the

Association Representative or the PR & R Committee,

a grievance involves a policy matter or affects a

group of teachers, the PR & R Committee may initiate

and process the grievance at any appropriate level.

Grievances submitted and decisions rendered at all

levels shall be in writing and shall promptly be

transmitted to all parties of interest.

No reprisals of any kind shall be taken by or

against any party of interest or any participant

in the grievance procedure by reason of such

participation.

All documents, communications, and records dealing

with a grievance shall be filed separately from

the personnel files of the participants.

Forms for filing and processing grievances shall

be designed by the Superintendent and the PR & R

Committee, shall be prepared by the Superintendent,

and shall be given appropriate distribution so as

to facilitate the operation of the grievance

procedure.

Access shall be made available to all parties,

places, and records for any information necessary

to the determination and processing of a grievance,

except when such information is of a confidential

nature.

Any grievance not appealed from a decision at any

level of this procedure within ten (10) days from

the date of such decision, shall be considered

settled. No further appeal shall be made unless

by mutual agreement, where extenuating circumstances

merit such consideration.

Both the Association and the Board of Education

recognize that the primary objective of the parties

to this contract is to insure, protect, continue

and improve the high quality of education in the

School District. This requires good
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relations and cooperation between the Board, the

Administration, and Association, and the Staff to

attain efficient and uninterrupted operation of the

facilities and functions of the school system.

This grievance procedure is established to provide

a peaceful and orderly method for the resolution of

disputes. The parties hereby agree to process all

disputes subject to the grievance procedure in the

manner set forth herein, and agree that no demon-

strations, public release or displays of informa-

tion, or any action tending to disrupt the normal

operation of the school system, be initiated,

participated in or condoned by either party in

connection with such disputes until the grievance

procedure has been exhausted.

ARTICLE XVIII

Academic Freedom
 

Should it become necessary for the Board of Education to

consider changing the policy on academic freedom as it

presently exists, the Association will be so notified and

a conference arranged prior to adoption of any such changes.

ARTICLE XIX

Association Membership & Professional Dues

A. All teachers, as a condition of continued employment,

shall:

1. Sign and deliver to the Association an assignment

authorizing payroll deductions of membership dues

and assessments of the Association (including the

National and Michigan Education Associations).

Such authorization shall continue in effect unless

revoked in writing.

OR
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Article XIX (continued)

2. Remit to the Association in lieu of the above the

total annual amount of such professional dues.

9%

Cause to be paid to the Association by the process

described in either Paragraph (1) or (2) above, a

representation fee equivalent to the dues and

assessments as described.

In the event such representative fee shall not be

paid, within sixty (60) days after commencement

of the teachers' school year, the Board, upon

receiving a signed statement from the Association

certifying the teacher has failed to comply with

this condition and that the teacher has been so

notified by the Association, shall immediately

notify said teacher that his services shall be

discontinued at the end of the current school year

providing such action is not contrary to state law.

The refusal of said teacher to contribute fairly

to the costs of negotiation and administration of

this Agreement is recognized as just and reasonable

cause for termination of employment.

It is expressly understood that teachers newly

employed by the Board are exempted from the

condition described Paragraph (3) above for their

first year of employment.

Payroll deduction of professional dues and

assessments shall be in accordance with the

conditions set forth in Article I, Paragraph C.

ARTICLE XX

Duration of Agreement
 

This Agreement shall be effective as of August 26, 1968,

and shall continue in effect until the 3lst day of August,

1970. This Agreement shall not be extended orally and it

is expressly understood that is shall expire on the date

indicated.
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For the Education For the Board of Education,

Association Chapter of M.E.A.

(President) (President)

(Vice-President)- - - - - — - (Vice-President) ------

(Secreta;y)— " ' " ' ' ' " ' ' (Secretary)- """"""

(Treasurer) - - — - - - - - - (Treasurer; --------

EcfialrIEanNQgStIaL-Lfig' ' ' " (Trustee; """"""
Committee)

(Trustee) ---------

(Trustee)
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APPENDIX A

Salary78chedule
 

  

Schools

MA MA + 15 Specialist**

or or or

99: BA + 18 BA + 40 BA + 45* BA + 70*

$6,675 $ 7,009 $ 7,359 $ 7,727 $ 8,113

7,009 7,359 7,727 8,113 8,519

7,359 7,727 8,113 8,519 8,945

7,727 8,113 8,519 8,945 9,392

8,263 8,669 9,095 9,542 10,012

8,676 9,102 9,550 10,019 10,513

9,110 9,557 10,028 10,520 11,039

9,566 10,035 10,529 11,046 11,591

10,537 11,055 11,598 12,171

11,608 12,178 12,780

This schedule is a 5% cumulative index.

*Must include the MA Degree.

**Specialist or equivalent.

***Includes 5% index plus $150.00

Persons newly employed shall be given credit for

actual teaching experience previously rendered up

to and including eight (8) years.

Summer Program Rates
 

Driver Education $ 34.80 per pupil

Summer Recreation 115.75 per week

Summer School, Curriculum

Assignments, etc. 110.25 per week

Hours and conditions of employment to remain

as established in previous years' programs.
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APPENDIX A

Provisions for Special Classifications
 

The specified increments will be applied to the appropriate

step as indicated on the Teachers Salary Schedule negotiated

in the Master Contract for the following:

Teachers of Mentally Handicapped and 6%

Emotionally Handicapped, Teacher-

Counselors for the Physically

Handicapped and Speech Therapists

Visiting Teacher 8%

Diagnostician 10%

Teacher Consultants 10%

Teacher-Coordinators of Recognition of the required

Distributive Education two years of trade experience

for certification in this

field will be accomplished by

equating the work experience

as representing one full year

of teaching experience and

making the corresponding ad-

justments on the established

salary schedule.
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APPENDIX A

Index Schedule - Athletics
 

ACTIVITY~

Football - Varsity
 

Football - Reserve
 

Football - Junior High
 

Basketball - High School
 

Basketball - Junior High
 

Baseball -High School
 

Baseball - Junior High_
 

Track - Senior High
 

Track - Junior High
 

Golf - High School
 

Wrestling - HighSchool
 

Swimming - High School
 

Tennis - High School
 

Head Coach

Assistant Coach

Assistant Coach

Head Coach

Assistant

Freshman

Freshman

Coach and Scout

Coach and Scout

Coach and Scout

Head Coach

Reserve Coach

Freshman

Coach

Coach

Head Coach

Reserve

Coach

Coach

Head Coach

Assistant

Cross Country

Coach

Coach

Head Coach

Head Coach

Assistant

Varsity Coach

INDEX
 

12%

7%

7%

7%

6%

5%

5%

5%

5%

5%

12%

7%

5%

5%

5%

8%

6%

5%

5%

8%

6%

6%

5%

5%

8%

8%

6% p

5%
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Appendix A - Index Schedule Athletics (continued)

ACTIVITY

Girls Basketball -

High School

 

 

Girls ngtball -

High School

 

 

Trainer - High School
 

Athletic Business

Manager - HighSchool

 

 

Cheerleader Coach
 

Intramural
 

 

INDEX

Head Coach 6%

Assistant 5%

(0R)

Coach - Varsity &

Reserve 7%

Coach 5%

Trainer (3 seasons) 8%

Business Manager

Coach

Coach

High School

Junior High

(full year)

5%

5%

5%

5%

(per semester)

5%

(per semester)
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APPENDIX A

Extra Duty Pay
 

The following percentages are based on the 1967-68 salary

base of $6,150.00. For succeeding years, the percentage

figure is applied to the base salary, beginning step,

B.A. schedule, of the salary schedule in effect at the

beginning of the preceding year.

ACTIVITY PERCENTAGE
  

I. Classes Senior #1

Senior #2

Junior #1

Junior #2 w
e
»

0
‘
0

1/2

1/2

Sophomore #1

Sophomore #2 N
M

Freshman #1

Freshman #2 N
M

1/2

1/2

II. Plays and Senior Play

Operettas Junior Play

 

N
N

 

*Vocal Music

*Operetta W
U
!

*Band

*Operetta W
U
'
I

*Drama-Thespian

*Operetta

1/2

1/2

1/2

III. Science *Future Science

*Radio

*Photography N
N
N

(
J
O
N

IV. Debate and

Forensics

 

U
'
I

 

V. Arts and Languages. French

German

Spanish

Latin

 

N
N
N
N
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Appendix A - Extra Duty Pay (continued)

ACTIVITY

VI. Vocational
 

VII. Services &

Miscellaneous

 

 

PERCENTAGE
 

*Future Homemakers #1 2 1/2

*Future Homemakers #2 2 1/2

Future Teachers

(Cadet) 2

*Future Farmers 5

*4-H Club #1 5

Health Careers (Future

Nurses) 2

*Assembly 2 1/2

Honor Society 2 1/2

SLAMM 1

Students for Inde-

pendent Thought 2

[School Publications] 6

*Sr. High Ski 2

*Jr. High Ski 2

Student Activities

Sr. High Student

Council $500.00

Jr. High Student

Council 2

Elementary Student

Council 2

Department Chairman 5

Varsity Club 2

UN Club 2

Chairman of Adult $300.00 per

Education 10 week

session
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Appendix A - Extra Duty Pay (continued)

VIII.

IX.

New Clubs
 

The first year of function of a "new" club shall

be at a rate of 2% pro-rated as to the length of

time such club has functioned as a recognized

club. Reimbursement for subsequent years shall

be negotiated at the next opening of negotiations.

Bus Duty

Teachers volunteering to work bus duty shall be paid

at the rate of $2.50 per day per teacher. If a

sufficient number of volunteers are not available,

bus duty will be assigned to all teachers on a

rotating basis at the rate of $2.50 per teacher

per day. The administration shall establish the

number necessary for supervision in each building.

*Denotes splitting of sponsorship optional.
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APPENDIX B

School Calendar
 

 

1968-69

Schools

September 3, 1968 Tuesday Teacher Orientation

September 4, 1968 Wednesday A.M. - Orientation

P.M. - Students

September 5, 1968 Thursday A.M. - Students

P.M. - Orientation

September 6, 1968 Friday Full Day Session

September 9, 1968 Monday Kindergarten Begins

Special Education

Classes Begin

September 13, 1968 Friday No Kindergarten

October 10, 11, 1968

November 8, 1968

November 13, 1968

November 15, 1968

November 28, 29, 1968

December 20, 1968

January 6, 1969

January 24, 1969

Thursday and

Friday

Friday

Wednesday

Friday

Thursday and

Friday

Friday

Monday

Friday

- Students

- Orientation

A.M.

P.M.

Classes Dismissed

Teachers' Institute

First Marking Period

Ends

Elementary Report

Cards Issued

Secondary Report

Cards Issued

Thanksgiving Recess

Christmas Recess,

Classes Dismissed At

Close of School Day

Classes Resume

Second Marking Period

Ends
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Appendix B - School Calendar (continued)

January 29, 1969

January 31, 1969

April 3, 1969

April 3, 1969

April 14, 1969

April 16, 1969

April 18, 1969

May 30, 1969

June 8, 1969

June 9, 1969

June 10, 1969

June 11, 1969

June 12, 1969

June 12, 1969

June 13, 1969

Wednesday ;

Friday

Thursday

Thursday

Monday

Wednesday

Friday

Friday

Sunday

Monday (High

School Only)

Tuesday (High A.M.

School Only)

Wednesday

Thursday

Thursday

Friday

Elementary Report

Cards Issued

Secondary Report

Cards Issued

Third Marking Period

Ends

Easter Recess, Classes

Dismissed At Close of

School Day

Classes Resume

Elementary Report

Cards Issued

Secondary Report Cards

Issued

Memorial Day Recess

Baccalaureate

A.M. - Examinations

P.M. - No Students

Examinations

No StudentsP.M.

Elementary & Junior

High Students Dismissed

At Noon

Teachers Work On Final

Records

Commencement

Teachers Dismissed At

Noon
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Appendix B - School Calendar (continued)

January 29, 1969

January 31, 1969

April 3, 1969

April 3, 1969

April 14, 1969

April 16, 1969

April 18, 1969

May 30, 1969

June 8, 1969

June 9, 1969

June 10, 1969

June 11, 1969

June 12, 1969

June 12, 1969

June 13, 1969

Wednesday ;

Friday

Thursday

Thursday

Monday

Wednesday

Friday

Friday

Sunday

Monday (High

School Only)

Tuesday (High

School Only)

Wednesday

Thursday

Thursday

Friday

Elementary Report

Cards-Issued

Secondary Report

Cards Issued

Third Marking Period

Ends

Easter Recess, Classes

Dismissed At Close of

School Day

Classes Resume

Elementary Report

Cards Issued

Secondary Report Cards

Issued

Memorial Day Recess

Baccalaureate

A.M. - Examinations

P.M. No Students

A.M. - Examinations

P.M. - No Students

Elementary & Junior

High Students Dismissed

At Noon

Teachers WOrk On Final

Records

Commencement

Teachers Dismissed At

Noon
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PARTIES' SALARY SCHEDULE PROPOSALS
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First Salary Schedule Proposal Submitted by

the Teacher Association

Proposed Salary_Schedule
 

MA or MA + 15 BA + 70*

Step BA BA + 15 BA + 40 BA + 45* Specialist**

1 $ 6,750 $ 7,155 $ 7,584 $ 8,039 $ 8,522

2 7,155 7,584 8,039 8,522 9,033

3 7,584 8,039 8,522 9,033 9,575

4 8,039 8,522 9,033 9,575 10,150

***5 8,672 9,183 9,725 10,300 10,908

6 9,192 9,734 10,309 10,917 11,563

7 9,744 10,318 10,927 11,573 12,257

8 10,328 10,937 11,583 12,267 12,992

9 11,593 12,278 13,003 13,772

10 13,014 13,783 14,598

 

This schedule is a 6% index

*Must include the MA degree

**Specialist or equivalent

***Includes 6% index plus $150.00



Step

0
0
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Second Salary Schedule Proposal Submitted by

the Teacher Association

BA

$ 6,850

7,227

7,624

8,043

8,644

9,119

9,621

10,150

Proposed Salary Schedule
 

BA + 18

$ 7,227

7,624

8,043

8,485

9,110

9,611

10,140

10,698

11,286

 

MA

$ 7,624

8,043

8,485

8,952

9,603

10,131

10,688

11,276

11,896

12,550

*Includes 5 1/2% plus $150.00

MA + 15

$ 8,043

8,485

8,952

9,444

10,679

10,266

11,266

11,886

12,540

13,230

Specialist

$ 9,485

8,952

9,444

9,963

10,669

11,256

11,875

12,528

13,217

13,944

 



Step
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2
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Salary Schedule Proposal Submitted by

the Board of Education

BA

$ 6,660

6,930

7,277

7,641

8,023

8,424

8,845

9,287

Proposed Salary Schedule
 

BA + 18

$ 6,930

7,277

7,641

8,023

8,424

8,845

9,287

9,751

10,239

 

MA or

BA + 40

$ 7,277

7,641

8,023

8,424

8,845

9,287

9,751

10,239

10,751

11,289

MA + 15

or

BA + 45*

$ 7,641

8,023

8,424

8,845

9,287

9,751

10,239

10,751

11,289

11,853

This schedule is a 5% cumulative index

*Must include the MA degree

**Specialist or equivalent

Specialist**

BA + 70

$ 8,023

8,424

8,845

9,287

9,751

10,239

10,751

11,289

11,853

12,446

 ‘u'f’
u
l
i
l
b
I
.

.
.
.
_
-

.

fl



APPENDIX D

INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT
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Training Section
 

Which of the following study areas did or would have helped

you in preparation for your performance as a negotiations

team member?

Finance School law

Personnel administration Behavioral sciences (psyc.,

soc., pol. sc.)

Curriculum

School negotiations

Supervision

Methods of teaching

Educational research

Student teaching

Public relations

Other professional education

School administration courses

What additional training should be provided at the

preparation level for administrators to prepare them for

participation in collective negotiations?

How or in what manner should it be provided,

suggest examples if you would like.

What additional training should be provided inservice for

administrators to prepare them for participation in

collective negotiations?

How or in what manner should it be provided,

again suggest examples.
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Climate Section
 

1.

10.

What has effect of c.n. on the support of the

community re school finance been --- healthy -

unhealthy - ?

What changes in quality of teaching have you noted as

a result of c.n. --- improved - deteriorated - ?

In your opinion how have the children or students in

the schools been effected by c.n. --— educationally

they are better of - worse off - ?

Has there been an effect on the curriculum as a

result of c.n. --- better - poorer - ?

How about the quality of supervision with the advent

of c.n. --- improved - deteriorated - ?

What has been the effect on research in public educa-

tion since c.n. --- more meaningful - less - ?

What has been the effect of c.n. on the general public

interest in education --- greater apathy - more

healthy concern - antagonistic - ?

What has been the effect on the administration of the

schools as a result of c.n. --- more sensitive to

educational needs - less - greater alienation from

teachers - less - ?

What changes may be forthcoming in school law as a

result of experience to date with c.n. --- further

legislation equating the private with the public

sector - special legislation to deal specifically

with the public sector and more specifically, with

school problems - tendencies to repeal or back up on

existing legislation - ?

In your estimation what has collective negotiations

contributed to man's understanding of his fellow-man

--- has there been an increase in the personalization

of relationships, i.e. teacher-admin., pupil-teacher,

teacher-parent, admin.-parent - a decrease - has it

had any diminishing effect on the claimed depersonali-

zation of our present society - an - increasing

effect - ?
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12.

13.

217

Will c.n. have any direct or indirect affect on

teaching methods courses --- greater emphasis on the

human as opposed to the content aspect - greater

emphasis on content - ?

Will or has c.n. effected any change on the student

teaching experience --- more practicum - less - ?

Will or have the other professional courses been

effected by c.n. --- more relevant - less - ?

Crucial Issues Section

These are seven of the issues taken up during the

course of your 1968 negotiations process. WOuld you

select the top three as you see them in rank order?

Then would you select the top three that you expect

in future negotiations? If, in either case, some-

thing is not there that you think should be, please

include it.

Professional rights and responsibilities.

Teaching conditions, vacancies, promotions and

transfers.

Academic freedom.

Curriculum council.

Agency shop.

Professional study committees.

Salary and compensation.
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Conflict Section
 

This district was cited in the news media as having a

potential for a rather high degree of conflict during the

negotiations process. It was reported to me that the

teachers were braced for the possibility of a strike.

What did you expect to happen during the process? Do you

have any further reaction to this now since negotiations

have been completed?

Assume that you were going to brief your successor for the

process next time - what would you tell him?

Is there anything crucial to this case that I have over-

looked, or to the negotiations process generally?
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LETTER FROM MICHIGAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION
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" ' j" A. ' “t: MICHIGAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

”MEA: ill. IINDALI IOULIVAID ' '9'? 0".3. IO! .7.

. ' - “9'1 [ACT LAN-INC. NICNIOAN 4.... ARIA COD. .07 ...-III,

July 2, 1968

To Whom It May Concern:

Mr. Keith Gregg. who is currently working on a doctoral program through

Michigan State University, has discussed his plans for conducting a

study into some of the factors signifi nt in arriving at either an

ultimate negotiating atmosphere of low or high conflict with the Michigan

Education Association Research Divisi n and Office of Professional Nego-

tiations. .

The results of his study, we would,essume, should be of considerable

interest to any who may have an opportunity to review them.

It would be our hope that MEA local associations who may be involved

in this study would cooperate as fully as possible with Mr. Gregg in his

efforts. Hopefully. through such cooperation you may be a prime recipient

of its benefits. ’

\::;;::::c;Eel:; d ".\\\)

Tom Patterson

Professional Negotiations Assistant

Tszmr

A'PILIATIO WITN

WORLD CONFIOINA‘HON OF ORGANIZATION. O' “I! "ACNINO PIOPIIIION

NATIONAL IOUCATION ACOOCIATION

NICNIOAN AIIOCIATION OF THC PROFIIIIONI





lllllil'13

 


