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~ Conference
% Explores Effects
.of Collective
& = Bargaining on .
Schools and
inistrators

Researchers, at times, seem to
act out the fable of the blind wise
men who try to guess the identity
of an elephant. Each wise man (or
researcher) holds on to a different

. piece of the elephant, convinced

__that that piece is the key to the

~whole problem. Fortunately, <*—— means of reaching consensus, but
_as a means of fostering greater

researchers have the possibility of
compensatlng for what is in their
case not blindness but tunnel

visi from their
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work and walking around the ele-

- phantto See what others are

looking at.

The Center for Educational
Policy and Management (CEPM)
recently sponsored a summer
conference, “The Effects of Collec-
tive Bargaining on School Adminis-

.trative Leadership,” which offered

just such an opportunity to both
researchers and educators. During
the conference, collective bargain-
ing and administrative leadership
were viewed from the perspectivé
of the researcher, the teacher union
representative, the administrator,
and the teacher.

Indeed, the conference served to
provide a more complex set of
viewpoints than just these four.
Even those from, similar back-
grounds observe the phenomenon
of collective bargaining and its
effect on schools and administra-
tors through divergent lenses—
.some approath it through contract
language, others through financial

_costs, and yet others through such

various lenses as contract imple-
mentation, patterns of work rela-
tionships, classroo processes, or

the history of labor relations. The .
conference sought to present the }
multiplicity of approaches to |
collective bargaining, not as a |

understanding and communication
among those involvéd_in the study
'of labor relations and leadership in
public education. _ _ |
Four sessions were deSigned to |
discuss the effects of bargaining on
the management of public schools. |
The first addressed the historical |
development of bargaining and'the
subsequent changes in education - i
generally. The.second treated the ‘
effects of bargaining on district and ‘

school personnel relationships..
Bargaining’s impact on the alloca-

tion of resources was the focus of
the third session. The final session
summarized the preceding discus-
sions and suggested directions for
forthcoming research. ¢

Bargaining and School Policy

Steven Goldschmidt, a professor
of education at the University of
Oregon and a lawyer, opened the *
conferénce with his address-on the.,

~ growing impact of collective bar- .-

gaining on educational policy. |

According+to Goldschmidt, .the -
spectacular growth of unionistn in
education convinced teachers that =
they were a viable political force. |
Continued-on next page -
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Initially, their fjrst priorities at. the
bargaining table were higher
salaries and lower student/teacher
ratios. Since 1975, however,
teachers have sought a greater
voice In certain policy decisions.
The results of this involvement
include contract provisions govern-
ing reduction in force, grievance
arbitration, voluntary and involun-
tary transfer, inservice traiming, and
evaluation.

Teacher bargaining over matters
of policy has caused considerable
anxiety among administrators and
the public in general. Some view
such bargaining as a distortion of

= the traditional structure at the
expense of community involvement

support. Others-respond that .
democratic processes are as Impor-
tant in schools as elsewhere and
that.public employees have the
same claims for nights and work-
place recognition as those in the
private sector. '

Certain contract items

counter to the findings of

research on effective school
- practices.

run

¢

learning to provide a basts for evalu
ation of the bargaining process and
how it might best be used

Certain items may run counter to

the findings of research on effec

tive schawl practices. These include
“clauses on reduction in staff (RIF)
-and staff selection. The strategy for

RIF provisions has been developed
_in large school districts where *

seniority and certification require
ments are used as the criteria.. The
result of these provisions is the

retention of an,older teaching force

and the addition of very few new
teachers to the system.

Research has shown, however,
that four teacher characteristics are

‘related to studéht achievement—

high verbal 1Q, college attended,
exp’é’ctatnons for students, and the
ability to work with particular
kinds of students. None of these,
factors is considered in RIF or
staff selection provisions. More
over, it is possible, under present
RIF policies, for a driver educa:
tion teacher with seniority whose
positin is terminated to “bump”
arf's experlenced science teacher
with less seniority. The driver

Riley, and Lee Stuart, are currently
examining the effects of collective
bargaining contracts on educational
services provided to handicapped
students. Their analysis of '
contracts nationwide has shown

that a wide range of contract items

.

4 »

Many researchers and
educators see a wide gulf
between contract language
and what ‘actually transpires
in a school.

*

potentially affects policy on the
handicapped; including provisions
on voluntary transfer of teachers, .
inservice education, teacher partici-
pation in student placement, class
sizg, and teacher influence on the
curriculum. The researchers have
thus far concluded that bargaining___
contracts set constraints.on the
range of policy options available to
administrators in providing services
to the handicapped. However, the
constraints are largely procedural,
and act more as hurdles than
obstacles. A detailed analysis of

education teacher need never
have taught a science course.
Goldschmidt does not maintain

Fondaménrar dxffmnces—fmaber_..th_atMMnaortan,t

relations exist between the public
" and private sectors. Private enter-
prise is disciplined by market
.._+forees;-but public institutions are
subject to political forces.'In order
to decide whether the industrial
democratic model of labor relations
‘can be extended to public educa-
tion, Goldschmudt finds 1t impor-
tant to determine whether the out-
comes of collective bargaining are
complementary to the maintenance
of effective schools. )
Contract outcomes are ends in
collective bargaining, but only

@ Mmeans for educating students. Out-_
KC comes must be linked to student
¥

[}

Rather, he is concerned about the
inconsistency between contract
language and the results of
research.

Another contradiction exists
betwzen the finding that effective
teachers receive frequent evalua-
tions of their performance and bar-
gaining agreements that restrict the

.evaluation of teachers and

unannounced visits to classes by
administrators. Goldschmidt states
that because of such provisions,

- “principals cannot follow through

on effective schools research.”
« Goldschmidt and three research.
assistants, Bruce Bowers, Max

3

the study’s fildings ard-their
implications will be available in
early 1983. - - —

- A new development in eacher
bar;gamlng is the removal of
salaries from the negotiated items
because of state budget shortages.
FPor example, the state of Wash-
ington has limited salary.increases
by making a state salary schedule
for teachers, The result is that —
more of the bargaining concerns
educationgl policy as opposed to
working conditions. Goldschmidt
predicts that sthool boards will be
less successful in negotiating
matters of policy because such
issues are not well understood by
the public. Inept policy bargaining’
could produce long-term dissatis:
faction, %xpeciall)( concerning
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topics such as discipline and
desegregation.’ N
Goldschmidt concluded by
arguing that educators and re
searchers need-to define policy and
connect it to educational out
comes. He empha5|zed the neces
sity for administrators to know and
Jse their contracts, to read them in
their entirety so as to gain an
understanding of the relationships
among different provisions. He
urged that collective bargaining
allow local communities to adapt
educational policies to théir needs.

-
Traditionally, those at the bar
gaining table have taken two differ-
ent approaches to achieving their
goals through the contract. teacher
representatives have often pushed
for more detail gnd a greater
number of contract items while
administrators-have ‘typically
resisted a lengthy or specific con
tract in the behef that the best
agreement is one that says the
least. Donald Brodie, a professor of

"law.at the«Iniversity of Oregon,

argued that brief contracts can lead

-
»

employer responsibilities and,
therefore, a document to be
registed. Such a viewpoint is not
wholly accurate. the contract can
also embrace management rights
and employee responsibilities.
Researchers need to look more-
closely at contract implementation,
according to Lorraine McDonnell of
the Rand Corporation, but-“it is
much too early for ys to try to tie
in collective bargaining outcomes
with the a’rch on effective
schools. That reséarch is very
promising, but it is probably ten

to more litigation because of

g

~——— +
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One point of contention that
surfaced several times during the

conference concerned the degree 7

to which a contract binds the
school administration to specific
actions d@nd policies Many re-

searchets and educators see a wide
gulf between contract language and
what actually transpires in a school.
They assert that teachers and
administrators work around the
contract and sometitnes diverge
significantly from its provisions.
Others view contract language as
binding and observe less diver

@ e between Ianguage and

[ KC =mentat|on
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ambiguity. He and Peg Wlllnams in
their recent book, School Grievance
Arbitration (Seattle. Butterworth
Legal Publishers, 1982), have
pointed out the effects on gdminis
trative discretion of leaving certain
items vague or of using specific
language in a contract.

Williams noted that many admin
istrators view the contract as a
group of employee rights and

. 4
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years away from belng linked to j
collective bargaining.” J
-MeDonnell pemted—eut—that—*“ T

JRNUUUPL SO

some contract provisions, such as

|
_ those governlng reduction in force, ‘
\

tary transfer, tend to be imple
mented just as they are written.
However, in ether cases, depending
upon the predisposition of teachers
and administrators, the contract is,
often ignored.

She portrayed teacher organiza , -
tions as alternative bureaucracies _
which can fynction in effective and
positive ways. Often the teacher
organization's willingness to solve

[
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problems informally has prevented
unnecessary litigation and trauma.
With the present economic chmate,
McDonnell predicted, collective

rgaining has a limited future and
teacher organizations will give,
greater emphasis to politjcal
action, a strategy that has already
worked well for them at the’state
level. One result of this shift, then,
will be less local control over
schools. '

The final speaker in the first ses
sion, Sondra Williams of the .
National Education Association, *
remarked that ‘collective bargain
ing 1s here to stay despite chal
lenges from management and
some researchers.”, She agree('i with
McDonnell that the infloence of
unions and their coalitions with
other groups i1s becoming more
important at the state and national
levels; however, she perceives a
large degree of control being exer-
cised by local leadgrs.and, local
groups. Williams asserted that col
lective bargaining is an effective
problem-solving“tool that is essen-
tially more democratic than board

A\ .
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contract language among schools
/ within si‘n“g\i districts, it seems
appropriate to focus the study of
personnel relationships primarily
on the sch8ol level. Dan Lortie,
professor of education at the Uni
verdity of Chjcago and keynote «
speaker for the second session, has,
" been looking at the work relations,
ships of principals in elementary
schools. Lortie's sample is corn .
posed of suburban schlo‘ols around
Chicago with diverse s0cioeqpnomIC
backgrounds, but semewhat
"homogeneous in size. From hys. -
observations, Lortie depicted the
principal ‘as both a subordinate in
the district organizatign and the

head of the school organization.
4

]
Administrators view the
contract as a group of
employee rights and employer
responsibilities and, therefore;

need not have an adversarial rela
tionship with teachers., They have
considerable flexibility in maintain
ing good interpersonal relations at
the $chool level. Concern about the
contract and teacher unions is
expressed primdrily at the district -
offices. Little is heard about collec-
tive bargaining in individual school

‘buildings. .

Lortie's view of the principal’s
potential for_ promoting interper-
sonal cooperation was supported

by Judith Little of the Center for.

Action Research, Boulder, Colo’
rado, who has studied the influence
of staff development programs on

' school success. In Little's study of

six schools, the most successful
school fully exploited contract pro-
visions for staff development activi-
ties. The other five schools did not
because the principals were reluc-
tant to demand too much of the

-a-deeument to be resisted. "
Such a viewpoint is*not
wholly accurate: the contract
can also embrace )
management rights and
emplogee responsibilities.

.Bafgaiining and Personnel Relations The principal's \c‘ore work relation "

The second session explored the—ships-involve others in the school

differences between personnel..re'la-
-tionships at the school and district
. levels. Several researchers have
___examined-principals’ latitude in :
administering schools in the
presence of calfective bargaining

—+_contracts as well as their potential

- for fostering collegial relationships
,\ylth teachers and other staff mem-
ers. Communication between
sthool staffs and district offices has
een even more problematdc and
adlversarial, a situation that has
" indensified with collective
bargaining. . .
Since Susan Johnson's research

QO _s.shown that there is clearly

IText Provided by ERIC
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building—teachers, students, and
other staff. Compared to these,
relationships with the central office
staff are subsidiary. * .
Principals consider, the rewards
of their work to consist of positive
interpersonal relations — first, with
students and second, with teachers.
No principals mentioned feelings of
satisfdction resulting from good
relations with the central office.
However, the superintendent and
the central office did receive some
recognition when principals listed
their most important resources.
From his research, Lortie con
cludes that principals are not the
pawns of-the central office and 5

cooperative learping. | think it's. |

teachers. In the school using the
extra hour, - .0
Teachers were most committed to
the principal and the school . . . and
for the most patt, the interaction

that counted the most—on teacher

evaluation and observatios, inservice

time, instructional-pradtices-inthe——
classroom, and espesially the cur- -
nculum—were only-margimally cov
ered in the contract or weren't
covéred at all.  *

These findings confirm McDon-
nell's argument that, outside the
explicit provisions for reduction in
force, noninstructional duties, and
class size, the opportunities for
negotiated and cooperative work
relationships are substantial. = -

Little also observed that in the
successful schools, teachers taiked
to each othter about instruction and
the principal included instructional
matters in the monthly faculty
meetings: - ¥

4
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| watched an elémentary principal
go in and say, “Hey, | just finished
reading a summary of research on

<




’, . somethlng we need to. look at.” He
" put up four major findings on thel

[ board, illustrated:them briefly, and

" made sure the’teachers K&&w where
-to get the articles.’And the teachers
did get them. _ .-

<
The principals in these schools
. weré not only supportive, they were
- v151ble in the classroomg and they
fostered joint planning, among
teachers) admlnlstrators, and
disttict resour? personnel. Yittle

4

™ defined these Activities as the

ndrms of.collegiality. She .

"7 by itself |s,n,ot.enough Sthools
also need.a complementary nogm
‘of~experimentation or continuous

', improvement.

+~ ' "Part of the noim of continuous

improvement she observed was in
 principal expectatiohs for teachers,

_-—rwlrrch"trnt beyond the spelled-out

duties. d the

with.teachers-and askedgfachers to
evaluate them. ‘ .
%J)hat ‘educators and researchers

. cOlleagues: theyﬁ‘ed;teams

" ~..need‘to-do now, according to Little,
" is'tb examine to what degree exist-
“ing contracts value the. practices.of
— collégia'lxty or .rewardﬁl'rﬁl' als for *
.followmg those practices. Many, ..
.. contracts, “she fears, may.iiake it -
~hard for principals to’ be good
dministrators. - p
| .Michael Murphy, professor of
E’”?dﬁt‘ﬁﬁﬂhe University of ‘Utah,
* provided:a labor-relations: perspec-
tive-that-distiriguished the adver-
} sarial process of collectlve
bargamlng at-the districs” Jevel from
«the cooperative. process .of operat-
ing a school. He.described the rela-
tionship:between the district office
«* .and’ teachers as a low-trust rela-
t|onsh|p, evndenced by the-exist-
ence of the contract. Teachers feel
N “the-district will only give them |
@ “t.is minimally required; and
]:KC ricts convey the message that

il Toxt Provided by ERIC
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" kautioned, however, that collegiality °
~ cover your- class. You don't owe me

PR
PR - 3
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teachers will be as\lazy, as they are
permitfed to-be. This jype-of

- distrust-leads-to-a-reliance.on.

formal contracts.

- * However, Murphy findsta very

different atmosphere at the indi-
vidual school building:

At the school level, | think what
we see is a dlfferent situation in
which teachers and principals are

“building 6r have already built a trast
relationship. The principal may say
to a teacher, “Look, 1 know you -
have a dental appointment. The,

! contract says yourhave to take the
whole day off, but go ahead. I'l

anything-for that.” In 3 trust rela-
tionship, the message is that wifen
the- pr;ncapal ‘needs support the

" teacher will provide it and vice
versa.

Althoug'h the trust relatlonshlp of
the_school may never be possible.
betWeen administrators and

" medel concluded with-sessions

nearby communit college With’ a
neutral facilitator, each side drew

up-a.list of complaints. These,were N
discussed exhaustively until no ofie _ ]
had anything furtherto say. The

devoted to a discussion of ways the .

two sides could work together. :
Jenkins perceived four stages jn _-* |

this process of conflict resolution— ..
ventilation, clarification of roles,
empathy, and problem : solving. He .
is continuing to use the model in
monthly meetings that include the
superintendent and the prmcnpal -
and five teachers ffom one school |
in the dlstrlct He feels these .
meetings have created a sense-of .
choperation-atigcoalitiori arld‘have T
yiel e_objective solutiohs to -

problems .

.'llr

Bargaming and Teachmg

"teachers at. the: district Tével, some

~:  principals hemselves behav,gk‘*—measure of cooperation is:neces-

sary and. must be restored -after the
complete breakdown of relation-
ships.in a strike. James”Jenkins,
superintendent of the Gresham
(Oregon) Public Schools,

described the model, adapt ed"""—t" teacher salaries, and-evep——— -
from-the work of Irving Goldabera

used in Gresham to heal thé
- wounds caused by thelr strlke.

~ way in which teachers allocate their -

-~ All of-these ‘changes.challenge

Th, s con.
fefénce addreSsed the- effects of '

bargaining-on teacher work. Collec- -
tive bargaining: has changed the )

t

[y

, time and other resources, the pro-
portlon of district money- devoted
o

teacher’ perceptlons of their-work.

admlnlstrators-who must adapt’ to -

What educators and
researchers need to do now is-
to examine to what degree

-existing contracts value the

practices of collegiality or
reward principals for
following those practices.

Using. the local-ministerial associ-
ation-as.the sponsor, the district
invited fen members of the man-
agement team (board members,\
central offlce staff, and- pnncjpals)
on the one side, and ten teachers
selected- by the teacher union presn-

t

dent on the other'to meet at a

AR )
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‘Pierce, .political science- Eberts and

= collectjve ‘bargainingon-the quality

staffs that-differ significantly from ——=
,those of the prebargauzng era. ’
Randall Eberts, a professor of
economics at the University of
Oregon, summanzethhe.fmdmgs
of his research Wwith Lawrence C.

Pierce have been systematically
looking_at the‘longzruri effects of *= -

of education. They havé found that
contract lterr*affect determinants
of educational quahtyby increasing
class size and the formal qualifica-
tipns of teachers.

~Eberts and Pierce’s most recent
work has investigated the amount
of time teachérs spend in five types

Y
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" of actrvrtres rnstructron. prepara-.
tion, administration, meetings with |

Their analysis of a national Sample
sevealed that teachers coVered by
collective bargaining agreements
spend less time in instruction (by
about ten minutes a day) than
teachefs not covered. The ten ~
minutes lost to instruction is used”
for prepar,atron, administrative
tasks, and meetifigs with parents.
Further study is needed to deter-
mine how the shift in“amount of
time given to these activities
affects student achievement.
William Baugh and Joe.Stone,
. CEPM researchers in political
.science arid économics, respec
ivel descrrbe¢the~ ffi s
_unionization on teacher.salaries.
“Their fi ndings, that in the la,te

7y
.~

"~ of teachiers Thore subjéct to pre-

plannrng, regulatron and inspec-

- . T »

_school admrnrstrators and most big .

cities have a large number of

'“.‘":parents,—.and'afterschool.'acttvrtres:':tmn S PE—

The contract leads management
to closer. inspection.of teacher work.
The grievance process immediately
engages management's attention te
teaching activities. A grievance, or

- even a threat of one, requires. man-
agement’s instant attention and
response. Managers are also moti-
vated to inspect teacher’s work
because the contract administration”
requires standardization of practice
in albbuildings or classrooms. Con-
tracts also.redefine the requirements
for teacher evaluations which
become more an object of objective
data, observed behavior, thai it
does judgment by superiors, -

Kerchner’s study: maly be of

= interest to teachers, 'who want to -

- localb

lective bargaining was never

Jeachers become distrustful
19708 unionization: rncreased when. districts_bring_in the—.
12 to 22 percent l‘law,yer with the silver
are fully reported in “Teachets, _ . briefcase and the silver

, Unions, and=Wages in the 1970s;
Unionism.Now-Pays,” in the April
1982 issue of Industrial and Labor
__ Relations Review. .

Beyond the allocation -of teachér
~=—"time and' the*malntenance-of -real—-

longue. :

be regarded as professionals yet
rhay find-themselves treated moré
as laborers as a result of the nego-

— tiations process. Not only.is therr

wages, which: rn-turnnaffectsih
amaunt of money available for

- otherresources, collective-bargain-
“ing affects. perceptions-of-teacher
work, -according to Charles Kerch-
ner, p rofessor of education at’the
Claremont Graduate School. Kerch-
ner outlined.a.rhatrix.describirig all
. work as a corgbination of labor,
craft, art, and-profession, depend- -
ing on-the amount-of supervision
and the degree to whrch the task is
3 preplanned °

Ker¢hner has. found that collec-
tive barga\lm in.education has
emphasized he, labor aspects of
teaching by, f srng on provisions
that specif Vyorkgng hours and
rlntles and p(ocecfural rules. The ,

ot

&-—work more rationalized, but it is_
also made to,seem homogen Qus
in contracts that have very fittle to
say about th¢ differences among
sgecrahzed tedchers.
Perceiving-some of the:benefits
that. have accrued to teachers, .
admimstrators are mcreasmgly
joining unions of their own. Bruce. .
.Cooper, professor of education at_
‘Fordham:{nivesity-and author of ©
Collective Bargaining, Strikes, and
Financial Costs in Public Education:

observrng this trend- closely for. -

. _several years, He reported that

“currently. 2,200 school systems:
have. recognrzeq unions_represent-
ing_principals. Twenty-one states
haye laws.permitting- unians for

) - L < Al 7 »
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_.the use of outside negotiators. .
Teachers become ‘distrustful, he |

_“work for.the improvement-and - -~
preservation of public education.

‘the- conference offered-a. review- of

_future research, Robert: Doherty,“

s e i o S e s e o

One effect of prrncrpals becorn-
ing unionized may be to strengthen
their bonds to teachers. Consistent
with Lortie's study are Coopers
observations of principals joining
teachefs.in strikes. The_increased
sense of collegrahty between princi- .
pais and teachers might be inter-

+ -preted as the restoration of an

older set of values. ‘No longer act
mg solely as an agent of:the dis-

_trict and holdrng expectations for -

teachers dictated by the central

office, the principal is able- to form

an alliance with teachers. o
Jamesanger president of the”

Morgan Hill (California) Federation .__

of Teachers, commented that col

i
intended to allow teachers to take
over the school system. Teachers
continue to want admrmstrators
both at the school and % at the . .
district levels to exercisé leader-
ship. The biggest fear teachers

have,about collective- bargalnrng is

said, when districts bring in:the -
““lawyer with the silver briefcase™
and-the silver tongue.” He echoed . - -
_the-desire-of other speakers to _

. forrfy a cealition. of union: repre
sentatiVes, school board members, =
admjpistrators, and" teachersto .
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,The féurth-and: final sesslon of

the role-of collectrve bargaining in
educatron ancI erggestlons for

v

Associate Dean of the Schaol of

’lndustrral and Labor Relatrons at

*Cornell Llnrversrty, quoted Albert =
Shanker, ‘Some.outcomes (of col
lective bargaining) will. be good.and. ‘\]
ST R
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some will be bad,” in making, the~ .
point that the primary purpose of
collective bargaining is to “provide
a modicum of dmiracy in the
workplace, not a better product.”
Doherty stated_that research
ought to examine the role of
neutrals in the negotiations process
" —fact-finders, arbitrators, and
mediators. He feels these positions
will assume greater importance.
The contract 1s regarded as sacred
turf. Therefore, 1t,is difficult to get a
provision dlslodged Neutrals will
take a larger role as states have to
choose between.strikes and binding
- arbitration. Meanwhile; uni6ns are
- also losing their economic muscle
and the ability to carry ou{ a strike.
Like Brodie and>Williams,
Doherty feels-it is an.advantage for
those on either side of the bargain-
ing table to understand the arbitra-
tion process as thoroughly as

" what is inevitable. Like Gold-
‘schmidt, Johnson wants to main-
tain the capacity of local sechool
districts to adapt the contract to
their needs. Her research has
indicated: that local creativity and

adaptation is possible when people ™

~ work cooperatively to find new

ways of working problems out.

‘

The politics of education has
been about adult working
conditions, .never about
children’s learning.

C

For instance, her study of RIF
policies in large city districts led
her to conclude that these districts
could not make perto maageebased
layoffs work. To avoid the situation
Goldschmidt escrlbed in which
teachers wit senlorlty “"bumped”

s
\'\\

T

. . >
improvement—the five compon

ents of schools found to affect
student achievement, lncludrng
administrative Ieadershlp, teacher
characteristics, school climate
characteristics, curriculum, and
evaluation. For low achieving stu
dents, the most effective method
ology has been identified as one
that emphasizes direct instruction,
whole group instruction, and
academic learning time. Thus, the
most effective curriculum is also
the hardest to teach, the most
highly structured, and the most
constraining.

_ Referring to Goldschmidt's find-
ing that the policy areas of curricu-
lum and testing are mentioned
most prevaIentIy in collective
bargamrng contracts, Mann~
remarked

If we end up concluding that the
prescribed curriculum . . . is both

A

[

s

»Ppossible.

~ In arbitration, settlement is the -

Thus, the arbitrator needs to assess’
who is the stronger of the two
parties and make the award appro-
_priately. Neutrals are reluctant to
plow new groun¢ 50 it is difficult to

use the contract as an instrument of €

change.

Educators and researchers.,allke
need-to have a-realistic view of
what collective bargaining does
and does not do and the variability
in its effects Susan Moore Jahn-
son, research associate of the Insti-
tute for Edutational Policy Study
at the Harvard Graduate School of
F_ducatron reminded conference
partrcrpants that collective bargain-

11 does not come prepackaged

with a set of outcomes. In fact,
Johnson finds no match between
" contract Ianguage and actual
implementation. There is no cer-
tainty that the language will be
. enforced on either side.
Researchers can change the’
imrmptrons of others, she main-
EKC &d, about what is possible and
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other teachers more qualified to

=== —Key. The lion needs the lion’s share——teach a particular course, Johnson

worked on the problem of structur-
ing RIF clauses so that the more
qualified teachers could retain their

positions. She did not accept the - -

liance on seniority as 1nev1tab|e

harder to teach and more effective,
then it's going to make a lot of dif-
ferenice decides what the curric-
ulum will be. What has gotten bar-
_gained jntq the contract and what
“has been Jheld back becomes very
—important. .

Constrained by contracts and

1

and thys a solution that responae(L

regulations, caught between the

to the concern for atiomat ~ —
quality. became possible. '

. A coristant tensron exists
between the efforts of gdministra
tors to improve schooling and the
absence of a universal technology
of teaching. Research has defined
several characteristics of effectlve
schools, but the picture is by no
means completé. Moreover, many
teachers resist the type of instruc
tion shown in research studies to ,
be effective. Hence administrators
are handicapped in attempts to
oppose teacher contract prov15|ons
as injurious to education.

Dale Mann, professor of educa
tion at Teachers' College, Columbia
University, spoke about New York
City's five factors for school

[
c,8 [P

“demand Tfor accountability and an
uncertain pedagogy, between the

contradictory norms of.democracy .

and merit, many administrators
Have indjcated that they do not.
want more autonomy because they
do not want to be heldefesponsible
for student test scores. Thus Mann
. concludes that instructional leader-
ship is so far aqoke,»'.lihe,pohtrcs
of education,” he said, “has been
about adult working conditions,
never about children’s learning.”
Educators can control their own
institutions, according to Mann, to
the extent that they can deliver
reliable services. If the findings of
the effective schools research is to’
be implemented toward this end,
administrators will need the

- 4
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support of both teachers and the
community. The contract, too, .
needs to reflect the priorities for
effective instruction.

The Conference concluded with
the comments of Gerald Martin,
director of labor relations for the
Oregon School Boards Association
and active for'many years in the
Oregon Education Association.
While Doherty, Johnson, and Mann
touched on aspects of collective
bargaining that can constrain

administrators or reduce local con- . -

trol, Martin emphasized what
administrators can and should do
to bypass unions that stand
between them and teachers.

He defined 'the effective adminis-

trator as one who knows the collec-

tive bargaining agreement as
thoroughly, as possible and then
works around it or in spite of it.

_*. The effective administrator is one
"~ ~who breakfasts regularly with the
teachers, gets them into the deci-
sion-sharing process regularly, puts
them on advisory committees,
mixes them_ with parents, students.
~=*—and”administrators whenever peos-
sible, and leaves the union to take
care of itself. And the union usually
ends up in a defensive position in
these circumstances.

While bargaining in local districts

is changing dramatically because

v

of bargaining. He believes the
factors that Dale Mann described
as affecting student achievement
and contributing to school effec-

‘tiveness will become the central

issue in collective bargaining. Ulti .
mately, Martin stated, we need to
answer the question of whether
schools exist for teachers to teach
or for children to learn. Once that
question is answered, the decision
making process will be much
clearer for administrators.

——

Conclusion

On the surface, the Conference
wotild seem to have left us with a
series of unanswered questions.
But even if we do not have all the
answers, we have a better view of
the whole ahimal. We can fit the

«trunk, the tusks, the legs. and the

tai(l to the main body and appre-
ciate the utility of each.
Of equal importance is the

.greater understanding of where the

elephant is headed. If the work of . -

attempt to connect collective bar °
gaining provisions to student
achievement and can look for
increasing sophistication in future
studies. Repeatedly, we have been
shown that school improvement
depends upon collegiality and that
superintendents and principals can
traverse the artificial lines that
divide labor and management.
Finally, we havé been given a list
of topics for further study that span
not only the consequences of
language, procedures, and fiscal
constraints, but also the effects of
interpersonal relationships and
social systems within schools. To
bring this all home to the schools,
we need a continued commitment
to Susan Moore Johnson's premise
that “research should be helpful to
schools.” : T
NOTE: The conference proceedings will be
available this fall for $5.00 a cppy. Te
order the proceedings, writ¢ Editor,CEPM,

College of Education, University of Oregon,
Eugene, OR 97403. . -

LA
. researchers-has-any-ulility or rele:

vance te reality, then we can antici-
pate an increased concern in bar-
gaining with the characteristics of
action by teacher coalitigns, and

the operation of forces that may

effective schools, greater political .~ "

eclining resources, Martin sees  reduce local controi"GVer Sthoo

L1

SN a-cencu'EEenchange_irj_th,e_cp_qt_ejjt_ ~_We have observed in its-inlanc

\ N

~

R & D Perspectives

Center for Educational ) . gosn groos)ftl;g(zrgamzanovn
“Policy & Management 0 PAID

- College of Education g Permit No. 63
Uniyersity of Oregon - e Eugene:OR

- Samse————
”)/"_,M"—'. ‘

Eugene, Oregon 97403°

———




