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:, Chapter 1

THEORETICAL OVERVIEN .

: Ce11ective bargaining for pablic school teachers has been a fact of
1ife for twenty years, but on]y'retently have researchers'begun';? con-
sider its effects on the orgeniéatiqp and performance of public schools.
.This paper represents the condensation of a year-long study conducted'in
1980 to empirically test hypotheses about the impact of collective bar-

gaining on schools and students.

Review of the Literature

—~

The theoretical literature on pubfic employee collective bargaining

can be divided into two Etrains-:that which exploras.the ideal relationship
' »

between management and labor in the public sector and that which explores
the‘exﬁstiné reaationship under co]]ective'bargaining.

" In looking &t the ideal, Robert Summers postulates that democracy must
be protected at all costs and argues that collective barga1n1ng in the pub-
11c ?/ltor diminishes demdcracy by de1egat1na to a private third party, the
co1lective bargaining committee, decisions that were previously made by
an elected body, tBe Tocal school board (1976). Sumhers argues that col-
lective bargaining's potential tn imptove managenent-Tabor relations is not
important enouéh to justify a weakening of our democratic institutions.

v

_ Other researchers, 1like Wellington and Winter (1971), posit that col-

lective bargaining gives unions "disproportionate power" in the management-

. labor relationship. In contrast to Summers, they‘are not concerned that
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unionization 1n the public sector may be ant1democrat1c They focus,'rather,

on the effects of union power on the nrovision-of pub11c serv1ces Their

logic is pFfimarily economic: unionization censtrairs competition in the * .
pub1ic employee labor market. Thus, wages and benetits are set, not bX‘ﬂ

the supp1y and demand of qualified teaching pe;sonne1 but by negotiators‘

faced w1th the threat of Tabor unrest or service 9urta11ment

* In the pr1vate sector, collective barga1n1ng poses less of a hazard

to efficiknecy because both labor and management are constrained by the

- -

marketplace. Labor's, demands are tempered by the fear that‘increased'mages

may rajse:a.tirm's prices to uncompetitive levels and_1eadvto emp1oyee'h ‘
layoffs. Management is_reluctant to agree to higher -salaries forsfear of »
a profit redJction'and possib1e bankruptcy In pub11c sector negot1at1ans,
neither management‘nor labor is subJect to similar restra1nts Management

can often pass increased costs on to taxpayers and many public employees

—
¢

discount the threat 4f layoffs because piblic services are considered essen-
tial. Thus the reseanchers argue that.disproportionate union power increases
the cost of pub1ic services, such as education .and has the potehtia] to
reduce either the quant1ty or quality of services prov1ded t -
Po11t1ca1 scientists have given attention to the same theme in exam1n-
ing the desirability of public sector bargaining (Mitchell 1976 and Piérce ’
1975). For them, the're1ative power of variqys political actors detenmines
the distribution ef the costs and benefits of. pnt1ie services. Most po11-
tical scientists contend that the pub11c 1nterest is best served when access

and power in the political process are broadly-distributed. Unionization

- "
of public employees has increaseg the power of gabor unions by giving them

-

.\%},
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a law-making role jin decisions affecting wages and working conditions, and
by creating a powerful interest group capab]é of influencing 1eg?s1§tion

through compaign aétivities and 1obbying. The. question is whether unions

now have enough or. too much power in the political process. This question

1eads to speculation about the kinds of institutional arrangemenﬁ% that

=

produce the appropriate balance of power amdng compet1ng political interests.

To the extent that unions are found to have "dispﬁoportionate power," recom-

mepdation% are made to reduce union pdwer or enhance either the power of
public managers or of consumers of publit services (Pigrce 1975).- ,

The second strain of theoretica]-]itenﬁture oh public sector collective
NI-—\ . .
bargaining examines the nature of the bargaining relationship as’revealed

in empfricé] studies. The antecedents of this work are more varied. and
4
- frequently evolve from an extensive body pf Titerature that seeks to under-
stand how collective ba?gain' g modifies the relationship between management
and labor that existed in the prebargaining period. .
/ ‘ , .
Emp1r1ca1 L1terature .

.

A
Emg1r1ca1 ‘studies of pub11c sector co11ect1ve barga{n1ng are limited

in number Most of the quant1tat1ve #tudies of teacher bargaining have at-
tempted to examihe the %ffift of unioniqation on teacher salaries and fr1qge
benefits_ (Kasper 1970; Thornton 1971; Baird ana Landon 1§72-‘Ha11 and
Larro11 1973; Lipsky and Drotning 1973; Frey 1973 Chambers 19775 and Baugh
and Stone 1982)\J These stud1es gener;\1y compare increases in'teacher
salarie$ in districts that bargain collectively with those in districts

that.do not. Cohtrary-to conventional public perceptions, most of the
l

'




studies support Kasper's original estimates of increases that range from
0to5 percent. ' '
Chamber's findings show a consistént]y higher impact of bargaining on_.
. salaries, an average.of 7.5 percent increase in unified districts and a 16,8 ~
percent increase in elementary districts. The higher estimates result from
'his taking into account both district\and regional effects of bargaining.
Chambers also found that bargaining increases administrator salaries along
with teacher salaries, but at a somewhat 10wer rate.
8augh and Stone have found an even greater effect of un1on1zat1on on
wages dur1ng.the period 1977-78. Us1ng national data, the two researchers
found that in 15?7 unioniaednteachers and related teaching}per{ohne1 had
incéeased their wages, compareo to those of similar nonunion workers, by
> : . 12 to.21 percent‘ ' . |

Another branch.of emp1r1ca1 research departs from 700k1ng solely at

wage effects and considers the effect of collective bargaining on other

.

aspects of the emp1oyee-management re]ationsh%p Much of this work relies

on the, ana]ys1s of collective bargaining agreements, case studies, and the -

‘ﬁ - “

experience of the researchers. McDonne11 and Pascal exam1ned both the
' ' " f
determinants-of baygaining agreements and trend. in, bargaining behav1or~

(1979). They found that state collective bargaining laws and the Tength

- .
™ - 3

of the bargaining relationship were important determinants of the bargaining

> . ' . PR o

agreement. Contracts reflect the concern of unions over wages and fringe

-

‘g A R - s C .
benefits, working conditons.and job security, and isstes of educational . .

policy, in that order of priority. With respect to trends in.co11ective ) S~

bargaining, McDonnell and Pascal concluded that unions use po1itica1 pressure

“3




as well-as, co]]ect1ve bargaining. to pursue the1r objectives. They noted
that no s1ng]e “impasse procedure is more effect1ve than all others, that
school board members avo1d negot1at1ons, and that pr1nc1pals are 1arge1y

responsible for contract administration. Finally, they downplay the con-

. .sequences of collective bargaining on the éducationa].process{itse1f.

Ne‘ found that students experfence the effects of bar-

gaining only indirectly and occasionally. They may attend

somewhat smaller classes, ‘but for: fewer ‘hours per day and

fewer days per year. Rising personnel costs may. result in

‘less supplementary-learning resources for students, but at

the same time teachers may be happier and aides and special-’" - .
ists more-plentiful. An older and more highly credentialed

teacher force may mean more expert1se in instruction, but

perhaps less flexibility and energy. How any of these con-

sequences of collective bargaining influerice the rate of

learning or other student interests remains largely unknown

(pp. xii-xiii).

Perry (1979) examined nine schocl/ distrtcts' decade of exherience with

" collective bargaining and reached the/fo110wing conc]usionS' collective bar-

gaining in pub11c educat1on is not rad1ca11y d1fferent in process and resu]ts

from collective barqa1n1ng in the privat. sector, p011t1ca1 constraints d

_on collective barga1n1ng are weak and diffuse; and the pr1mary burden of ‘ _‘ -
d1sc1p11n1ng negot1ators has fa]]en to the fiscal constra1nts facing many

.sch061 d1str1cts Perry concludes that the primary effect of co]]ect1ve )
barga1n1ng has been to improve the salaries and.working conditions of : 4
teachers Teachers have forced taxpayers ‘to pay them more for their, ser- |
vices. MWorking c0nd1t1ons have been 1mproved by a lowering of the teacher/
pupil ratiq. Teachers have "gained r1ghts, in the form of protection from-

/
arbitrary treatment, and a role iq educational decision-making.

N
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% A final example of reseércﬁ on the bargaining process is Ke}chner's
work on the impact pf collective bargaining on school governance (1979).
He ;onc1ude§ that ‘collective bargaining has produced a multilateral, 6r_'
a@/least a bi]ater§1, system of decision-making, has brought new partici-
"'(pants into éducation51 décision-making, has movéd:}he locus of decision-’
making to .locations outside of schooi systems (especially to state 1egﬁs;\
latures and the courts), has broadened the scope of iQSUes in labor rela-

.tions debates, and haslchanged the hature of mahagerial work in schools,

N

.

The pfincipa1 jpcus of’empirical research on collective barglinipg

in equcation ha§ been on bargaining's waye and process consequences. Z]-
most nothing'has been written on the effects of collective bargaining on
the allocation of resources in 5chools and the consequences of'chaﬁges in
allocation on student achievement. We hdve'atfemptéd to fill this gap by
postulating that collective bargainiﬁg can be expected to alter the alloca-
tion and ﬁse~of school resources. .Ne.tested our hypothesis with data from

1,336 school districts in the states of New York and Mighi@an.

Deséription of Study. .

This study, The Effects of Collective Banga:ning in Pub]i; Schools,
analyzed the impact of co]]ective_bargaining on decisions lijkely to affect
the educational process and, ultimately, the achievement of gchoo1 children,
Chapter 2 presents a.theoretical argument about why collective bargéining'

should be considered to have a significant effect on resource allocation

decisions in public education,” The argument rests on the observation that

.
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- unions represent.a different set of teacher preferences about wages and

working conditions than is considered By management in‘the absence 0% bar-
gaining. Without co11ec£ive barga&ning, management pays primary attention
to éhe preferences of those teachers who are ljkely to quit if their wage
and working.condition demands are not mqt. These tend to be young, begin-
ning‘teachers for.whom the cost of changing jobs is not high. Unions repre
sénf the interests.of the majority of teachérs and thus reflect thg prefer-
ences.oﬁ the median teacher. Since the median teacher is o1der; more ex-

Y
perienced, and likely to be tied to tnp job by family responsibilities,

_the-union will represént a set of prefererices that does not necesséri1y fit .

the marginal teacher, whose demands were previou§1y considered more impor-
tant by manageme t.‘ Tﬁe distinctipn between younger (marginal) and o]der
(inframargina1) téachers 1eaas us to gevelop a number of testable hypo-.
theses injthe last part of chapter 2. '

Chapter é present§ our research findings, examining the impact of col-
lective bargaining in NeQ York and Miéhigan school districts. The chapter
begins witﬁ a descripﬁion of the states™ collective bargaining laws and
includes basic information about enrﬁf]ment, fiscal, and educational trents
in the gtates. ‘ "

~ In order tqestablish a baseline from which to analyze the evfects of

collective bargaining,in the two states, we begin our discussion with an

analysis of how six environmental variables affects the allocation of resour.es

§mong important budget. categaries. The independent variables are (1) total
operating expenditures ‘per pupil, (2) student enrollment, (3) student enroll-

ment .squared, (4) percent of families on welfare, (5) the dropout rate, and

o
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(6)\the’§ercentﬁof parents th a college education. The dependent vari-
ables are (1) instructional expenditures éer pupil, (2) administrative
expenditures ;er pupil, (3) embioyee'benefits per pupil, (4) total of
teacher salaries per pupil, (5) teacher/student ratio, (6) average salary .

of teachers, (7) the percentage of teachers with a master's degree, and

y 1) . .
. (8) the average years.of,experﬁgnce,bf teachers. The results of the

»

regression analysis then became the basis for identifying the independent
effects of unionization and specific contract items.

Three different methods were used to.enter union variables inﬁo‘the

analysis. First we entered unions as & dichotomous variable to see what

effects the pre§encetpf unions has on fhe dependent vdriables mentioned
above. Next we analyzed the effects of-Fhe total number of contract items
on resource allocation degisions. The total number of contract items is
important because it reflects not oq]y the maturity of tﬁé bargaining
relationship but also the ‘degree to which districts are constrained fer‘
Substituting other reé&urces for the one being limited by the contract.

Finally, we examined the relationships between individual contract items
and the educational (resources) items. ’

The final chapter, chapter 4, summarizes the results of the.study.
In genera{\we have found that collective bargaining significantly affects
the a]]ocatioﬁrof resources'in school districts in ways that are likely
to have an important impact on student learning. We h;ve @hcovered con-
nections between contract prdvisioﬁs and resource allocation, teacher

3 .
mobility, and classroom organization. Many of {he findings are significant

- - L]
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/ T o
and }011ow the prediction§ of our theoretical modé1 The statement about- -
the relationship between collective barga1n1ng and student outcomﬂs is,
qualified by tne 11m1tat1ons of the data and of our methodoTogy We have_
made 1mportant progress in show1ng how collective barga1n1ng affects pub-

lic educat1on yet are.equally aware that much more needs to be done before

the subject is exhausted.
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Chapter 2.

& » ) ’
A THEORY OF THE UNION'S ROLE IN EDUCATIONAL DECISION-MAK;NG . ‘
This study attempts to measure the impact of collective barqa1n1ng on ]
both the allocation of resources in school districts and on the ach1evement
of school children. First, however, we must address the fundamental ques-

- E
tion of why collective bargaining is likely to affect educational resources

- ' and student perfornance.

- L]

“ The answer to this question is simple at one level, but its implications
are rather comp1ex. Collective bargaining between manegement and labor will
make a difference in resource allocation decisions and student achievement
when teachers' preferences on such matters as salaries, fringe benefits,
working conditions, and educational policy do not coincide with the preferences
of the administration. 'Cpfietttve bargaining statutes have given teachers
a ponerfu1 vqice in educational decision:néETng;\@pst state laws require

' g ‘\\ = L3
that management gachers reach a fmutually agreed upon decision on mat- 1

ters related th wages and working conditions. Compromise is essential, which

means that ma agement must modify its position to accommodate the preferences

of teachers. Co11ect1ve bargaining, then, makes the most d1fference when

the preferences of managers and teachers do not coincide. Bargaining under

these conditions will be the focus of the following discussion. '
™,

Téacher Preferences and Educgfional Decision Making

14

their preferences concerning wages and working conditions: they could accept

an offer from the school district or look for employment elsewhere. I[f

1
|
|
Prior to c011ective\bar§aining, teachers had only one way to express
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teachers were dissatisfied with the salary apd working conditions being of-
fefed by a district, they could quit and search for qther, more aFvantageous .
conditions. Collective bargaining provides an alternative to the quit-and-
search option. It offers e%p]oyees a forum for expressing dissatjsf;;tion

. -and a vehicle for changing existing conditions. Unions expand the single
option of quitting to the dual option of quitting or trying to alter the
working agreement. Ultimately, then, the work{ng conditions of a bargaining
agreement ma& differ substantially from the conditions of an agreement
without collective bargaining. We hypothesize that these altered conditions
in fhrn can affect the ai1ocation of resources and student achievement.

In answering the question of why gnions make a difference it is necessary
to address the reasons for the differences in preferencés between administra-
tors and teachers. We will begin the diséussion by describing the internal
labor market of an organization and why organizations choose to minimize
staff turnovers. Second, we Show how the distinction between marginal and
inframarginal teachers leads to a labor force with heterogeneous preferences.
Finally, we show that the extent to which unions alter the behavior of school
administrgtors depends on the difference in preferences between maggina1
and infraﬁarginai teachers. y

{
i

Internal Labor Market for Teachers
\

In the economist's neoclassical world of perfectly competitive markets,
firms are always assured of an adequate supply of homogeneous workers if

they are willing to pay the prevailing wage. Under these ¢tircumstances,

—
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turnover is not a problem; a worker who leaves can be instantly repiaced‘with

-

another identical worker without loss of output and without additional cests
for recruiting or training. This is obriousiy not the situation facing school
administrators or any other employers in the real world. ~Uncontr011abie ele-
ments influencing the acquisition of new workers and the retention of present
employees makes it costly to maintain a work.force. For example, management’
lacks information on the intentions of present employees to remain at work.
At best, school managers can estimate the average propensity of workers to
quit. They seldom have information on which workers in nhich departments
from whiehfschoois might 1eave: The hiring procese is subject to similar
uncertainties. Teachers are similarly faced with imperfect information
~about job openings and characteristics. Search costs 1imit the size of the
applicant pool at any one time while screening costs and the time spent re-

cruiting and interviewing applicants further lengthens the hiring process.

School districts are faced, therefore, with four types of personnel:

2) wage costs, 3) recruiting and screening costs, and 4) training costs.
The first two costs are assumed tobe proportionai to the number of vacancies.
Training co¢ts are incurred with each new hire.

Cost minimizing organizations, such as school districts, will seek to
minimize their total labor e;sts by attempting to infiuence the turnover and
hiring ratesl The turnover rate is infiuenced by the wages and the quality
of the wortpiace. An :ncrease in wages will reduce the number of quits as

will an increase in the quaiity of the working conditions. Thus, the quit

rate will vary inversely with the cost of wages and working conditions.

costs: 1) costs incurred in alternating and maintaining working conditione,
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The hiring rate is affecteq by three factors: wages, recruiting expenses,
and the quality of'working conditionf.‘ Higher wages increase the attractive-
ness of the district and increased e#penditures on recruiting increase the:
number of potentia1'app1icants. The quit rate may'serge as ‘an indication of
the qua1it} of the working conditions for prospective employees.

Viscusi has determinéd the interrelationships among the four pres of °
persoﬂne1 costs and their effecés on the turnover and hiring rates (1979). He ;o
finds investménts in workplace conditions productive for two reasons. First,
they decrease turnéver directly, and second, they exert an indirect effect
on Ehe hiring rate through the quit rate. The appropriate level of expen-
ditures to improve the w;rk environmént depends on the amount of other expen-
ditures, worker prpductivity and preferences, and the levels of hiring and
quit rates. It is conceivable that in situations where training costs and
recru#ting costs are low, districts will find little incentive to invest
heavily in the work environment. On the other hand, districts witﬁ high
‘%ﬁﬁ%ning and rebuiting costs will seek to reduce quits’by at least increasing
wages of the margfna] workers and increasing invéstment in the working con-
ditions. The mix of policies will depend upon Ehe ré1a£ive response of dis-
trict employees to wages and working conditibns( If quits are reduced more
by an increase in wages than by an improvement in working conditions, then
more of the personnel éxpenditures will be directed to wages. )Furthermore,
if the administration cgnnot identify the marginal worker, tHen, because of

itsypublic nature, the school district might be well advised to increase -/

expenditures on the working environment since the working environment af-

fects every worker.

H
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The primary result of the discussion of internal labor merkets is that
employers are concerned under most situations about retaininé/ﬁhe present
workﬁﬁgrce. Circdmstances can be imagined in which this may not be true,
as when job specific skills are negligible (Tow training costs) or job tasks-
are very similar and an ample supply of qua]ified'workers'is readily avail-
able. In these cases, if eeniority or other tenure-related criteria have -
1ncreased'the'wa§es of existing workers, tne firm may seek to minimize per-
sonnel costs by tradiﬁg'tenured, higher-paid employees for those who are 1ess
experienced. ‘

[

Marginal and Inframarginal Teachers

/
In most cases certain job-specific tasks learned through experience and

the uneertainty’ of the potential replacement's true productivity provide
incentive for a district to seek to retain jts present éeaching’staff. How-
ever, teachers in one district do not all -quit for the same reason. Teachers
~differ in their preferences. They prefer various combinations of wages,
working conditions, fr1nge benef1ts, and job security. A1so their dec1s1ons
to quit and search for alternative emp]oyment may be unre]ated to the work-
place bq; may involve family considerations or locatton. Therefore, it may
behoove the district to ignore the preferences of teachers who-have little
intention of quitting and concentrate primarily on the marginal teacher--
those most 1ikely to leave if: their preferences ere not met.
In order to explore the relationship between the marginal teacher (for

whom an incremental change in the workplace could influence the decision to

quit or stay) and the inframarginal teacher (for whom a much greater change

E
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in working conditions would Be necessary to reach a decision to Teave), we
will examine three basic models of market power: the monopsonist model, a
wage discriminator model, and the bilateral monopoly model. The purpose of
this exercise is to show the social benefits of considering not only the

marginal groups when making allocation decisions but also the inframargiha1

~

groups as well.

v

In order to discuss the models of market power, we need to introduce
the notion of both consumer and producer surp1u§i Teachers, as sellers of
educational services, reap a surplus when they recgg:e higher compensation

than would be necessary to keep them“employed in thejir present situations.

- The school district, as a purchaser of services, reaps a surplus when
it pays less to the entire teaching staff than it would ff everyone received
the same wage.‘ Clearly, when teachers receive a surplus, the surplus of the

district diminishes and vice versa.

Monopsonist Model

The monopsonist model is well documented>in eéonomics 1itergture and
mgst accurately describes pu51ic school distﬁicts in the local labor market
since districts are usually the single buyer of teacher ;éfvices in the
area., If the school district acts as a monopsonist ‘and at}%he same time
attempts to minimize its costs, its wage offer will attract only marginal
teachers and result in a suboptimal number of teachers employed. Maximimizé-
tion of the joint surpluses ofthe school district and the 1abor supply re—‘
sults in an optimal allocation of labor only if the valuation of the marginal

teacher is the same as ﬁhelaveragg of the margina1,ya1uations of all teachers,




that is, if the preferences of all of the teachers regarding wages and working
conditions are identical. Thus, if teachers had identical preferences, the
school district, in order to retain the marginal teacher, would simultaneously

meet the preferences of all teachers. ' -

Wage Discrimination Model . .

Teachers' preferences differ, however. "The obvious solution to
districts'prob1em5'% retaining their work forces would be far teachers to |
individually reveal their truepreferences for working conditions and wages
and to reach an individual agreement with the district. However, such
individual bargaining would be a disadvéntage for the inframarginal éeachers.
It is obvious whaf“w091d haﬁpén if these teachers, who for variéus reasons
prefer to remain within the districé or who are appfbachinq retirement, are
less mobile than younger teachers and thus cannot command as high a reserva-
tion wage. ‘Thus, the wage discriminator would need to pay the teachers in;
dividually only the wagas that would keep thgm Qith thé school district, no
more, no less. The district would reap the entire surplus and workers wouid )
receive less than they would under.the monopsonist model.

However, most school distrigts are unable to disciminate among wages‘
éjnce they fo]]ow a uniform salary schedule in which wages are defined by jobs
in the form of .increments of exper1ence and education and not by 1nd1v1dua1s
'qua1ifications. A uniform sa]ary schedule has not always been in use. At‘
the beginning of the century (before teacher unioné), teachers were paid a
according to merit as assessed by the pripcipa]. Through the increased voice
of teacher assbciations and‘unions, this pﬁéc;ice was gradua11y.e11mindted

as teachers complained of its arbitrary and whimsical procedures.

=
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Individual contracts between_ihé district and teachers are noé altogether
unféasib]e, however. Because of the uncegtain events facing both sides, con-
tingency'contracts may be d;awn up which, depending upon thévahtcomes of tﬂe
events, ﬁay be more beneficial to one-party thanithe other: If the outcome -
favors the teacher, then the teacher will receive a smgjl,share of the-sup-

' . plus that otherwise wouid have been claimed by thq district.

Obviously, there is 'no fﬁéehffve for teachers to reveal their true pre-’

) ferehces since the outcome is probably a compensation package' that is smaller
than they otherwise would receivé. Thus, even if the district could mystically
divine ?he preferences of all the teachers, teachers would immediately be
inclined to band together to claim a larger share of the total surplus.

4

Bilateral Monopoly Model -

. Teacher Unions are formed to counter the power of the mono?sonistic pub-~
1}c cchool district. The bilateral monopo]x model provides a suitable frame-
work for ex;mining the relationship between the school d}strict, as the sole
buyer of teaéher services, and the union, as the sole seller of these same
services. The objective of the union becomes clear from the discussion of
the wage discrimination model. The union wishes to maximize teacher, surpTus
(or benefits) as derived from wages: working conditions, fringe benefits,
and the quantity of labor. Clearly, unions have prested to gain concessions

;in these areas (Perry 1979).

The bilateral monopoly model produces a number of possible outcomes.

If the union is weak, the outcome of bargaining may be equivalent to the

monopsonist case, in which the school district claims almost the entire

21)
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surplus leaving just enough for the union:to suppo;t claims that jt benefits
teachers. If the union is strong, thé reverse may occur. Tﬁe unioﬁ may. reap
the entire surp]us in the form of higper teaéhe?‘sa1ar1es and imeroved working
conditions, 1ea§ing few resources to be allocated at the d}scretion of district
administrators. Both solutions are optimal in terms of “the marginal worker,
but neither one considers the préfererces of'the inframarginal worker, except
under unusuah.sjrcumsténces. However, the element of market copcenfration
can never raise the surplus value above thatobtained if competitive outcomes

were to prevail, and it wil] usually result in suboptimal working conditions. R
The cooperative soluticn will maximize the joinf surp1u§ of employer and ]

conditions will reflect the preferences of inframarginal workérs.

2
!

Union Effects on District Decisions

employees as represented co11ective1y. In this case, the optimal workjng - 1
4

The distinction between the behavior of the district and the collective
behavior of teachers rests with the difference between the marginal and infra- .
marginal teachers. The distr{ct,sgpﬁs to meet the preferences of the margina1
teachers, and the union, through its dechratic pr&cess, seeks to meet the
preferences of the inframargiﬁa] teachers (who constitute a majoirity of tﬁé .‘$:
constituency). If the preferences ?f the two types of teachers are: identical, s
then the decisions of the two parties will céinci&e. If preferences differ,
then the decisions will conflict and can only be 0ptima11y resolved under
a cooperative solution hammered out at the hargaining table.

The divergence of the two decision sets (administrators and teachers)
determines the propensity*to bargain for pavticu1af items. Once it is de-

cided to bargain for a particular item, the appearance of the item in the

21 » ’ o
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contract will be the result of either unionhstrength or the sacrifice of
some other.aspect of the-bargaining agreement. As union strength incfeases’,
i “the union }s required to sacrifice less on other itens
Contract ifems appear in a contract because the district 1s not. meet1ng

the preferences of the teachers'+union or as a contingency for meet1ng union
\

preferences ‘under certain condﬁt1on§”in the future. Both reasons for the

appearance of contract jtems rely on the occurrence of an event. In the

first case, the évenE:hgs occurred and the consequences -are presently being

-experienced. In the second case, the event has yet to occur (or maybe it

has occurred: before bgt‘at the moment is not present) and teachers want to

protect themse1ves,against the consequences of the event occurring in the

_future.

Suppose that a particu1ar item ie placed in the contract in response
to the:combination of forces mentioned above (i.e., heterogeneous preferences
_ ana union strength) but .that over t1me the.preferences of marg1na1 ‘teachers
" move closer to the preferences of 1nframarg1na1 teachers, perhaps due to’a
cofimon concern about externa1,cond1t1ons. If the district still bases its
decisions on thé preterences of.margina1 teachers, then the obserred union _ !
fhf]uence will not be as signficant as it was. at the.time the contract wag

negotiated. {f the district prefers an action that does not benefit any ‘l’

-~

3

group of teachers (laying off teachers), then the coalition of all teachers -
may have a significant impact However, in the face of financial exigency,
the union may work harder to protect tenured teacher$ than nontenured teachers..

Thus, the impact of the contract item on résolrce a11ocat1on will be a func-

tion of the occurrence of an event and the distribution "of preferences of :

teachers.

e
&
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The reason thdt-union strength is not considered ac¥actor is ‘that the
presénce of a contract item presupposes that‘tﬁg union has sufficient bar-
gaining strength to imp]emeﬁt it. * Enforcement sf the item is another hatter,
but we will assume that enforcemeht is not a ma&or }ssﬁe. In this framework

of contingency contracts, tit is passible that a contract item has no impact

, L.
-and'may not have an impact until .the event takes place. On the other hand, _

if the item is not a contingency Jtem, and. the item is responding to a cur-

rent event, then:in order for the article to be placed in the contract,

there must exist a point of conflict on the.related outcomes of the decision,

. If we are correct in assuming that the district in the ‘absence of a con-
‘iract meets the preferences of marginal teachers and that there are substan-
tial d%fferences among teachers,then thereﬂexisté the'potentia1 for a large
degree of dissension within the teacher organiiation. The solida. 'ty of the
union will depend on the conditions under which teachers m&& feel marginal,
Ithat is, thé conditions under which teachers feel that they may be able to
find alternative employment which offers higher'benefits than their cur-
r;ﬁt positions.l Some obvious possfbi1ities come to mind. In times 6f in-
'creasing enrollment and budget suéport, teachers-may be optmistic about job

prospects andwill be more' 1ikely to move in response to poor working condi-

tions. Schoo1vdistricts; in trying to retain a qualified teachipg staff,

may be ﬁpre likely (and .capable) of meeting the marginal teachers' preferences.

In these cases, unions will be less 1jke1y to rally the teachers around the
_preferences of the inframarginai teachers. At the same time, the infra-

marginal teachers may decrease in numbers and may need a wider political

coalition in which tgvoice their preferences within the teacher onganization.

¥
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In times of declining enrollments and decreased sch2d1 expenditures
(in real terms), the opposite situation may occur: teaébers'may.be less
optimistic about a]ternatiéq émp1oyment in other schools, districts may be
able to exert less effor® to retain the teach%ng staff, and the number of
inframarginal teachers will probably increase. Although districts may be
lTess able to meet the demands of the teachers, the collective voice will
be much greater. \ |

We have';hownhthgt it is iéportant to ﬁnciude in the analysis fhe
occurrence of specifié events to demonstrate the circumstahces.in which |
cdntracts\ﬁay‘or'may not mqke a difference...lt can also be shéwn that the
. distribution offteacherf within tﬁe district mqy not qeeed*to be included

I

exp1icit1yiin the analysis. If we include a variable to measure the pre-
sence of an ewent “such as declining enrollments, then a stat{;t1ca11y s1gn1f1-
cant coefficient on the contract item will indicate that sufficient dif-
ferences exist petWeen the preferences of administrators and tgachers in v
order for the contract item to influence the allocation of resources.

Leaving out a measure of @eécher preferences, however; will Ebt ;11ow us to
deterﬁine the reason behjnd the difference in decision sets. We the hypothe-
sized that the difference is a result of the héferogeneity of teacher pre-
ferences and the «desire of admiqistrators to satisfy the marginal téachers.

We may, ;bwe{qfi find that under conditions such as declining enro11m§nts,
administrators would encourage departure of teachers and would not feel

inclined-to retain marginal teachers by improving their compensation or

working conditions. On the other hand, teachers who are dissatisfied with

the‘poor compensation package would have little recourse but to rely on the
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union to change the situation since job alternatives within the profession

|

would be very scarce, In this situation, almost every’teacher‘can be classi-

fied as inframarginal and the impact of the contract item on the allocation ‘
of resqurces would not depend upon the heterogeneity of teacher preferences.

To summarize:\ihe presence of certain clauses in contragts is a resu]ﬁ// .
‘ : _ . J
of the difference in preferences between sthool adminfstraﬁbrs and teachers

=

and the occurrence of certain events that affect both parties. We have argued
that although both factors dre important in measuring the impact of collec- A
tive bargaining on.educationa1 decisions, the consequegggé of both can be
reduced to the consequences of the evént. This fo]]ows‘#rom the fact that
events not only affect the\preferg%ces of administratOﬁs and teachers but‘
also affect the preferences of differeﬁtjdroups of teachers.

Testable Hypotheses ' A

" The impact of cuntract items on the allocation of educational resources
will depend upon two factors--the occurrence-of a specific event that causes
teacherg and administrators to have different opinions about resource allo-
cation decisions and the heterogeneity of_teacherfpreferences.

The significance of dec]ining/é;;;ilments over the past five years
needs little comment. Administrators, who teq_}ears earlier were complain-
ing of a shortage of teachers aré now faced with too many tenured teachers,
tod many schools, and too few students. Recognizing this problem, teacher
associations have aggressively tried to bargain for job seéurity provisions

and to establish orderly procedure§ for laying off and recalling teachers,

Administrators who are faced with these reduction-in-force (RIF) constraints

are forced to cut other educational resources. For example, we would expect




..

that d1str1cts exper1enc1ng declining enrcllments wou1d also be exper1enc1ng
budget problems since many state aid formulas are based on student enro11~
ment. When state aid declines tﬁe co;munity is often reluctant to appropriate
additional school fUHASu.\\\

"Faced with these constraints, administrators have a limited number of

F 4
-

options. Firs%e vacant teacher positions can -remain unfilled, or they can
be filled with parf-tjme teachers and teachers aides. Second, salary in-
creases may be deferred to future years by offering greater retirement or
other benefits as compensation. Third, the nonprofessional staff may be
cut (although such layoff may also be governed by RIF-provisions if the -
classified sta%f is unionized). Fourth, working conditions may be allowed
to deteriorate with fewer preparation periods, larger class size, 10 in-
service, and fewer supplies and materials. Vorking conditions that are pro-

tected by contract provisions wou1q probably not be affected unless some of

- the provisions were relaxed during a period of exigency.

The composition of the instructional staff also changes if enrollments
continue to decline. With a rgduction in hirings, the median age and exper-
jence of the group increases and the distribution becomes skewed to the right.
This situation is further {ntensifieqiby the layoff of young, untenu;ed '
teachers. i |

The effect of declining enrollments on the average amount of education
among teachers is not as apparent. During this period, districis probably
do not want to hire highly educated teachers since they command a much
higher entry pay. Furthermore, in order to minimize personnel costs, dis-

tricts do mauencourage continuing education by providing study leaves or

tuition, and they may bargain aggressively against significant sa1ary steps ™

26
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té reward educational growth. Teachers, on the ot;;r hand, recognize that
thglonly means of receiving pay increases is to move throygh the salary
schedule by receiving additional educafion.

The changes in the composition of the teaching staff are reflected in
the quality of education. Studies show that experience and education of
teachers are positively correlated with student achievement. Reductions
in particular teacher char;cteristics may reduce educational quality. On
the otheé hand, unions may provide a stabilizing influence during hard times.
By establishing orderly layoff and recall procedures, unions may give
teachers a boost in morale in an otherwise dismal situation. ‘If enthusiasm
_ and commitment can be maintained, then the quality of education may not (,;g
suffer as much as it would otherwise. Thus, we may find that certain con-
tract items representing grievance procedures, reduction in staff procedures,

and working conditions may have a positive effect on the quality of education.

)
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Chapher 3
COLhECTIVE BARGAINING IN\hEN YORK AND MICHIGAN
L
. \

The states of New York and Mi;hi@ah were chosen for this study because
they contain pub1ic school districts which exhibit a broad range of character-
istics while operating under a common state 1ega1 structure within their
respective states. More importantly from a researchers perspect1vé) the two‘
states have collected the data necessary for an extensive ana1ys1s oﬁlth1s
type. Because of the similarities between the two states, the ana1y$1s of
the Michjgan data served as a test of whether the results of the New York
analysis could be refplicated elsewhere.

' New York was one of the first states to enact a co11ec%ive targaining
law permitting teachers to be represented by unions. Governgr Rockerfeller
signed the State Public Employees Fair Empioymeht Act (the Tay]&r Law) into
<law on April-21, }962. The law gave bargaining righ@sito representative
units of a1ﬁ public employees end created impasse procedures intended to
prevent strikes. It also prohibited public employee strikes. A distinc-
tive feature of the New York collective bargaining law is the broad sceﬁe
of bargaining required or permitted. -In a, 1977 study examining the sdope +
of bargaining in 14 se]ecteq‘states, New York clearly had the hfdhest num-
ber of demands considered, whether mandatory ér permissive.”

While the Taylor Law is broad and vague in defining the scope of bar-
gaining, subsequent decisions by the Public Emp1o&ee Relations Board and
the courts have significantly clarified the issue. Because of New York's
"1ohg76§heriehee“h;fhthb1ichsector collective bargaining and the long 1list™
of negotiable items, it is an excellent state for exemining the impact of"

, . . Y ,
collective bargaining on resource allocation decisions and, ultimately, on

\

the effectiveness of public schools. ,
' D~
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Michigan's collective bargaining law and traditiéns are similar to those
in New York. The Michigan Public Employee Relations Act was si&ned into law
on July 23, 1965, as an amendment to the 1947 Hutchinson Act. The earlier
act gave pﬁb]ic emp]oyees the right to organize and bargain collectively,
but lacked the administrative machinery necessary for implementation. It
also prohibited public employee strikes. The 1965 Taw préﬁi@ed the nacessary

5 ‘ SN ) .
administrative apparatus and did.not specify any penalties for'public employee

strikes.

L 4
The public school teachers of Michigan have been particularly success-

ful in establishing a broad scope of bargaining. The 1977 study of scope

of teacher bargaining in 14 states (mentioned above) showed Michigan to have
the third highest number 5? mandatory bargaining 1ssues

+  One d1fference between the two states lies in un1on‘aff111at1on New .
York ts dominated by the\emerican.FederaFion of Teachers (AFT)-:of 736 public
school districts, 84 are affiliated with the National Education A;sociation
(NEA), 54 a;e>nonaffiliated, and 59& are affiliated with AFT. By contrast,
508 of apbroxjmate1y §00 school districts in Michigan are affilated with

NEA, 16 are represented by independent bargaining units, and 24 are associ-

ated with AFT. . ‘ .

N
In order to conduct uh1S exam1nat1on we collected two k1nds of data.

The first was on the school d1str1cts“1n the two states and the second was

\

\
. ‘ ‘ ‘
Data Co]lect1on ‘ - .
on collective Eergaining ontracts. The school district data for New York

were obtained from the New York State Department of Education. They included
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district level financial data,gstudent achievement scores, student character-
istics, teacher sa]arjes and benefits, teacher characteristics, and school
program data. The data were complete for all school districts for the 1976-(&
and 1977-78 school years and appeared to be highly accurate. The Michigan
data were suppliéd by the Michigan State Department of Education and the
Mic;igan Educatio? Association. nge ipcomp]ete cata, however, prevented

)

us from accomplishing as compliete an apalysis as that performed on New York.
Despite these shortcomings, the analysis of Michigan public school districts

provided'9n interesting means of replicating the findings of the New York

Qna]ysis and of comparing the impact of collective bargaininq on the two
states.

The second kind of data employed in the analysis covers the specific.
provisions in collective baréaining agreements for.the 1977-78 school years.
Two sources of information about individual district contracts are available
fpr public schools in New York State. The first source iﬁ an analysis done
by the New York State United Teachers (NYSUT), an affiliate of the AFT.
NYSUT has ana]yzed.455 contracts from the 549 pub1{egséhool districts with
g}ades K through 12. The second source is an an51/sis by the NEA of all 736
New York public school districts. Both sources ob.ained their informatipn
by examining contracts from each district and categorizing the contents into
a number of items. The NYSUT data contained yes-no responses to a list of

86 items. If a contract contained a provision, such as a reduction-in~force
clause or class-size limitation, then a yeS response was recorded. The ab-

sence of such a provision in the contract was recorded with a no.

The NEA‘ana1ysis was conducted in a similar manner. Both analyses con-

tained information on contracts of bargaining units which were not affiliated

>

Ji)
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with the respective organizations. The NEA data contained contracts of AFT-
affiliatedbargaining units, NEA-affiliatedunits, independent units, and con-
tracts of districts which do not have formal bargaining representatives.

The NYSUT data also contained contracts of districts not affiliated with AFT

with rough]y_the same percentage of districts included of each type.

>~

Both sources of contract information were suitab1q.for the purposes of
this sfudy.” However, we fe1t‘that only one source should be usad since aif-
ferent recording techniques and classification errors might result in cer--
tain biaseg. We selected the NYSUT data over the NEA data for a numbe? of
reasons. First, the NYSUT data provided a more detailed analysis of con-
tracts than did the NEA data. Second, the NYSUT analysis was more easily
transferrable to machine-}eadéb1e form._ Third, since an overwhelming num-

.ber of districts were affiliated with AFT, the in-house contract analysis
seemed more accurate. Finally, a random check of the NYSUT dgta with the
NEA datd revealed very little discrepancy between items which Qere containéd ]

¥

in both analyses. .
The New York City School District was excluded from our analyses ‘of
the impact of collective bargaining in New Yofk State. The district is so
large relative to other districts and ﬁag so many special financial arranbe-
mentg, that its behavior is different from other districts. .Its inclusion
would have distorted our findings.
Since NEA-jgffi1iateq districts predominate in Michigan, we coQFen-
trated the analysis on those districts. The only problem with this approach
was that the Detroit school distxicp-ﬁs represented by an AFT affiliate.

1}

However, Detroitwaé gxc1uded from the analysis for reasons gther than its
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union affiliation. Since Detro{f, like New York City, is so much larger
than the other distrigts in the state, it is uﬁreasohab]e to assume that
it behaves the ;ameﬂas the other districts.

Information on Mjchigan school districts came from two sources. Data
related to district finances; student characteristics, test scores, and
teacher charactefist{cs came from inform&tion collected by the Michigan
Department of Education. Information related to contract items came'from
the Michigan Education Association. (an NEA éffi]iate). Each of the 508 csn-'
tracts of NEA-affiliated districts were analyzed by recording the presence
or absence of various contract provisions. Since most of the districts
in the state are affiliated with NEA, we fores%w little problem with in-

cluding only.NEA districts in the analysis when analyzing the impact of

individual contract items.

District Characteristics

<

In the gﬁa]ysis of collective bargaining in New York and Michigan we
first ex&minea variations in finangia] and teacher characteristics among
districts affiliated with the NEA, AFT, or an indepéndent bargainiqg unit.
To establish a baseline for analyzing union impéct on public séhoo]s, we
next Yooked at the;noqunion de@erminantg of school district éxpenditures.

N Y

Third, we explored the effects of unionization itself on resource alloca-~

tion. _This was followed by an analysis of how the number of contract items
affects resource allocation. Fifth, we examined whether the number o:
cdntract itemsaffects the level of spending ?br public education in a com-

’

munity. We continued the process af dighggregating contracts by looking

‘ . 32
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‘at the effects of individﬁa] groups of contract }tems on resource a11ocqtion
patterns in New York school districts. Sixth, we asked whether tollective
bargaining might be more.or less effective in districts Qith declining
enrollments. The question of how co1]e;tive bargaining,a%fects the quit
rate for teachers was considered next. Fiﬁa]iy, we explored the relation-
ship between collective bargaining and teacher effectiveness.

New York. Table 1 lists the means of various financial categories'and
teacher attributes for AFT-affiliated distrjcts, NEA-é%fi1iated &istricts,
ai;}independent ana nonaffiliated districts in New Yark. The ffgures revealed
that AFT:affi]iateddistricts had the 1arge§t student enrollment and NEA-
affi]iated.districts.had the smallest. Part of the différence in enroll-
ments may be éxp]aingd by the location of the districts represented by thg'
respective bargaining units. AFT Histricts are much more urbanized th;h
NEA districts. Moreover, a larger percentage of AFT districts hae exper-
ieﬁced increasing enrollments since 1972. We also found a substantial
va;jation'bétween dist}ict types iq total operafing budget expendjtures per
pupi1i’ AFT districts outspent NEA and nonbarggining districts by as much’
as 3182 per pupil. The di§tribut%on of the budget did hot differ signifi-
caﬁt1y among thé.various financial Eategories. A1l districts spent the
same proportion. f the budget for instructional purposes and employee
benefit;. A slight variation did exist for administration and salary ex-
penditures. .NEA districts allocated a slightly lower petcentage of the
budget to these two categories than the other two district types.

e

Teacher attributes remained fairly constant across districts. AFT

vrdistricts claimed a slight edge in the percentage of members with master's

degrees. AFT districts also had a substantial advantage in average teacher




Table 1

- ) '{
Mean Values of New York District Characteristics

By Union Affiliation 1976-77

* District Characteristics AFT

~ Enroliment 3,603
& Expefience/Pupi] _ 2,207
Teachers 180 .
Teachers/1,000.Students Bl
Average Salary 15,337
‘Averag; Experience ‘ 12
. M%,Mas;efs 70
Inst;*Exp:/?upil 1,210
Adm. Exp./Pupil 69
Benefits/Pupi] 332
Salaries/Pupil . 741
% Urban 47
" Incr. Enrollment 21
j Traditional ' 94
" % Cluster 09
* Open | 13
- Benefits/Teacher 7,265
" Instr. Expense ) 55
% Adm. Expense 03
'~ % Salary/Inst. Expense . 61
5 Benefits 15

NEA

2,508
2,025
128
52
13,869
12

64
1,121
47

301

674
31 .

13

97

09
108
6,769
55

02

60

15

fﬁdependent

don-Affiliated
2,018
2,073
141
50 °
14,993 -
13
69
1,130
59
314
690 -
39
19
97
09’
12
7,057
.55
03
61
15

~P
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salaries. NEA districts, somewhat surprisingly, fell behind the independent
and nonaffi1iated districts. .

Table 2 shows a compar1son of the percentage of districts?’ w1th selected
items by district type. The most striking aspect of the table is that the
frequencies did not vary nuch, regardiess of the affi1}ation of the dis-
trict. Contracts were negotiated for an average of a little over two years
for all categories. Very few.districts automat}caf1y based salary ingcreases
on CPI statistics. Binding abritration was almost universally used in‘nego-
tiation deadlocks. There were, however, some unexpected trends revea]ea in’
the comparison of bargaining districts and nonaffiliated districts. A
smaller proportion of nonaffiliated units had c;ass-size provisions in their
contricts while a larger percentage had provisions for educational policy
committees. Anotner striking ditference occurred in the labor jurisprudence
categories Although the same percentage of districts ha% staff reduction
procedures, sen1or1ty c]auses and reca11 prov1s1ons occ;rred in a higher
oercen\tage of nonaff1ha‘tﬁnd independent districts than those affiliated
with the national organizations.

The fcharacteristics of the Michigan school districts are displayed in
Table 3. Districts were smaller on the average than*in New, York and spent
less per pupt1 than New ?ork districts. The lower expenditures were reflected
in lower average teacher salaries and larger average class size. We also
found that a smalier percentage of teachers in Michigan had master's degrees

and the average years of experience was also lower when compared with

teachers in New York.
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Table 2
Percentages of New York SchooT~Bistricts with Selected

Contract Items by Union Affiliation 1976-77

: Union Affiliation -
' Contract Items \ AEI NEA .~ N;23§$$??$2§ed
. 1 Léngth.of é%ntract (in years) 2.25 \ 2:10 A . 213
3 C.P.I. Used for Salary . o9 .« 13 10
9 Binding Arbitration ' “ 85 90 ‘ 85
11 8D of ED Contract 14 7 15 O
20 Inservice Provigion 44 - 25 ' 38
31 Agency Fees 5 3 2 . 3
40 Class Size Provision 57 55 ' 48
44 Ed Committee Ed Policy 39 . 38 5
* 46 Performance Contract 12 13 15
’ 47 Hire Certified Personng1‘ 18 18 20
54 Staff Reduction%;rocedgre‘ 39 40 | . 40
56 No Reduction - \ 4 0 8
57 Seniority Clause | .20 7 18 23
_ 58 Recall to Position = - 12 12 . ‘ 18
) 61 Dismissal for Cause 3 40 i 43
} 62 Severance Pa& . : 3 0 3
65 Personal Days» ' '’ 95 98 | 98
// 82 Health Insurance 97 97 90 ‘
84 Life insutance ' ‘ | 27 12 13
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Table 3
Characteristics of Michigah School Districts Means, 1976-77
- . * . . . !
‘ . . A ‘ ;
District Characteristics o Districts Uniogv Honunion
Enroliment . * 2,879 3,012 1,196
Operating Expense per pupil . 1,071.52 1,074.08 . 1-,038.94
Instructional Expense per Pupil 730:33 737.30 | 686.36
" Employeé Benefits per Pupil 9.99 9.93 .15
Salaries per Pupil 525.89 530,60  497.00
Other Expense per Pupil . 352,06 351.43  370.55
Average Salary ° ) : 41,932.00.  12,100.00 10,792.00
Percentage of }egjhers'w/Masters ' 25.22 25.84 21.02 ‘
Average Years Experience " 8.32 . 8.54  6.72 \
Nuaber of Teachers * 121 o127 o 54 1
Teacher Student- Ratio - s .0445 . .044 .047
Dropout Rate 61 6.4 . 557
Percent Minority Students 6.17‘ 7.54 6,62
Percent Parents College Educated 20.1 20.3 16.57
Percent Urbanized . . 35.2 . 36.0 21.48
Family Size L, . 2.53 2.53 2.54
Percent Families with Children ° 58.8 = 58.8 58.26 )
Percent Change in Enrollmerit \ -8.1 . -8.2 -7.58
Perfent Change in Instructional Expense  26.39 26.3 27.48
Percent Change in Masters ‘ 12.83 13.3 6.2
Percent Change in Experience : 1.55 ¢ 2.4 -8.5
Percent Change in Teachers -5.36 -5.2 -7.4 S
Percent Change in Teacher. Student Ratio « 3.80 4.0 1.2
Percent Change in Average Salary . ., 11.85 12.0 10.57
. Percent Change in Total Salaries 15.65 16.0 . 11.8
]
3 o ,
3% ¢
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Although most districts in Michigan had bargaining units, it was in-
structive to examine the differencas in characteristics between the union
and nonunion djstricts Table 3 sths’that union districts had larger enroll-
ments by about‘three—to -one, while the total operating expense per pupil
was rough]y comparable, differing by less than $40 per pupil.” Nonunion
d1str1cts spent a s11ght1y smaller percentage of their tota] budgets oh
1nstruct1on. Salaries .were lower in nonunion districts, wh1ch could partially
be the result of a large proportion of teachers with less education and
experience. Lower ‘salaries may also be atthibuted to the fact that 83
percent of the nonunion districts are in rural communities while only 60
percent.of the union districts are in rural. Conversely a much sma]]eh per- ~
centage of- nonunion than union Westricts are found in cities and suburbs.

Another interesting comparison is the change in district characteristics
over the past several years. We have computed the percentage chahge for a
* humber- of variables between the 1972 73 and 1976-77 schoo1 years. Enroll-
ment has fa]len for both union and nonunion d1str1ct9f5y rough]y the same
rate of 8 percent over the five-year period. The number of teachers has fallen
at a slightly slower rate with npnunion districts tosing a slightly higher
percentage than union districts. It is interesting, however, that the rate
of reduction 1n teachers has kept pace with the decrease in enro]]ment,‘
wh1ch has resu]ted in an increase in the teacher/student ratio since 1972. .
Dur1ng th1s time, union d1str1cts were able to keep a iarger staff in
relation to enrollment than nonunion districts. This has/resu1ted in an

. /
increase in the teacher/student ratio of almost 3 percent more in union
‘ -

than nonunion districts.
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An interesting phenomenon emerged with regard/to the tquover in teachers.
We found that although nonunion districts were experiencing a 7.4 percent w
decrease in the number of teachers, the averége years of experien;e had de-
creased by 8.5 percent. Union districts, on the other hand, faced a 5 per-
cent decrease in teachers but a 2.4 percen% increase in experience level.
It appears that union districts were retaining more senior teachers by not
hiring as many. junior teachers while nonunion districts were releasing
more experienced teachers and replacihg them with others who were less ex= -
perienced and less costly.

The difference in changes in educafion 1e§é1s of teachers substantiates
the notion that union districts retain more senior faculty than nonunion
districts. Analysis reported later in this chapter addresses this problem

in more detail.

Nonunion Determinants of School District Expenditures

Several factors contribute to school administrators' perceptioné of
quality and, conseﬂuent1y, to the allocation of educational resources. .
The first factor ig the composition and size of the student bedy. Districts
.with a relatively Ta?ge percentage of students from low-income families or
students having little motivation (as evidenced in a high dropout rate) may
require different educational services than districts with more affluent
and motivated students. Another factor is the attributes and preferences
of the community. Distgicts with a larger-than-average porportion of parents
who have attended college and thus place a relatively high value on educa-

tion will place greater emphasis on instructional expenditures. B
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New York. Since education is primari{y the interaction between tggcher
and studenF,'the classroom teacher is the primary educational ;npdt. The
effectiveness of the teacher is determined in part by the allocation of
funds to various school bu@gets. We div{ded the total school budget among s
a number of categories., In New York, eight components of educational re-
sources were cdnsidered--l) instructional expeﬁditures per pupil; 2) admin-

istrative expenditures per pupil; 3) employee benefits per pupil; 4) total

teachers' salaries per pupil; 5) teacher/student ratio; 6) average salary .

of teachers; 7) the percentage of teachers with’master'§ degrees, and 8)
. the average yea}s experiénce of teachers,

We found that on the average, 52,182 was spent per pupil across the
state. Of this, $1,194 per pupil went to instructional expenses, $65 to
administrative services, $325 to employee benef;ts and the rest to items such
as special educafion, transportation, and building maintenance. Within
the instructional expenditures per pupil category, $728 of the-$1,194
was allocated to teacher salaries. The average teacher salary was Sl4,é33
and the average class size, 19.50 or 51 teachers per 1,000 pupils. Teachers
had'an average of 12 years of experience and roughly 68 percent of the
teachers had master's degrees.

Since we were concerned primarily with how the total Sudget was allo- .
cated to the various resources, we examined how a dollar increase in total
budget per pupi1 was distributed by an-average district. Of the do11ar’incrase,
$.48 Was allocated for instructional purposes, $.03 for administrative pur-
poses, $.13 for employee benefits, and the reﬁaining 5136 for "other" N
purposes. Of the $.48 that went for instructional expenses, roughly 60

percent or $.29 was spent on salaries and $.19 on textbooks and ma;eria1s;

40
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Furthermore, it appeared that very little of the $.29 allocated to salaries
was used to increase the teacher/student ratio and most went to increase the
average salaries of teachers. wWe found that all financial categories in-
craased with &p increase in the totai operating budget per pupil. Instruc-
tional expenditures and'support services had the sa~= elasticity whereas
ihe elasticity on salaries was substantially smaller. We also found that
dn incréase in enracllment increases all categories gkcept support zervices,
which may imdicate that larger districts achieve economies of scale in pro-
viding administrative and pupi} services. On the other gand.‘we found

that aistricts with larger-than-average enrcilments had smaller teacher/
student ratvios. Larger-than-average districts also paid higher average

saiaries. Since the magnitudes of the coefficients on average salary ond

teacher/student ratio were roughly the same, we concluded that the two off-

Y

set each other. This conclusion was substantiated by the insigniticant

effect of errollments on total salaries per pupil. Student characteristics
:ppeared to bave Gery 1it .1e effect on resource ailocation excant that dis-
tricts with a higher-than-average percentage‘o{ minority students spent less
on total salaries, primarily due to lower teacher/student ratios. Also,
tiiese districts had & lTower percentage of teachers with master's dagrees.
Districts that have a higher regard for eoduction, as refiected in a
higher~than-a9ewage percentage of parents with a college education, tend
to épend mere on fnstructioh, 1ess g9 support services, and hire a larger
nercentage of teachers with master's degrees. We anticipated these three

rasults.
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Michigan. EducationaT TFesources in Michigan school districts were
divided into categories similar to those déed in New York. The financial
data for each district was obtained from the Annual School District Financial
Reported collected by the Michiggn_Department of Eduycation. Expenditures
were divided into 1) tota1‘instruction,.and 2) supporting and community
services. .The first category includad the total §;1arie§ of the instruc- \
tional staff and expenditures of empJoyee benefifs. The second category
included expenditures on counseling and guidance services, pupil transpor-
tation, and general administrative activitieiF In order to examine the
effect of collective bargaining on the composition énd compensation of the
instructional staff, we divided.total expendi tures on‘saTaries into the
teacher/student ratio, average salary, the precentage of teachers with
master's degrégs, and average years of exﬁerience.

The firnancial categories and educational inputs for Michigan school
districts were regressed against the same set_ of qxp1anatory varigb1es as
the MNew York districts. - . )

“  As in the New York ana1ys}s we examined the distribution of a dollar
increase in total budget. For every’one dollar increase in total funds,
$0.€1 went to instruction and $0.31 to support services. One-half @f the

30.61 for instruction went to teacher salaries and the rest went to employee

benefits and miscellaneous.

Co’lective Bargaining and Resource Allocation .

New York. When examining fhe mean characteristics of school districts
in Mew York, we found a substantial difference in the level of spending
between districts that bargain and those that are not formally represented

and between NEA-affiliated and non-NEA-affiliated’districts.
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We tested whether the allocation of resources between these district
{ ,

-

types differed significant]y.. In order to test for the differen;e, va;i-
ab]es.ref1ecting the affiliation of the district.and the bargaining status
were entered into demand'e%uatiqns. The variables were.éntered as inter-
active terms.with the budget variable so that the difference in the interné{
allocation of funds could ‘be recorded. The most. significant difference
was tﬁat NEA-affiliated districts have significantly higher teacher/student
ratios than non-NEA-affiliated districts. ' |
“  The ability of NEA districts to maintain larger staffs in relation

to enrollments was possible partly because of the slightly lTower percentage
of teachers with master's degrees. Also, NEA-affiliated districts apbeargd
to put less eTphasis on administrative activities. ' |

The difFerencé in resource allocation is less pronounced between dis-
tricts that are répresented by a formal bargaining unit (be it NEA-affili-
ated, AFT-affiliated, or independent) and those that are nbt. The majo
difference was in the average salary. fhe';esu1ts showed that salaries in
nonbargaining districts yere more sensitive to budget increases than those
ip bargaining districts. This result is curious since most studies have
found that formal bargaining increases teachef salaries. A study by Lipsky
and Drotning (1973) finds that in 1970, bargaining units in New York in-
creased salaries by as much as 15 perce;t over districts that were not repre-
sented. B

The difference in results may be partially explained by the increase
in collective bargaining over the last decade. ‘Lipsky and Drotning
have reported that in 1970, 63 percent of the districts in New York had
some type of formal co11ec£ive bargaining unit. In 1977-78, the NEA

tabulations showed that over 94 percent of the district was represented.
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Furthermore, a substantial number of the nonbargaining districts were in

Jeavily populated counties. Therefore, we could have been observing a
spillover effect in which administrators in nonbargaining districts attempted
to match the salary increase of bargaining districts within their immediate

vicinity in order to discourage the introduction of ¥ull-scale collective

bargaining into the district. Chambers (1977) and Ehrenberg and Goldstein (1975)
»

have shown that the regionai, or geographic sﬁ111over; effect of .unienization
is quite widespread. In fact, Chambers found that the regional effect
accounted for most of the qifference in salaries between unionized and

nonunionized public school districts in California. .

For whatever reasons, nonbargaining districts had.highér average salaries.

We found that these districts were trading higher saiaries.for smaller teach-

1

ing staffs since the teacher/student ratio was observed to.be falling. The

-~ %

increase in average salaries appdared to be completely offset by a reduction
in teachers, since total salaries per pupil were unaffected by the non-
bargaining variable.

Cespite .the fact that nonbargaining districts had a lower teacher/stu-

the fact that NEA districts had a higher teacher/student ratio, a lower

x

percentage ®»f teachers with master's degrees, and slightly fewer dollars

spent fdr édministration,fthé differences ahong these three types of dis-

&

tricts were very slight.

Michigan. The first step in analyzing the impact of cellective bar-

c -
gaining on resource allgcation in Michigan public schools was to examine

the differential behavior of districts that were rebresented by formal

L™
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bargaining units, including not only units affiliated with the Michigan
Education Association (MEA) but also districts that were represented by the
Michigan Federation of Teachers and independent units. The second step was
to consider the difference in behavior of MEA-affiliated districts and all
other districts. Since only contracts of MEA-affiliated districts Qeng
analyzed, the distinction between the aggregate bghavior of MEA-affiliated
districts and ndn—MEA-districts provided an interesting preview of the im-
pact of individual contract items. The third step replaced the aggregate
distinction between MEA and non-MEA districts with a measure of the pre-
sence of various contract items. This step allowed us to séé‘which contract
item?,were respohsib]e for the behavior shown in the previous step.

. Even though Michigan was dominated by unionized &chool districts, which

‘ may have led to extensive spillover effects, some interesting distinctions

concerning the effects of bargaining on resource a]]ocqtion in unionized
and nonunionized districts emerged from the-analysis. We found that unioni-
zation h‘§ no significant effect on the‘a11ocation of resources to instruc-

tion, support services, or salaries. Unionization did, however, raise the A

" *

average salary of teachers while at the same time lowering the teacher/
student ratio, though oﬁ1y slightly. The net }esult left total expehdi:
tures on salaries Unaffected.

\ The impact of collective bargaining in increasing enro]]ment districts
was conéiderab1¢.d{fferent. Districts that were unionized spent $0.05 less
.per pupiT én total salaries than nonunion districts. -This was primarily
the result of a reduction in both teacher/student ratio and average salary

for unionized districts. Therefore, unions appeared to be more beneficial

to teachers in declining enrollment districts than in increasing enrollment
45

districts.
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The estimates of the impaci of unionization on resource allocation should
be viewed with some caution since the possibility of spillover effe:;f may have-
cased a bias. Since only a handful of districts were not formally ; presented

by a bargaining unit, the distinction between unionized and nonunionized dis-
tricts became increasingly qbscure. The important distinqtion'1iés in ;hé\
scope and content of the individual contracts. The examination of the impact
of individual contract items on resource allocation constituted the major
emphasis of the anaTysis. h .

Since records of individual- contract items came from MEA districts only,
we looked at the impact of MEA contracts as a whole on the a11oéation of re-
sources before examining the effects of individual contract items. ‘e found
that MEA contracts héd no significant effect on the allocation of funds to
instruction in'either increasing or deéreasiﬁg enrollment districts. However,
we djd find a significant impact on total sa1ar} expenditures in decreasing
enrollment districts. MEA districts allocated fewer funds to salaries and
slightly more to materials and supplies. The Tower-expenditure on total
salaries was explained by the lower average §a1aries paid to teachers in MEA
districts. The lower salaries were partially Q%fset by a higher teacher/
student ratio. However, the tradeo%f was not complete since the decrease in

expenditures on salaries was over twice the increase in the teacher/student

ratio. The net result was a reduction in expenditures on total salaries.

Number of Contract Items and Resource Allsccation o v

Contract items place constraints upon the decisions of school administrators.
Some contract items specify upper and lower limits on the amount of resources

employed. Class-size-limitation provisions and teacher aide provisions are good

examples of resource specific items. A second type of contract item is one that

k .4(3
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c “
establishes the procedure by which certain resources are allocated. Reduction-

#r=force provisions are examples of this type of constraint. These,prbvisions

establish procedures and criteria, usua11y‘baséd on seniority, by which
teachers are laid off.

i Adminisérators can avoid the full impact of the constraints by sub-
stitutiqg one resource for another. For example, administrators may
attempt to reduce costs but still comply with the class~-size limitation

provision by employing teacher aides in place of certified teachers. If

the aide to nonprofessional activities or eveh the number of aides, then
the administrator does not have the avai]ab1é option of substituting aides
for teachers in order to attempt to reduce cogts. As the number of con-
straints facing administrators increases, the level of administrative dis--

cretion decreases. The number of contract items in the contract is a

a teacher aide provision is,in the contract which limits the duties of J

relatively good proxy for the level of constraints placed on the admin-
istration. The number of constraints also provides a measure of the, pre-
ferences of the collective bargaining unit.

Contracts are the result of negotiations that embody the preferences

of both parties. The extent to which the contract reflects the preferences

of one group over the other depends upon the relative Eargaining strength

of each. Many of the individual pro;isions are placed in the contract at N
the request of the teacher representatives in order'to insure tﬂat the admin-
istration complies with the preferences of the majority of teachers. Generally,
administrators have felt that the bes% eontract is the shortest one. Although

it is impossible from looking only at the number of contract items to tell

. whether the provision actually éatisfies the preferences of the teachers, it

is reasonable_to assume that the greater the number of contract items, the
T

. 4%




' 47

L]

more the teacher preferences are satisfied. Furthermore, districts with
more contract provisions have probably bargained longer than districté with

fewer provisions and over time teachers have been able to carve out pro-
. ]
& A

~

visions to protect their interests. .

. If‘contradt items constrain administrators’ to comply with the desires
of teacher collective bargaining units, ther. we would expect resourceé téj
be alloczted to benefit teachers. For instance, we would expect districts
with a greater-than;average ﬁumber Bf contract items to allocate more re-
sources to instructional expenses since such expenses include teachef

salaries. An increase in instructional costs also affects the working con-

ditions of teachers by.providing a higher teacher/student ratio and more
materials and supplies for instruction. Teachers may also prefer higher

expenditures on employee benefits at the éxpense of administrative expenscs,

maintenance, transportation, and certain special services.

New york. The number of gontract items contained in each district
contract in New York was calculated by adding up the "yes" responses to
< the list of items in the NYSUT ana]&sis. Therefore, if we found that
the contract in district A contained a provision to limit class size,
to establish an educational policy commjttee, and to provide personal
' days, but was silent on all ather iteﬁs, then the contract would be given
a score of three. ,The number of items was norma]]& distributed with a
minimum of 4 items present in a contract, a maximum of 50, and a mean
- .of 26.7. We found that the number of contract items significantly affects
the allocation of resources within a number of categories. Districts
with a higher-than-average number ofﬂcontract items increased éi{ocation

of funds to instructional costs, employee benefits, and salaries and de-

creased expenditures on the "other" category.
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The magnitude of the impact of the number of contract items on resource

ation was illustrated by examining the distribution to differént cate-

~\Lgories of total funds, depending on the number of contract items. For
example, districts with four‘items_a11ocated $0.450per pupil for instruc-

tional costs, $0.02 per pupil for administration, $0.125 per pupil for

employee benefits, $0.26 per pupi]'for teacher salaries, and $0.22 for “other"

expenses for every dollar increase in total operating funés. ﬁistricts

with the average number of contract 1tems, .26, allocated 2 cents more
per pupil fo;/?nstruct1on J’ha1f a cent more for employee benef1ts, and
almost 2 cents more per pupil for teachar salaries while granting no in-
crease to administration and cutting £he "other" category by more than 3
cents per pupil. The Erend continued for districts with higher-than-*
average salaries. Districts with 50 contract items allocated 50 cents
per pupil to instructional costs, an increase of more than 5 cents over
{istricts with the minimum number of contrict items. The adhinistration
co.ts per pupil remained the same while the allocation to eﬁp1oyee bene-
fits .7creased only slightly. Y

The « 'erage teacner salary also was affected by the number 9f contract
items. JTeacn*rs in district;‘}ﬁth 50 contract items received, on an
average, $1,855 1 re than those in districts with the minimum number of
items. A ’ ‘ i -

The findings‘appeared to be consistent with the hypothesized influence
of cont;act items. Two effects were discussed earlier. The first was to
constrain the a11oca£ion decisions of the administration. The second

effect was to allow teachers a yoice in the way in which resources were

allocated. The first effect, taken alone, did not indicate the direction
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in which the impact should occur. The second factor, honever, provided
some c]ues 4We expected tha“ if contract items reflected the preferences
of teachers, a greater number of,1tems should direct resources towards in-
structional purposes, 1ncrease teacher benefits and sa}arzes, decrease L

expenditures on administrative functjons, and at ﬂeast not increase the

#

a]]ocation to "other" categories We found this pattern of results emerging

O

in the estimates. Furthermore, we saw that s$hc\\the teacher/student ratio
remained unaffected by the number of contract items, the increase in

average sa1ar1es, and salaries per pupil were’ achieved not at the expense
>

of smaller teacher staffs but at the expense of the "other" category.
!

\

The Number of Contract Items and the Level of Spending for Education in a

Communi ty ?
Teacherfhargaining organizations not only affect the internal alloca-
tion of funds as previously shown, but also have the potential of influence
the allocation of funds within the community. Since teachers recognize
that larger budgets lead to an increase in instructional expenses, salaries,
benefits, and teaching staffs, co]]ective'bargaining Wnits find it
worthwhile to promote an increase in the total operating budget for the |
school district. Many avenues of co]iective influence are open to the
teachers. They can a]ion themselves with the administration since both
parties tend to be strona Proponents of larger school budgets (except,
perhaps, when-a:superintendent is hired with a clear mandate to decrease

spending.) The primary opposition to increased spending are members of

the school board who may feel that they were elected in order to curb the
4 .
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spending of taxpayers' money. Teacher unions may combat this opposiﬁ%on
through political pressure; moral suasion, or the threat of disr;ption
of service, maﬁing the school bqard appear ineffective in the management
of the pubtlic gchoo]s. ’

Besides the influence of teacher 6rgdnizationé on school budéets;
other factors affect &hev]eve1sof.spending: Districts that are education-
hinded may be willing éo spenﬁ more on public education. Families with
‘many children find a greafer benefit.per tax dollar.in spending for edu-
cation since their support of public education is not directly based o;
the numbéf of children in school. Also, communities with ; higher pro-
portion of families with children also provide greafer finanical support
for sghoo1s. .The tota1.operatinq budget per pupil is also affected by
state aid equalizatiom programs, and federé1 sdﬁﬁbrt of federally mandated
progréms; ) |

The'impact of the nu@per of stu&ents in a dist;ict on per pupil spend-
ing will depend upon whe@ﬁér p&b]ic education is subject to economies of
scale. Economies of scale occur in a 1ébo§-intensive service, such as
educétionz\primari1y-@hrough the specialization of certain personnel. For
efamp1e, small districts méy not have sufficient demand for the fu1f-time
services of a reading specialist and wou1d prefer to fill that position
with a part-time teacher. However, especially when specialists aﬁé‘in
short shpp1y, part-tiﬁe teachers may not be a§a11ab1e and the district
Qi]l have to employ the teacher full-time or go wifhout the services.

The latter may not be feasible since many states require that schools pro-

vide special services to qualified students. Larger districts, on* the

other hand, may have sufficient demand to keep’a full-time reading

’l




spécia]ist busy. Thus, the cost per’pupil of the larger district s lower
tpan the cost per pupil in the smaller d1str1ct

We found that increases in the various sources of school revenue have
different impacts on the increase of the total budget. A dollar increase in‘
revere per pupil from property taxes increases the total operating budget
per pupil by $.94. A dollar increase.in state aid per pupil increases
school spending by $.88 per pupilwhile a dollar increase in federal aid
increases school spending by qp]y $.65. T each of the three sources of
revenue increased by‘one dollar, we would expect the total operating budget
per pupil.to increase by $3 instead of the $2.47 that we observe. The
missing $.53 can be accounted for in the substitution between the various
sources. For example, a portion of the dollar per pupil received from the
federal government may be used to reduce the amount of money needed from
Tocal property tax sources. The same is true for state aid but to a
-smaller extent.

The number of contract items has a positive effect- upon the level of
per pupil spending. This is consistent w1th our hypothesi$ of the potent1a1

effect of teacher organizations. We camputed the level of spendipg for dis-

tricts with different contract characteristics., Districts with the mini-
mum of 4 contract items wj]] spend on average $2,135 per ﬁupi] while dis-
tricts with the mean number of'contract‘items (26) will increase per pupil
spending by $35 to $2,171. Distrigts with the maximum’numbér of contract
items increase thejr)per pupil spending by another 335 to $2,207. Clearly,
teachers are exercising some inf]uence\og the size of the school budget

in order to promote their own interests.

A
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Individual Contract Items and Resource Allocation

.

The impéct of the scope of the contractfpn the allocation of resouré;s
within public school districts is fhe result of individual provisions con-
straining the behaviop,of tﬁé/administration. We havi'postu1ated that scope
of the contract reduces the discretion of the administration while at the
same time increasing the influence of thé teachers. Sheer numbers may not
be the only .reason for the significant relationship between scope and re-
source allocation. It may also be the case tha; a hierarchy of contract
kems exisgs. That is, distriéfs that have only a few item; will have
similar items and additional items could be added to all contracts in the
same order.

For example, the first item to be negotiatgd by a bargaining unit that
has just been established in a district may be the grievanée procedure,

and after this, a means of settling negotiation deadlocks, such as bindipg
a'ﬁpitraltion‘.D A1so,:bne of the first steps is to define the bargaining
unit and-ihmediate1y after this, to stipﬁ]ate provisioné for sick leave
and for supervision of the conduct- of personnel. The order in which these
items are entered on the contract is dependent upon the preferences oftthe
teachers and administratérs and the relative bargainina power of each,

New York. To begin our'examination of whether certain contract items
significantly affect the allocation of resources, we grouped the contract
items into four major categories. Tab1g 4 shows the items included in each

groué and the frequency with which they occur. The first group contains items

relating to arbitration and grievance mafters. Except for maintenance of

standard clauses, over 80 percent of the districts contain provis.ons of

this type. HMoreover, since virtually every contract contains a grievance

provision, this will be excluded from the ana]}sis.
23
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/ ‘ Table 4 » »

/ ) New York Public School Contract Items

% of Contracts

With Items
Arbitration and Grievance
Final stage-binding arbitration (9) 83 "~
Evaluation procedures for teachers (38) 87
. Maintenance of standards (30) 12
Labor Jurisprudence
Staff reduction procedure (55) | 37
Recall to position (58) 12 ' Lt
Seniority clause (57) 18 .
No reduction during contract (56) ’ 04
Dismissal for just cause: o . -
tenured only (61) . 38
non-tenured only (59) ‘ .39 -
probatignary teachers only (60) 02
Working Conditions ' : ’
Class size (40) ‘ 56
Teacher preparation provision {53) 71
Education poliicy committee (44) { 39
Tuition reimbursement (42) - 04
. Inservice provision (20) . 40 ’
Summer sabbaticals (6) 16
Number of aides specifiéd (19) - .03
Emp]oyee_Benefits
Personal days (65) - 95
Pregnancy (68) 24
Religious holidays (69) . 34
Jury duty (70) 68
Sick leave bank (76) 34
Retirement compensation provision (77) 42
Health insurance (82) 97
Dental insurance (83) 35
Life insurance (84) 23
Disability insurance (85) . 13
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vice programs, and establish educational policy committees. The most fre-

54 .

The second group of contract provisions addresses labor jurispruidence
issues. These 1nc1Jde provisions on staff reduction, reca11 to position,
senjority, dismssal, and severance day. Provisions included in this group
define the proceduras hy which the administration will lay of and dismiss
teachers, Provision 55 establishes whether the contract contains a staff
reduction procedure and then Provisioas 57 and 62 reveal whether the pro-
cedure is based on seniority and whether severance pay is forthcoming.
Provision 53 indicatas whether a ﬂrocedure exists to remstatp teachers
once they are laid off, The remaining items deal with dismissal procedures
unrelated to financial or declining envollment problems.

The third group of contract iiems defines the working conditions of
.the teachers. The questions address whether contracts contain a provision

to limit class size, guarantee teachar preparaticn periods, provide . inser-

quent appearing item in this group i3 ihe teacher preparation provision.

A class—sizé orovision is found in 56 percent of the contracts and inser-
4

wice provisions and educational policy committees in rcughly 40 percent.

The least commoniy provided iftem is the reimbursement of tuition expenses
for continuing. teacher education.

he fourtn group of contract items relates tn empioyee benefits. These

include provisions defining the rumber of personal days, whether 1eavé; N
i1l be yranted for pregnaacy, jury duty, and religious holidays, and thé'
estabiishment of a sick leave bank and retirement compensation. Provisions
in this group also designate whether health insurance, dental insurance,

and disability insurance are provided Ly the district. The two most fre-

quently found items in this qroup are cersyonal days (95 percent) and health

|
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insurance (97 percent). Provisions to grant Teaves for jury duty are found
in over half the contracts while pregnancy and religious ho]iaay_1eaves
are granted in one-third the districtsror fewer. Although most districts
provide a group health insurance p]aﬁz very few provide life and disability
insurance. One-third provide dental insurance. ,.

The impact of thes§ individual confract iteﬁs-bn the financial cate-
gories and teécﬁer attributes could be varied and complex.. As mentioned
in the theoretical chapter, individual contract items can potentially af-
fect the allocation of resources by specifying the a@ount of a resource that
must be provided. For example, we expected districts that provide tuition
reimbursement to allocate more. funds to instruction.aﬁd/or employee bene-
fits since the funds for tuition reimbursement may come from either_of
these categories. In ‘order to be able to repay teachers for tuition costs,
djsfficts either have had to increase the total operating budget or reduce

expenditures in andther category. It was difficult, a prioéi, to determine

which of the other resources would be sacrificied in order that teaéhers
could be reimbursed. In repayment, teachers may have been wi]]%ng to forego
their preparation period or accept increased teachiﬁg assignments.

A third possibility would be a reduction in sa]aries.‘ However, all
these possibilities include working conditions that teachers value and
théf may negotiate provisions to protect. If provisions insuring that
teachers' working conditions could not be reduced are present in the con-
trSCt, then the administratioh has no choice but to reduce spending on
categories that are not valued by teachers. This may include administra- ‘
tive expenditures or expenditures on resources contained in the "other"

category.

1
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We should also point out that not every contract item reflects the -
preferences of téachers. Some items may'Bh included at the request of the
adminis;ration. ‘Even though the item may limit the discretion of the ad-
ministration, jt may be preferred by administrators in order that the pre-
scribed behavior could be Justified by its inclusion in the contract. For
example, the administration may want to establish certain criteria for
eva]uatingateachers. If this criteria passes the scrutiny of the teachers
during the b;rgaining process, then the administration can claim that
teachers have accepted their criteria. The same may be true for educational

policy committees. The comﬁitfees may be initiated by the administration .

in order to demonstrate that teachers do have an active role in policy deci-
sions. The actual power of the committee to establish policy is not

guaranteed by its mere existence. Thus, we must také into consideration

that the items may represent the preferences of the administration as well

as the teachers when interpreting the results.

In order to measure the impact of individual contract items on the
allocation of resources, each item was entered separately into %he input
hemand equations as an interactive term with the total budget variable.

The reasqning bektind this approach has been explained in the previous
chapter. In this way we could examine the effect of each item on the allo-
cation of the total budget to the various budget cafegories.

For every one dollar per pupil increase in total operating budget,
$0.48 goes ‘o instruction. We found, however, that districts with a
staff- reduction proéedure allocate one cent more to instruction for every

one dollar increase in spending than districts without the staff-reduction

procedure. e found earlier that a one percent increase in total per operating

r
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expenditures brought about a 0.22 percent increase in the teacher)student
ratio. We found that qistritts with the c]assfsize‘reductidn provision had
a slightly lower budget elasticity than districts without the provision.
If the estimate of the interaétive term were statistically significant then
we could conclude that class-limitation provision reduces the increases in
the teacher/student ratio Tesulting from an increase in the budget.
Michigan. For the analysis in Michigan, ten individual contract items
were entered separate1y into the resource allocation equations. The first
noticeab1e result was that all contract items affected a particular resource
category in the same dirgction. For example, districts with a contract con-
taining any one of the ten items have lower-than-average éxpendituré; on
total salaries. However, not all the contract items are.significant, which
indicates that it is not simply the presence of an MEA cbn%ract, regardless

of its content, that is importaﬁt, but rather it is‘the content of the con-

tract that affects the allocation of resources.

Since individual contract items c9u1d Be instrumental in redirecting
the ai]ocation of resources, it wag intefesting to'compare the effects of
a number of contract items that New York and Michigan school districts
have in common. Thé first contract item.to be considered is the reduction-
in-staff procedure. Recall that in New York, districts that contained a
reduction-in-force provision spent more on salaries per pupil than districts
without the provision. The higher bayr011 costs were the result of the

significantly higher average salaries paid-to teachers without\any reduction

in the teacher/student ratio:




M1ch1gan school d1str1cts responded to reduct1on -in-force prov1s1ons
in the opposite way. Qéc11n1ng enrollment d1str1cts w1th this prov1s1on
paid lower average salaries, but maintained a larger staff per student than
districts without the provision. This is‘especia11y true for reduction-in-
force provisions based on seniority. ’

Howiéer, it appeared that the larger staff was not necessarily com;~
pr%sed of more senior teachers. On the contrary, we found chat teachers .
in districts with the seniority provision had fewer years of exp;rience on
an average than teachers {n'districts without the provision. Thus, part
of the reason for lower average salaries is the Tover average experiqncé
possessed by the teaching staff. Therefore, the results do not necessarily
mean that districts with the seniority provision offer lower sa1aries.f0r
comparable feachers than districts without the seniority clause. Rather,
districts with the seniority clause aré abTé, for one ¥eason or another,
to replace senior teachers with less experienced ones. The nature of the
turnover in teacher personne] is somewhat peculiar given the intent of a
seniority clause, but the resu[t; appear to be consistent with the find-
ings reported for New York.

Another contract provision that elicits different responses from dis-
tricts in the tﬂg/states is that related to teacher preparation. In New
York teacher preparation provisions have-1itf1g‘impact on the a11oqation
of resources whereas in Michigan teachers covered by this\pnovision re-
ceive a lower salary on average. This is partially a reflection of the - ‘

less experienced staf% associated with this provision, but also sugéests

a substitution of teacher preparation for higher salaries.

-
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Michigan and New York districts responded in a similar fashion to a

numbeg of provisions. -Two that were particularly prominent are the recall

and class-size providions. The similarity in responses to the reéa11 pro-
vision were more evidgnt in iﬁcreasing than declining enrollment districts.
This js‘primari1y due to\the fact that recall provisions have very little
significant impact in declinNng enrollment.districts since thgse districts
do not have much opportunjty to rehire’ teachers who have been laid off.

In éoth states, districts that had the provision allocate more funds to
instruction. However, dissimi]arigies‘did appear. Districts in Michigan
were able to achieve a s]igh§1y higher teacher/stﬁdent ratio and averé@g
salaries, an accomplishment not hatched in New York. Part of this dif-
ference may be explained by the greater emphasis placed on rer>'1 pro-
visions in Michigan. Over 60 percent .of the districts.in Michigan had
this provision whereas only 12 percent of the New York districts negoti-

ated this item. .

Similarities in the responses of districts to the class-size provision

_occurred primarily in declining enrollment districts. We found that dis-

tricts in both states had a lower-than-average teacher/student‘ratio when
covered by a class-size provision. However, in Michigan the reduction in
the teacher/student ratio was significant enough to bring about a reduc-
Fion in payroll costs as well.

when'comparing’the effects of contract items in Michigan and New York,
we found that bargaining units in Michigan were able to negotiate contract .
items that prqvided direct benefits to teachers only after making.;onces-

sions in other areas. This was evident in the fact that none of the contract

L)
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items §ighificant1y affected the allocation of resources to instruction
whereas a number of items caused an increase in funds fo administrative
and support services. Consequently, tea;hers who achieved greater job
éequrity by negotiating a reduction-in-force provision or a smaller
class-size provision had to accept 1ower average salaries.

Teachers.in New York, on the other hand appeared better able to nego- ‘
tiate these provisions w1thout compromising other benef1ts. For instance,
teachers who negotiated particu1ar provisions vere able to increase the
amount of funds going"td instruction and salaries at the expense of funds
spent on administrative and support services, A good example of the ability

. of unions in New York to'direct the allocation of funds to personnel-related
resources was found in the case of reduction-;;i;orce pﬁ&cédure%. " Districts
with this provisioh were able to avoid any sjgnificant‘1ayoffé while in-
creasing the average salary by maintaining more senior téachers. Diétrig;é
were able to meet.Ehe increased payro]i costs only b& spending less on
adminisérative and support services. Distrigts #n Michigan with the sen-
jority clause retained,alhigher teacher/student ratio than districts with- .,
?ut the provision only by replacing more senior teachers with less experi-

.

enced ones. - - ,
The d1fferences ac:ossstates in response .to certa1n contract items

may be part1a11y explained by the difference in goa]s of the two dominant

unions in each state. It appeared that unions in Michigan. were more con-

cerned with staff reduction than districts in New York and were thus willing

to make compromises to achieve job .security. This difference in preferences

was supported by the fact'that contracts in Michigan contained items related
4 . )
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* to %taff reduction much more<fre§uent1y thﬁn contracts in'NEw Ybrk. In
fact, the differeqce was more .than tho 1 in some instances. ) .
. Other possible explanations centered on the statutory environment .
of the two states and the nature of the bargaining process. These issues’

will be addressed in more detail in the next chQSter.

]
-

Arbitration and Grievance Items

The impact on resourée allocation of'the items within this group was
mixed. Districts with the binding arbitration provision allocated fewgr
dollars to:instruction than, districts withodt the prqvision. Dis%:icts
with evaluation procequres_and maintenahce of standa;a clauses showed no
difference in the allocation of funds to instruction than districts without
these provisions. The impact of the evaluation prowﬁfﬁon was found in the,
allocation of funds to adminjstration and teacher salaries. It appears
that districts that(eva1uate_teachers spenf more on administration at thé
expense of teacher)sa1aries.-.Furéhermore, the iﬁprease in adminisfratjve e
expenses was comp}éfe1y offset by the same dollar decrease in sahyries. -

If teachers prompte eva1ﬁation procedures,'it appears that they are
willing to a;cept a s]ight decrease in the overall expenditure on salaries
.in exchgnge for this service. On the other hand, if the administration is
the primary advocate of teacher evaluations, then the administration's pre-
ferences, are.met at the expense of the teachers. The maintenance o% stan- -

dard c1adse did not éppear to benefit teachers, either through salary in-

crease or class-size reduction. It did appear, however, to have increased

‘very slightly the expenditures on administration. ,The increase in

~N .
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administrétion was achieved at the expense of expenditures on "other" func-
tions. If teachers derive benefits from services prov1ded by ‘the “other" .
category, then this clause may be detr1menta1 to the work1ng cond1t1ons

\\\\*‘of teacher;. '

| f Overall, the results showed virtually no benefit accruing to teachers
from the presence of either one of these pro:jsions. In fact, it appears
that teachers were sacrificing compensation and expenditures on working

conditions in order to maintain arbitration and grievance provisions.

Labor Jurisprudence Items

Congract items related to iabor jurisprudence issues appear to pro; '
vide certain benefits to teachers. We found that all items that were
statistically significant increased the allocation of funds to instruction.
A]]oéation of funds to employee benefits and teacher salaries were also
increased due to the presence of contract items. In order to compensate
for these inéreases; less was allocated to administration and the "other"

ES

category.
‘ in particular, we found that digtriqts with a staff-reduction p?ovision
allocated S.Oltper dollar more of total operating‘::benditures to instruc-
tional costs than districts without the provision. The increase in . nstruc-
tional expenses went primarily to salary increases for te;chers and no '
s1gn1f1cant port1on was spent to increase the teacher/student ratio. Accom-
panying thj increase in salaries. per pupil was an increase in expenditures
on employee benefits. The increases in expenditures .on 1nstruct1on gnd

employee benefits were more than compensated.for by a deé?ease in the ex-
. .

>

penditures on inputs in the "other" category.

’ ¢
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The presence of a reduction-in-force procedurd only indicates that som;
methodica] procédure‘@i]i be followed when staff reduction is necessary.
Two criteria for staff reduction are described in the contract. The first
is a procedure based on seniorityaand the second.fs‘no reduction at all
during the legnth of the contract. We found that about half of -the districts
had a reduction-in-forcé procedure‘baéed on seniorit§~2ﬁd about 12 percent
had no reduction-in-force procedure. )
' e seniority. clause appeared to increase instructional expendituresdby
$.01 for every dollar increase in total expenditures. The increase in instruc-
tion was shared equally by an increase {n teacher sa]ariés and an increase-
in the teacher/student ratio, although ne1ther est1mate was stat1st1ca11y
s1gn1f1cant. A no-reduction clause had 11tt1e effect on 1nstruct1ona1 ex-
penditures bgt primarily increased expenditures for/smg]oyee benefits. )
A curious fjnding was the negative impact of the notreduction clause

N

on the teacﬁen/student ratio. The results showed that districts with the

c]éuse have -a lower teachér}student ratio than districts without the clause.

This may illustrate one of the problems ofiinterpreting results from cross-
sectiona]fénp1ysfs. Cross-sectional analysis only permits the comparison
of”districts with a cdntrect item and dj;tricts without the item. We had

no time sequence from which to infer a direction of causation. We dia, how-

ever, drqw causal conclusions by postulating that contracts are exogenous

to the decision-making proceés. Thaf is, contracts affect the allocation

of resources, but the ailocation of resources does not significantly affect

the appeafance of a contract item. A]thodgh our analysijs of the determink- .

tion of contract items showed that this is wusually the case, it does not
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always hold. Therefore, we may have been obserV1ng a s1tuat1on in wh1ch

/\wtmcts with lower teacher/student ratios were ahle to negot{ate the

‘ ne-reduct1on clause in the contract'because reduct1on of one t efher would
significantly affect the‘entire teaching staff, whereas larger districts
would not be as greatly affected. P ,

Districts that provide severance pay for laid off teachers al]ocated
more funds to 1nst;uction at the expense of resources in the "other“ cate-
gory. The increase in instructional funds was used for the additional com-
pensation of teachers at the time they 1eft the district for reasons other
than retirement. o \ '

Bes{des adopting procedures to lay off teachers, some e}étricts hed
methqu for bossib1e reinstatement of séaff who have been Taid off as a
result of reductionrin force. Although only 12 percent of the districts
centained this provision, districts that possess the item allocate more funds
to insE:uction and less to emp1oyee benef%ts. For every dollar increase
per pupil in the total operating budget, an additional cent was spent on N

" instruction in districts with a recall provision (compared to those with-
out such a provision). The increase in instructional expehses was com-
piete]y offset by a decrease in\expenses in the fother" category. The
additional increase }n instructional expenses went primarily to teacher
salaries with no significant effect on the teacher/student ratio.

Labor jurisprudence contract items also address the dismissal of

gteachers for other than financial'reasons. District contracts cégtaiﬁ pro-

visions insuring that teachers will not be dismissed excepi for just cause.

The contracts do not state what the causes are but do‘list which teachers

] Vo~
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are protected. We found that 38 percent of the New York districts contained
this provision for tenured teachers, 39 percent for'néntenured,'and 27 per-
cent for probationary teachers. The effect of thesg'three contracf items
was very similar. *In all three cases, the presence ?f a dismissal clause

.

decreased the allocation of funds to the administration. ;

Working Conditions

Districts contain contract provisionsthap}élate to the working environ-

e
4

mént of teachers. We analyzed the impact of a number of contant items bgt
found that’very few had any significant jmpact on the allocation of resoyrces.
Only the tuition reimbursement item yielded statistically significant coeffi-
cient estimates. We found that districts which reimburse teachers for tui--
tion costs allocated more funds to instructﬁon ;nd employee benefits and
fewer funds to resources in the "other" category. The primary‘reason for

these increases, of course, was to account for the extra compensation given-

»

teacher;. New York districts included tuition reimbursement under the

instructional expenditures category. The slight increase in expenditures
on employee benefits was difficult to account for until we found that dis-

tricts which Spent a higherfproportion of the total budget on employee bene-

fits also reimbursed teachers for tuition costs.

.

Employee Benefits

Teacher contracts specify a number of items that relate to teqphers’

compensation packages. These benefits are different from working conditions

in that they are private benefits and not the public or tollective benefits

L d
-
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assoc1ated wtth\work1ng cond1t1on§ For example, the class-size provisioe
is a public b;nef1t since all teachers in the School are affected by ity
whereas the prevision, ofA1ife insurance is accrued as a private benefit.
Items included in this group are not necessar11y attained only through

R co11ective barga1n1ng. Many distr1cts that are not organized prov1de

\teachers with- certain fringe benefits as a general personne1 policy.

‘Since\emp1qyee benefits such as the varieus insuraﬁce policies are
provided forﬁa nominal fee or at no charge to the teacher, we éxpected
to find that expenditures on salaries and emp]ojee‘benefits would increase
in districts with these prov1s1ons -In~the accounting system estabiisﬁed-

A\QY the state for New York pub112‘schoo1s, most expenses for jnsurance poli-
cies are entered under employee benefits. Therefore, any cost to the dis-
trict should be observed within this category. .

Districts providing insurance cqverage to teachers hed higher expendi-'
tures for instrgction or emp]oyee benefits than districts that did not Haye
these provisions in the contract. We found that districts providing life
insuraete policies spent roughly $10 more per pupil on employee benefits’

than districts without this provisién. Dental “insurance required an ex-

penditure of approximately $8 per pupil more. Life insurance also increased -

* 4

expenditures on instruction by $37 per ‘pupil. ‘ )
The 1mpact of tr2se provisions on 1nstruct1ona1 expendijtures was curious.
According to the accounting ledgers, these benefits should not have been
paid through the instructional accouet. This may illustrate another base
in which the direction of causation was not as anticibated. Instead ot

the presence of'cbntract items determining the allocation of resources, the
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particular, districts with- higher expenditures on instruction may te more

N
* . . -. ,l‘

- - ! - ’;
allocation of resources may detgermine the presence of contract items.. Ine,

. 4
inclined to provide insurance benefits for teachers .than districts with

Tower expenditures.

However when we examined the 1mpact of these prov1s1ons on the indi-

r

vidual salaries of teachers (not the district average) we found that
teachers emp}oyed by distr1cts providing 1ife:and-hea1th*insurance were .
paid tess in take home salary tﬁan districts not providing this coverage
After adjusting the sa1ary Tevel of each teacher for Leve] of exper1ence
and education, 'sex and the character1stTcs of the o1str1ct and commuthy,
we found that districts with 1ife insurance deduct $708 from the teacher |
sa]ar1es anu districts w1th health 1nsurance pay $1,143 less per year.

. . L

Lollective Bargaining in Dec]inihg,Enro13ment Districts ‘

One of the most pressing problems facind many schoo] districts across
the country 1; the decline 1n the number of school- age ch11dren Districts"
that only a short while ago were complaining of an acute shortage of ‘
teachers are now faced with Too many tefured teachers, too manx schoo1s:
anJ:too few students. Furthermoré taxpayers'who have fewer children to

educate are more reluctant to_grant budget increases to pup}1c schools-

-even though the costs of educat1 n continue to climb. The combined de-

crease in enrollments and f ' of financial support have forced many d1s-

tr1cts to close ne1ghborhood schools, lay off teachers, and cut out extra-

curricular activities,
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New York. Districts in the state of New York are no excepfion,to the

_general trend in‘aec1ining enrollments acrocs the country. Between*1972

and 1977, total.enro11mehts in the state, excluding New York City, féj]
from 2,363,510 studénts to 2;232,380, a reduction of a 3itt1e over 131,000‘

studehts. The number nf classroom teachers in public schools over the same

period dropped by almost 13,000 from 181,558 in 1972 to 168,814 iﬁ 1977.

Howaver, the decrease in the number of students was not uniform across

‘51]xgnades. Although the number of studenfs in grades K-6 decreased from

1,281,400 to 1,118,889 the number of studentsin grades 7-12 increased by
over 31,000. Moreover, not everx‘sch061 district experienced enrollment
declines. Approximately 26 percert c¢f the public school districts with ; -
grades K-12 experienced increasing enroliments. Districts with increasing |
enro11mentS'Were found primar{1y in less urbanized areas.

The decline in*enro]1ments has prompted many teacher unions to bargain
“for provisions that address the problem of staff reduction. Over 42 percent
of the districts tﬁat have faced declining enroflments have provisions thaf
prescribe some orderly procedure of staff reduction; Nineteen bercent of
the districts based this procedure on seniority.and Bn]y 4 percent had a
no-reduction clause in the contract. '
the possibility of stdff reductions, but. to a lesser extent. Only 29 per-'
cent of these districts had staff—reduction.proyisions,.with 20 percent
of the districts basing the procédure on seniority and 3 percent negoti-
ating a ;ojreduction c]ausg. |

I

Districts that faced increasing enrollments were «:30 concerned about _
Table 5 shows that the characteristics~.of school distric“~ faced with l

increasihg enrollments different from those experien¢ing decreasing enrollments.
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Tab

le 5

Mean Values qf New York School District‘Charaéteristics for

Increasing and Decreasing Enrollment Districts, 1976-77

Enrollment

Op. Ex?[Pupil

Teachers

Tea'’chers/Pupil
Average Salary

Average Experience

% Masters

Inst. Exp./Pupil
© Adm. Ex./Pupil
Benefits/Pupil

Salaries/Pupil

% Urban

% NEA

ok

% Cluster

% Open

% Instructional Exp.
5 Adm. Exper.
% Salary (of Inst. Exp.)

% Benefits

¥ Traditional

Non-affiliated

~-

Benefits/Teacher

v

Increasing

3,376
2,076.59
164
7,050
14,657
£ 10,93
66
1,115.24
56.47
~ 303.64
682.54
30
8
7
94
13
12
6,710.
54
03

\\ 61
15

1

&

2,222.
177

s .052

5,324
12.

1,231.
69.
337.
750.

7,374.

Decreasing
3,492

83

50

55

30

61
15

.
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We found the average enrollment 9f the two types of districts ﬁéibe aboug
the same. Dec1inin§ enrollment districts wére slightly larger. Dec1ini;g
enrollment districts also had larger teaching ;taffs. A greater percens-
age of teachers in declining enrollment districts had master's degrees,

69 pércent compared with 66 pergpnt, and.had an average’of almost 2 more .
years of experience, 12.5 compared with 11 years. Furthermore, declining
enrollment districts had a slightly higher teacher/student ratio.

Districts facing declining enrollments seem to have been locked into
maintaining slightly larger teaching staffs, priﬁari1y because of the %n-
ability toJa)roff ten&red teachers (which in turn could be partly due to
the effor?s of the teacher dnjons). Districts gxperiencin§ ihcreasing
enrollments, on the other hand, may be reluctant to hire as many teachers
as they could because of the possibility of facing declining enrolments
in the future. ‘ .

We expected that staff reduction re]atéd to contract items shou]d have
Tore of an impact on resource a110cation in declining enrollment districts
than increasing enro11méﬁt districts. We also expected that if declining
enro11ﬁent districts had to support 1$rger-than-norma1 staffs with no
significanf increases in budgets, then other contraéf provisions may im-
pinge to a 'greate‘r,degree on the allocation of resources.

We tested the effect of declining enrollments on thg'fmpact of con-
tract items on resource allocation by distinguishﬁng in the estimation
equations between the two types of districts. .

Consequently, we were able to separate out thé effects of contract

items in di%tricts facing declining enrollment from districts facing

+
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increasing enrollments in accordance with our hypothesis that contract items
- . " (-3
would be more of a factor in the former districts. At the :same time, we
1

could investigate the difference in allocation behavior districts faced

with decreasing enrollment and ingredsing enrof]ment subject to the same

~

constraints imposed by contract items. %

A number of interesting patterns emerged from the‘resu1t§. First,
many of the estimates associated with(jﬁgftgifion, benefits,.and salaries .
were statistically significant and negat\ye while the estimate associated
with the "other" financial category was statistically significant and posi-
tive. This indicates that districts facing declining éﬁro]]ments allocated
more dollars to instryctional costs and sé1aries.and f;wer do1fars to
. "other" costs tﬁan did districts experiencing increasing enroliments. Con-
‘ sequentiy, d%strigts facipg declining enrollments had to put forth greater
financial effort than districts with increasing.;nro11ments in order to
support‘the teaching staff. This was done primariiy at the sacrifice of
nonpersonnel expenditures. No réductioh in administrative expenditures was
found. This was supported by the fact that districts Qith declining en-
rollments have larger teaching staffs and higher teacher/student ratios
than the oﬁheg districts. Also, declining enrollment districts had a more
experienced and more highly educated teaching staff, which increased per-
sonnel costs.

Examination of the‘differences in impact of contracts in increasiﬁg
and declining enrollment districts yielded some surprising results. Con-
trary t0 our hypothesis, contract items related to staff reduction and dis-

missal affected districts fgcing increasing enrollments to the same extent
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as they affected diét;;:gl experiencing declining enro]1me#p§. The re-
~sults in Table 6 showhthat the estimates relating to the effect of con-
tfact items on the respective types of districts had the same sign and
usually-close to éhe same level of statistical significance. We did,
however, find that the estimates were slightly iarger for incréasing

enrollment districts than for declining districts. For example, the pre-

‘\
‘ \

sence of the staff-reduction procedure directs an -gdditiona] $0.08" for
each additional $10 increase in per pupil expendithres in declining
enroliment districts cémpared to 3 $6.03 increase in increas%ng enroll-
ment districts. Other compa}isbhs are obvious from the Table.

i Despite the strong similarities between the two types of districts,
there was one difference that should be noted. We found that for districts
facing increasing enrollments thé seniority clause raised the avé}age ,
salary of teachers in these districts while the average salary of teachers
in declining enrollment districts remained unaffected.. On the other hand,
the seniority clause raised tbe teacher/student ratio in declining d?s:

. tricts whi]e(l;aving the teacher/student r9tip unchanged in in&reasing
enrollment districts. . \J

These results may be expléined by the fact that reduction in staff ié
also affected by the class-size-limitation provision. Districts that have
estab]igheq a particu]ér teacher/student ratio to follow can use it in
cases of both déc]iniﬁb and increasing enrollments. Teachers may have
originally spongofed this provision in order to reduce the téaching load

.

during the early 70's when enrollments were increpsing. However, as en-
s 3

roliment decreases, what was once an upper limit on the class.size now

’
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Table 6

Impact of Labor Jurisprudence Contract Items and Class Size Provision

In Increazing and Declining Enroliment Districts

)

.

Inst/Pupil Agm/Pupil * Benefits/Pupil Ealaries/Pupil Averag} Salary
4 + - + - + - + - + - +
.008 .013 .00 -.008 ©.002 .003 .006 - .009 .005 - -.001 .034 .030
(2.03) (1.68) (.58) - (1.70) (1.19) - (r.m1)  (1.78) (1.30) (.56) (.08) (2.22) (1.02)
.066 025 .003 -.004 - 0002 .005 .003 .016 .002 -.00 .032 .067
(1.03) (2.19) (7)) (.58) (.10) (1.32) (.53) (1.61) (17) (.43) (1.40) (1.57)
.007 013 .002 -.002 -.000 .002 .0002 .016 .020 -.012 .014 .060
(1.42) (1.39) (.69) (.26) (.52) (.74) (.04) (2.26) (1.67) . (.54) (.78) (1.74)
-.005 | .03 .005 .001 .024 .012 .608 -.036 -.018 .040 .06)
(.46) (1.44) (.88) (.10) (.65) (2.06) (.54) (1.55) (.46) (1.04) (.96)
-.004 .006 -.003, -.010 -.003 - .003 .004 .009 .Olé -.010- .015
(1.03) (.80) (1.15) (2.13) (1.77) (1.12) (.62) (.99) (.70) (.66) (.55)
-.003 .005 -.003 -.010 -.002 .002 -,003 .010 .008 -.009 .020
(.81) (1.12) (1.23) (1.89) (1.67) (.94) (.48) (1.04) ‘(.48) (.62) X (.75)
¢ ' .
.000 .004 .501 -.013 -.002 .002 -.003 .002 .005 017 .003 .013
(.01) (.51) (.42) (2.82) (1.48) (.63) (.68) (.36) (.46) (.96) (.15) (.44)
.015 .b35 .003 ..010 .000 .009 .004 .037 -.016 5042 .037 .060
(1.64) (1.79) (.53) (.81) “(.02) (1.37) (.53) (2.23) (.77) (.94) (1.09) (.83)
-.004 .017 .003 .0003 ,0005 .005 -.002 .02 -.014 .03 .0006 014
(2.42) (1.36) (.08) (.39) ~ (1.98) (.49)° (2.00) (1.56) (.81) (.04) (.52)
(Elasticity) (Elasticity)
74 75
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“

becomes a lower limit on the number of teachers per student that the ad-

ministration will hire. Districts that strictly adhere to a specific

-

teacher/student formula based the reduction in staff on the decrease in
enrdTiments. The results showed that. districts facing declining enroll-
ments cut their staffs to a greater extent when a class-size limitation

provision was present. Consequently, when the class-size provision is
‘ .

present in the contract, the administration will use this rationale to

—
[

-y reduce <taff.

The administration may be restricted b} other criteria of staff reduc-

tion as contained in additional contract provisions. For example, if
layoffs are governed by a seniority clause then the freedom of the ad-
ministration to base staff reduction solely on the class-size provision is
diminished. Né found that distriéts, evéﬁ when experiencing declining ., +
enrollments, have a higher teacher/student ratio when the seniority clause
is present’than otherwise. ) (/

Public school dist;ict§ in Michigan(experienced an even greater decline
in enrollment than districts in New Ypekbetween 1972 and 1976. {5ﬁ1y 8

percent of the Michigan district /included Y the sample experienced any

increase in enrollment over th€ 5-year periofl whepreas over 20 percent of

./-iX\
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*percentage Change calculated between 1972 and 1976.

Table 7
Mean Value of Mfchfgan District Enrollments by
Change in Enrollment, 1976-77 - ' g

. Decline Increase
Enrollment _ 2,987 1,875
Operating txpense per Pupil 1,075.48 1,034.82
Instructional Expense per Pupil 740.26 671.76
Employee Benefits per Pupil 10.05 9.67,
Salaries per Pupil 531.66 492.75
-Other Expensg per Pupil 351.43 364.

-_Average Saiary 12,234

Percentage f Teachers with Masters 25.79
Average Years Experiénce 8.53 .
Teachers ‘ 126 ~ 80.66
Teacher fSudent Ratio .044 0441
Dropout/Rateb 6.2 .5
Percenq Minority 6.44 .66
Percent Parents College Educated 20.2 18.8¢
Family Size 2.52 2.61
Percentage Families with Children 58.9 58.13
Percent Change in Enrollment* -10.1 9.2
Percent Change in Instruction 26.9 21.38 -
Percent Change in Masters 13.2 8.8
Percent Change-in-Experience 2.7 -8.9
Percent Change jn Teachers -6.8 7.6
Percent Change in Teacher/Student Ratio 4.2 . -0.15
Percent Change in Average Salaries 11.9 11.9
Percent Change in sa¥ries 16.1° 11.7
Percent Urbaniiéd 36.9 16.2
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districts and more freQuent]y found in towns and rural communities. Despite
ethe 1hss of students, dec11n1ng enrollment districts spent c]ose to $40 more
per student than 1ncreas1ng enro11ment districts, paid higher salaries to
teachers, hgd eeslight1y older and more educated staff, and spent a slightly
higher percentage of the total budget on instruction.

Declining enrollment districts had a higher percentage increase in
instructional ependitures than increasing enrollment districts. This is
partia}1y explained by the fact *hat the p:rcentage reduction in the number
of teachers in declining enrollment districts was 3.3 percent lesst than the
percentage reduction in students. Inc;easing enrollment diEtricts had. only
1.2 percent differential hetween the two percenteges. Thus, declining en-
rollment districts actually experienced an increase in the teacher/student
ratio of 4.2 percent while increasing enrollment districts recorded a s1fght
decline in the teacher/student ratio. Both'types of districts, however,
had the same percentage increase in average salaries, but because of the
ability to maintain a larger teaching staff, dec1inin9/enro11ment districts
spent an additional 3.3 percent on total salaries. ,/

/'
The turnover of teachers in declining enro1fnent districts appeared to

affeft primarily the younger, less exper1enced teachers. We found,that the

6.8 percent decline in teaching staff resulted in a 2.7 percent‘increase

in the average years of experience and a 13.2 percent increase in the per-

centage of teachers with master's degrees. Clearly, more experienced staff

was being retained at the expense of the younger, liss erperienced teachers.
Union representation was fairly eren over the two types of districts.

Roughly, 92 percent of the dec11n1ng enrdllment districts were represented

by recognized barga1n1ng units while nearly 90 percent of the increasing
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enrollment districts were represented; Bargaining units affiliated with
the NEA accounteq for 84 percent of the declining enrollment districts,
but-for only 75 perceﬁt of the ,increasing enrollment districts. The com-
position o% the contracts in the two district types differed on]y slightly.
Table 8 shows that the most noticeable difference was the slightly higher
occurrence of staff-reduction-related provisions iﬁ declining enroa1ment

districps. ‘

yot

The Effects of Collective Bargaining on the Mobility of Teachers

We have consiaered how schop1 administrators allocate educational re-
source; depending on their own information and the information provideg by
collective bargaining contyvacts. In the previous anaiysis, we assumed
that adminiétrato;s unf]ét rally ma&e decisions about the‘;ize and compo-
sition of/the'teachihg stAff. This is not necessgri]y the case. Although
adminjstrators choose the number of teachers to employ and have set of
attributes in mind when’hiring teachers, the decisions of teachers to seek
or leave employment are also important in determining the overall charac-
terstics of the teaching staff. The propenshty.of'certain teachers to quit
or to apply fqy_emp1oyment wj11’éffect the composition of the teaching
staff which, in turn, may affect not only the quality but a1§o the costk
of education. The quality of education is affected by the high turnover
rate accompanying qﬁits and the concomitant change in payroll costs brought
about by changes in the education and experience levels of teachers,

Following the work of Freeman and Medoff (1979), we examined whether col-

lective hargaining influences quit rates. Unlike earlier work in this area,
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Table 8

[

Percentage of Michiganm\School Districts with Selected Contract

Items by Chande in Enrollment, 1976-77

Labor Jurisprudence All.
Staff Reduction Based on Seniority 73.0
Staff Reduction Based on Certification 71.0
Staff Reduction is Grievable’ 66.0
Recall Based on Inverse Order of '

Reduction 61.0
workingggpnditioné
Class Size is Limited 50.1
Class Size Relief: Add Teachers 7.5
Class Size Relief: Add Aides 19.5
Aides Relieve Teachers of Non-

professional Duties 22.3
High School Prep Period 67.3
Elementary Prep Period 37.8
Duty-Free Lunch " 68.8

Unijon Strength

Payment of Dues

(e

Enforcement Procedures 8.
Release Time for Officers 8.5

Declining Increasing
73.6 67.9
71.4 64.3
66.4 . 60.7
60.6 . 60.7

.50.1 51.8
7.3 8.9
19.5 19.6
22.2 23.2
68.2 58.9
37.6 39.2
69.5 62.5
5609 ’ 6205
58.5 53.5
8.5 8.
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however, we were able to consider the impact of individual contract items
on quits rather than the d%fferentia] behavior on‘union véﬁsus nonunion
districts. Although the hiring of new teach¢r§ is discussed, the major
focus of this analysis was on quit behavior for two reasons. First,
teachers have more discretion in quitting than being hired since the ad-
ministration decides who to hire. Second, co]]ecti&: bargaining is}nore
1ikely to influence the decision to quit rather than the decis%on to seek
employment with a,particular school district.

Emp]oymeht is a two-sided arrangement dependent npon the decisions
of school administrators and teachers. Job tenure (or quits) results from
thé joint behavior of administrators, who decide whether or not'to retain
a teacher, and employees who choose to stay or go. The basic principle
for maintainiqg the emb]oyment relation is that neithgr side exéects to
do better in the outside market. Admirnistrators cannot hire any better
qualified teachers at the same\iili; R teachers cannot find any
better working conditions at the same salary. Thus, teachers will remain
at their present positions.if the discrepancies between desired and actual
working conditions are not sufficiently large to warrant a search for al- '
ternative employment.

Seeking alternative employment is not the only option open to teachers
who are dissatisfied with their present situations. Instead of leaving
a schoo1'district because of suboptimal wo}king coqditionﬁ and salary,
teachers may choose to voice complaints about their employment situat{on

in hopes that the administration will take action ta change the undesir-

table features of the job. s
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Teacher unions provide a forum for teachers to express their opinions

about level of compensation and other conditions. Moreover, unions function

P

- ‘ R Y L S
as a vehicle to brjng‘about change thréugh the strength of collective.action.
\Thus, tepche;guﬁions offer a viable option to the free market alternative

of quitting in response to undesirable employment arrangements, ’
. o : :

Teacher unions can reduce teacher turnover in a number of ways: First,
teacher unions offer a formal mechanism for reso]vind empToyee.re1ation prob-
lems that otherwise would résu]t in the departure of teachers. One of the
most impor;;nt‘outcomes d€2c01lective bargaining has been the c;eation of
fbrma] chgnne1s for handling and arbitrating teacher grievances. The griev:
ance and arbitration system gives. teachers a mechanism for reso1ving,tﬁese
conflicts with the administration. Although the system/ﬁ?iﬁ not e]iﬁinate
grievance-related nuits, the overall exit r?te wii1 Be reduced as a rgsu1t
of the pe?iod of suspended action during the grievance and abritration'pro-
cedure. ’

Second, the negotiatiop, process itself can be expected to reduce quits.

Teachers who seek different wcrking‘cgﬁditions might lobby for the changes

 within their owl district through.contract negotiations.rather than search

for districts that already possess the desired conditions. However, since
working conditions are a public good and the changes presented-at the bar-

gaining table represent the preferences'of the group, the preferences of the

_%ndividuals may not be'represepted and a teacher might choose to leave the

district anyway. Workers whose demands are met will decide to remain with

the district. Thus, quits will be lower than they would Havé.been if the

»

voice mechanism were not available.

./.

Y

¥
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Third, unions brovide teachers with a voice in establishing procedures

for reducing the teaching staff due to declining enrollment. Traditionally,

teacher employment has been governed by the tenure system. .Recent1y, how-
ever, the overall decline in enrollments has resulted in both nontenured

and tenured teachers being iaid cff. Negotiated procedures for reducing

the teaching staff help allevia.e the anxiety and loss of morale accompanying
layofis, and thereby reduce voluntary resignations. Time-tonsuming layoff
procedures may also increase the costs of reducing staff, thereby giving
distr}cts an incentive to find other revenues or other ways to cut costs
besides layoffs. In both cases, quits may be reduced by the establishment

of ;eductidn-in-fcrce provisions.

Besides offeriag teachers a voice in their working conditions, teacher
unions can be expected to reduce exit behavior through their influence on
wages and fringe benefits. Unions can raise salaries and employee benefits
through the monopolistic position they maintain in offering teacher ser-
vices. Chambers (1977) estimates that unions are able to increase salaries
by as much as 16 percent over salaries received by nonunion teachers.
Teachers who consider salaries to be a primary attraction in a district
will have more %ncentive to remain with union districts than nonunion
districts.

The impact of teacher collective bargaining in reducing the number
of quits can be measured by considering thé differences between quit
rates in districts with reduction-in-force procedures based on seniority
and the quit rates in districts withput such p}ovisions. We examined the

behavior of individual teachers and not the aggreqate behavior of all

83
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teachers in a district. This formulation considers the impact of various
factors on the odds that an individual will leave the district. The co-
efficients of the explanatory variables measure the partial effects of

each factor on the odds or quitting. This method of analysis is different

from a simple frequency analysis because it allows us to consider the im-

pact of certain factors while holding constant other important factors.
Because of this the two methods may yield slightly different results.
Four groups of factors were considered in the departure equation:
characteristics of the teacher, characteristics of the student body and
district, the difference in salary received by a teacher and those paid
e1sewhere: and characteristics of the co11eqtive bargaining agreements.
Age and personal qualifications of teachers are impdrtgnt factors in
mobility. Studies have shown that individuals have the greatest mobility
when they are younger than 35 sears. After this age, families become
less mcbile because of ¢'.idren and personal ties to the comﬁunity. Per-
sonal qualifications are also important in finding employment elsewhere.
Tedachers with more education and gxperience than the average have a greater

chance of finding employment elsewhere. The education level also may ind%-

. cate the level of motivation of the teacher. However, teachers may become

over-qualified and may thus be hampered in seeking employment in another

school district. Sex may a1so'g1 y an important role in explaining quitii
behavior. Due to chi1dbeariﬁg and child rearing, female teacners are more
1ikely than male teachers to enter and leave the labor force with some fre~.
quency. This is especially true for female teachers in the childbearing

years.




The characteristics of the school district can have an effect on the
decision of teachers to quit. Districts with students who are less moti-

vated and who have discipline problems inay have a higher turnover rate.

On the other hand, districts with a high level of péﬁgﬂt support, as measured
—

by the percentage of parents who have attended co]]ege, may experience a
Tow turnover rate. //// '

Teachers in districts-facing déc]ining enrollments may find workfng
conditiong deteriorating, job security diminishing, and opportunities for
advancement disappearing. Thus, even though thésé teachers may not be laid
off, they may_ choose to find more prémising employment. b

The difference in the salary actually received and one paid elsewhere
is measured by thé difference between the actual salary aad the predicted
salary of the individual teacher. The predicted salary is baséd.on the
attributes of tﬁe teécher and the imputed value of the employee benefits
recei{ed by the teacher. The difference between the actual and the pre-
dicted provides a comparﬁéon of the salary of a particular teacher with the
average salary in New York of teachers with the same attributes. We would
expect that if the sa1gry package is an important determinant of departures,
then teachers would more likely depart when their salaries are below rather
than above the average.

Past sfpdies have considered the presence of a union to imply that
redvition-in-force pracedures‘are present. This is not necessarj1y the
case. In fact, less than half of the districts in New York that‘have con-
tracts include a reduction-in-force prociﬁure and only 18 percent of the

districts base reductior in force on seniority. Therefore, it is necessary

o

0 ¢
o1
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to divide the d1str1cts, not by the fact that they are represented by a
union, but rather by the fact that they actually have a reduction-in- force.
procedure. In th1s ana]ys1s, we will concentrate primarily on reduction-
in- forceprocedures that are based on seniority. ) ' .
We would expect that senior teqchers in districts with a sehiority

clause would be less likely to leave than those in districts without the
provision. At the same.time, we would expect that newer teachers covered

' by the seniority clause would be more likely to 1éavehsince they would be

the first to be laid off in times of deq]ining enrollments.

*

~ ' ,The Ana1y§is of Teacher Quits 4 '
A random sampfé’of'ls,OOO teachers froﬁ one fifth of the public school
. distriéts in New»Yo:i‘was-used ﬁq examine quit behavior. The data were\ob-
tained frOm'the personne[ records of each échoc] district. A1th§ugh the
records_did'noy con?a{n specific information on whether the teacher had left
the district,'wé were able to compare the personnel records of two consecu-\
tive ygﬁrs, 1976-77 and 1977-78, to identify teachers who no longer were
_emp]oyed with the district.

Teachers have a numbeEVof options when leaving a district. They can
obtain employment iﬁ another public school district, leave public school
teachiné for another occupation, or retire. It is possible to trace the
whereabouts of the teacher if that teacher remains within the employment
of public school districts in New York. However, since this process would

have involved searching through oyef 138,000 records, we felt that little

would be gained by the additional information.

56
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The sémp]e of teachers was fairly cénsistent with the entire popula-
tion of pubﬁic school teachers in New York, although some minor differences
did exist. Teachers in the sample earned, on an average, $16,451 compared
with the state average of $15,147. This may be attributed to the fact that
the teacﬁers in the sample come from larger districts than the séate average.
The.percentage of teachers with master's degrees.and the total. years experi-

ence of the average teacher are roughly the same for both groups. Community

* )
and student characteristics are also comparable. A few contract items are

found more frequently in the sample than the state population, primarily
due to the fact that larger districts are considered in the sample. However,
the differences are not significant.

The anéJysis shows that in 1977-78 2,225 teachers or slightly under 18

percent of the teachers sampled were no longer employed in the same district

they were in the year before. Tables 9-11 show the characteristics of the
teachers who left the districts. Table 9 shows that of those who quit, over
54 percent had master's degrees or higﬁer. Table 10 shows depértures by
age. Teachers who were under 28 years old had the highest propegsity to
quit among the five age groups considered, with 22 percent of the teachers
in this group leaving. The perééntage of quits decreased as teachers be-
came older. The trend continued until teachers ih certain aée brackets
reached retirement age,at which time the percentage increased again.

We found tha% female tea;hers were more 1ikely to quit than aale
teachers. The figures in Table 11 show that 19.33 percent of the female
teachers quit during the two-year period while onty 15.61 percent of the

males left thedistrict. Of those teachers who left, we found that 61.94

87




Table 9

Departures By Master's Degrees or Greater

No Master's Master's or Greater Total
Remain: . 4,638 5,754 10,392
36.75% 45.61% 82.37%
44 .,63% 55.37%
81.96% 82.70%
Depart: 1,021 . 1,204 2,225
. . 8-09% 9.54% 17.63%
s 45.89% 54.11%
18.04% 17.30%
Freguency 5,659 6.958 12,617
Percentage 44,859 55.15% i
Row percentage
Column percentage
Table 10

_ Departures by Age

-28 . 28-38 38-50 50-60 60- Total

Remain: 2,177 3,848 2,873 1,323 171 10,392
17.25% 30.50% 22.77% 10.49% 1.36% 82.36%
20.95% 37.03% 27.65% 12.73% «1.65%
77.03% 84.39% 86.04% 81.07% 65.52% -

Depart: \ 649 na2 466 309 90 2,226
5.14% 5.64% 3.69% 2.45% 9.71% 17.64%

29.16% 31.99% 20.93% 13.88% +  4.04%

22.97% 15.61% 13.96% 18.93% 34.48%

Frequency 2,826 4,560 3,339 1,632 261 12,618
Percentage 22.40%  36.14%  26.46% . 12.93%  2.07% 100.00%
Row Percentage ’

@ Column Percentage h -

)
hy
.
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 Table 11

Departures by Sex

-

Male Female Total
Remain: 4,514 5,670 . 19,184
36.47% 45.81%
44 .32% 55.68% 82.28%
84.39% 80.67%
Depart: . 835 1,359 2,194
‘ 6.75% 10.98%
38.06% 61.94% 17,]2%
15.61% 19.33%
Frequency 5,349 7,029 12,378
Percentage '
Row percentage 43.21% ' 56.79% 100.00%

Column percentage

percent are female and 38.06 bercent are male. If there were no difference
in behavior between male and female teachers, we wou19 expect the percent-
ages to ref{ect the percentage of each sex in the sémp1e, 43.21 percent and
56.79 percent respectively. Therefore, roughly § percent more female
teachers quit thap~we would expect if the behavior were identical.

Table 12 shows the difference in the number of departures‘of teachers
in declining and'increasing/énro11ment districts. Districts experiencing
a decrease in enrollments between 1972 and 1978 lost 18.61 percent of their

teachérs‘whi1e districts facing increasing enrollments jost 2 percent fewer

teachers,




Th? results from Tables 9-12 provide an overall picture of teachers
who depart. Over half of the teadhérs who quit had mgsteh's degFees or
higher, were relatively young, were more 1{ké1y to be fema]é than male,
and departed from declining enro11meﬁt districts slightly more often than
from increasing enrollment districts. In conséquence, dfstricts on the
average should have had a slightly less educated teaching staff as a result
of departures.

-

4
Table 12

Departures By Change In Enrolliment

Declining Increasing ’Tota1

Remain: 5,205 5,187 10,392
' 41.25% 0.11% 82.36%
50.09% 49.91%
81.39% 83.359%
Denart: 1,190 1,036 2,226
' 9.43% - 8.21% 17.64% .
53.46% 46.54% 17.65% .
18.61% 16.25%

Frequency 6,395 6,223 12,618
\\\\\\~/> Percentage . i
Row Percentage 50.68% 49,32% 100.00%

Column Percentage
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The net result of teacher mobi]ity‘on the composition of the teaching
staff is further revealed By examining the characteristics of new entrants
into the‘distrigt. Data on new entrants is contained ip Tables 13-17. Og!k\
results showed that 63 percent of the teachers who were new to the district *
in 1977-78 had master's dégrees or higher. The increase in educational
attainment.was primarily due to recent graduatés who were entering the
"teaching profession for the first time. It appears that a higher propor-
tion of new graduates were entering the declining enrollment districts to
replace, at least partially, the greater number of teachers departing
those districts. This is evidenced by the fact that approximately five
percent more of the teachers.in declining enrollment districts held master's
degrees compared to those in increasing enrollment districts. \

The age distribution of teachers also changed as a result of departures
and entries of teachers. Of those teachers who departed, 61 percent were
under 38 years old. Fifty-eight percent of the teachers Qho remained were
under 38. “&gachers who entered the dist;ict were much younger, with close
to 66 percent under 38 years old. Forty-five percent of these were under
28, compared with 29 percent of those who 1eft With the influx of young
graduates into the system, the average &ge of teachers falls in districts
that hire new teachers. Again, since more teachers left declining enroll-
ment districts éo be rep]aced partially by younger teachers we found the
age distribution more affected in those districts than in increasing
enrollment districts. We also found that %eachers who received above
average salaries were less likely to quit than teachers who fell below

the norm.




90

Table 13

Education By Age

<28 29-38 38-50 50-60 60<
B.A. 1,380 818 55 230 61 3,040
11.04% 6.55%  4/41% 1.84% 49% . 24.33

45.39% 26.91% 18.13% 7.57%  2.01%
49.10% 18.12% . 16.5T%—14.29% 25.10%

th.+ 408 978 680 n 61 2,498
3.27% 7.83% 5.44% 2.97% .49% 19.99%
16.33% 39.15% 27.22% 14.85% 2.44%
14.51% 21.66% 20.49% 23.06% 25.10%

M.A. ! 970 27 1,191 525 50 4,863
7.76% $7.ozz 9.53% _ .4.20% .80%  38.92%
19.95%  43.74%  24.49%  10.80% ~  1.03%
34.50%  47.11%  35.90%  32.63%  20.58%

M.A.+ . 53 '592 896 483 7 2,095
425 4.78%  7.17% 3.87% 57%  16.77%
2.53%  28.26%  42.77%  23.05%  3.39%
1.89%  13.11%  -27.00%  30.02%  29.22%

' Frequency 2,811 4,515 3,318 1,609 243 12,496
Percentage
Row Percentage 22.50%  36.13%  26.55%  12.88%  19.45%

Column Percentage
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Table 14

i

-

T/ Teacher Entries in 1977-78 by Education

’ T
1S

B.A. Masters+
Teachers in 1976-77 5,538 6,958 12,496
‘ 36.05% 45.29% . 81.34%
44 .32% 55.68%
84.13% 79.26%
‘New Entries in 1977-78. 1,045 1,821 2,866
) 6.80% 11.85% . 18.66%
36.46% 63.54%
15 .87% 20.74%
Frequency 6,583 8,779 15,362
Percentage
Row Percentage - 42.,85% 57.15% 100.00%
. Column Percentage ° ‘
,Table 15

Entries by Sex, Sample of Teachers in'New'York Schoo!
Districts, 1977-78 ‘

Male Female
Teachers in 19713-78 who 4,514 5,670 g 10,184
are not new entries 36.78Y 46204 82.97%
: . 44.32% 55.68%
‘ 83.86% .  82.28%
- New Entries in 1977-78 869 1,221 P 2,090
7.08% 9.95% 17.03%
41.58% 58.42%
Frequency 5,383 6,891 4
Percentage - 43.863 56,047 100.00%
‘Row Percentage
Column Percentage g '




Table 16

" Teacher Entries in 1977-78 by Age

i <28 . 28-38 38-50 50-60 60<

Teachers in 1976-77 2,826 - 4,560 3,339 1,632 261 12,618
16.78%  27.07%  19.82%  9.69%  1.55% « 74.90%
22.40%  36.14%  26.46%  12.93%  2.07%’
59.71%  84.10%  78.05%  78.46%  78.38%
New Entries in :
1977-78 1,907 862 . 939 448 72 4,228
11.32%  5.12%  5.57%  2.66%  0.43%  25.10% .
45.10%  20.39%  22.21%  10.60%  1.70%
. 40.29%  15.90%  21.95%  21.54%  21.62%

Frequency 4,733, 5,422 4,218 2,080 333
Percentage . 28.10% 32.19% 25.39% 12.35% 1.98% ‘
Row Percentage :

Column Percentage

" Table 17 !

Entries by Change in Enroliment, Sample of Teachers in Hew York
School bistricts, 1976-77, 1977-78

Declining Increasing N

' Teachers in .1977-78 Who 5,205 - 5,187 10,392
are not new ‘entries 38.52% . 38.39% 76.91%

\ ' 50. 09% 49.91%

L_; . 67.18% 89, 99%
New Entries in 1977-78 2,543 577 3,120
18.82% 4,274 23.09%
81.519, 18.49% -

‘ . 32.82% 10,01
Frequency 7,748 5,764 ¢ 13,512
Percentage ' 57.34% - 42.66% 100.00%

Row Percentage
Column Percentage 9(1
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District characteristics affected the deéis}on ;Q qdft in the directions
we anticipated. Teachers in districts with higher-than-average dropout rates
had a higher propensity to quit than teachers in other districts. On the .
other hand, teachers from d{stricts with a higher percentage of- parents
who had attended co11egé were less 1ike1y to quit than .otherwise. Bot;
these coefficients are statistically significant at reasonable levels of
confidence, which indicates that the working conditions of the dist}ict are
important to the teachers' decigions to quit. .

To summarize, we were interested in the impact of collectivesbargaining
on the quit behavior of teachers because departures affecp‘the quality and
cost of education. We found that tpe reduction in force based on seniority
significantly inf1yencedcthe decision to quit. The seniority é]ause reduced
the propensity of more senior teachers to quit while it ;ncreased the pro-
pensity to quit of less experienced teachers. We also found that teachers
who guit were youpger, less experienced, slightly more educated, and more ‘
likely to be female than teachers who remained. On the other hand, thg,:
teachers hired to replace those who quit, a1ihpugh younger, weré more highly
educated thaé those wﬂo quit. Thus, districts with larger rates of turnover
may be paying higher salaries but at\fhe\samé time be building a higher

quality staff, which could result in higher test- scores.

Y]

Conclusion

This chapter has examined the effects of collective bargaining agree-
ments on the budgets and edutational processes of school districts in the

states of New-York and Michigan. We looked not oq1y at the impapt of the

existence of agreements on resource allocation decisions, but also at the
) s
35 \
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the extensiveness of contract provisions and of the specific content of con-

tract provisiog; on school "budgets. : .

1




.Cﬁépter 4 ) ' .
WHERE DOES THIS LEAVE US?

\

searchers déve!op their own mystique$, and administrators and politicians

Introduction ‘ . ’

What have we learned from'this examfnation_oﬁ unions and public éghoo]s?
If we cast away the paraphernalia of input-outpht analysis and educational
production functlions, are there lessons Hér; for those Qho_are concerned

with education in public schools? Al1 too often policy analysts and re-

»

L

have a tendency'to act as if they understood them. Status is frequeht1y
conferred these days on those seemin; to be participants in the newest
mxéteries. N

The purpose of this stud} hds been to unveil some of thé.mysteries
surrounding tﬁe raole of unknowns in schpo]é. In reviewing tﬁése findings
a reader mhst have realistic expectations1 If'they.are too high, the.re-
sults will seem disappointly modest. However, if our-results are compared with
tpe existing knowledge of teacherﬁ and unions, then they make an, important

contribution to our know1edge of bargaining. We can say with confjdence

' that collective bargaining chanées decision-makjng in public education in

ways that affect the educational process. The influence of collective bar-
gaining on the rate of iearning is now a little less "unknown" than it was

when McDonnell énd Pascal concluded that we knew very little about such’
¢ . —T

-

effects.‘
The effects of.co11ectfve bargaining on the educational proces. have

remained a mystery for three principal reasons. The first two continue to

shroud our results. First, education is an imprecise activity. Unlike

97



96

many technica1 processes in which the relationships between inputs and out-
puts are well known, whdt is involved in educating students still remains )
unc]ear For Jearning to occur, there must be students ab]e and willing

to learn and teachers with suff1cient know]edge and training in proximity

to the students. Educational effectiveness studies cast some light on the
re]at1onsh1ps between student and.community attributes, teacher character-
istics, peer group relationships, instructional methodolog1es and student .
achievement. Yet, it is accurate to sey that we do not know how to pack-

.o . .
age these inputs to guarantee that learning will occur. A combination of ) ‘e

inputs works with some students, while the same comb1nat1on fa1]s with i
others. Attempts to measure the impact of an event or occurrence such as
collective bargainihg, oh a process which itself is not well understood; N J
necessarily produces uncertain resu]ts.

" A second reason for our difficulty in isolating the effects of col- -
lective bargaining in public education is that collective bargaininé is’
just one of many factors that shape the learning process. Education occurs
in a context of estab]1shed rout1nes, educational trad1t1ons, federal, ~
state and d1str1ct laws and procedures, and 1mmed1ate circumstances. Col-
iective bargainihg, at the most,‘woﬁid aftect what goes orn in schools in -
sma11 ways. To date, socia] science'has not been sufficiently develope ‘ ‘
and prec1se to measure sma]] d1fferences in the operat1on of soC1a1 insti-
tutions. 'Ihe prob1em is further compd icated by the expectat1ons of par-
ties involved. Union proponents believe collective bargaining substantﬁal1&{
ihproves public educatibn. They are disappointed With evidence showing
that much less is actua]]x at stake. A1l of ‘this is a way of'?aying that -

progress in understanding the rofe of unions in schools will be made only

»

+
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:
if we _recognize the limitations involved in.making such an assessment and

" do not expect more than can poss1b1y be de11vered

A third and important reason why the effect of co]]ective bargaining -
_on the educational process has been ignored is the lack of a conyincing\ .

theoretical argumght of why unions should make a difference. fhe critiques

“of céllective'bargaining are almost always made on legal or financial

' -

grounds, not on educational ones. Unions diminish democracy by reducing

the discretion of democratically elected officials and their representa-

\

tives. Unions have disproportipnate power and>therefore receive'higher
than optimal wages for their members or a disporportionate]y large a]]ogal
. tion of public funds for public education. Neither of these freqﬁent]y _
heard arguments is based on understanding of how co]]ettihe bargaining
affects the education of children. <;~\

Our first task in this study has.been to present a theory of the role
of tnions in educational decision-making. It states that cd]]ective bari
gaining in public education will make a difference when the preferences
of the average teacher and the‘preferences of the school administration
-differ on such matters as sa]aries, fringe benefits, working condttions,
and educational policy. Prior to collective bargaining, no]icy in public
schools was made unilaterally by schoo] adminictrators, subject only to
the requirement that the d1str1ct attract and maintain a qualified staff N
of teachers. School district dec1s1on -making was responsive to new teachers
and to thoseaab]e and willing to leave the d1str1ct when they were dis-
satisfied with lthe wage and werking condition package offered by the ﬁis-

L}

trict.
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Co]lective‘bargaining‘has changed by legally giving teachers the .
right to,v?ice‘their eonéerns about wages and woFking cohditionsu It Qas
‘given teachers an alternative to expressing their prefereﬁces solely |
throdgh the decisioﬁ to stay or leave. OQur theéry states that resourqé
a]]oca?iéh decisions that affect student achievement will be qifférent tov

the extent that unions rep§esent a‘different'set of teacher preferencés in

collective bargaining_than were previously considered by management:

Thé Results ' - B . :
—_—— - . ~ oy . | . .

We first examined the relationsh#p betwéen union af%i]iaf?on:and dis-
N .

trict characteristics. Our- theory led us to hypothesize that decisions

in unioniiéd di;tr%cts would reflect fhe‘preferences of inframarginal or

' oldér, more experiéncea teachers to a greater degree than in uonunionized
distficts. The data from New York and Michigan“éonfirmeqﬁthis e;pectation.
Turnover was areater in nonupion districts than in unionized districts.
Unjonized districts retained more senipr teachers by not hiring as many
junior teachers, while nonunioﬁ districts released more experienced teachers
and rgp]aced them with'less experiénced and less cosfﬁy teachers. This
rgjationship is partigularly prohounced in declining enrollment districts.
Unionized di;triéts maintained a larger percentaqe‘éf teachers relative

to the percentage decline in enrellmént than did nonunionized districts.
ThiS'resulted in larger spending per pupil, and a §Tightly higher percent- -
age of the budget spent ;n instruction in declining enrollment districts

‘(as compared to increasing enrollment districts).

(X3
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on job security by NEA units, therefore, may be more the result of de- *

When we examined ¢he contracts of schoo] districts, we found oniy .

slight differences related to uninn affiliatton In both states most dis-

tricts were unionized. Although there were 1arge variations among the

contracts within gach state, these variations were not exp]ained by union

affiliation. Differences between states were more -prevalent. Contracts

“negotiated by NEA\affiliates in Michigan seemed to place more emphasis on

[y

jobe seCurity. provisions while contracts negotiated by AFT affiliates in

'New York seemed to emphaSize wage and working condition prov151ons . One

exp]anation for thig is that NEA units are more preva]ent in Michigan

where' enrollments are declining more rapidly than in. New York. The emghasis

N ,

clining enro]]ﬁnnt than union philosophy Thi; latter 1nterpretation is *
.
consistent with the notion that unions represent the B/egerences of infra-

R margihal teachers 1n a district and teachers in declining enrollment d1S-

v - VoL

tricts argwmore concerned w1th keeping their jobs than maximizing their pay:

. . .

" In Michigan unionization raises_average salaries and teacher/student

!

increasihg enrollment ‘distrigfs. In New York NEA affiliated seem to do

rations, but ieads to 1ower/;:§aries and higher teacher/stud%nt ratios in

Tess well than AFT and nonaffiliated units in terms of salaries and teacher/

y /

student ratio. The differences are siiéht however, and due to the high

pgrcentage of djstricts that are unionized these differencés shou]d not

I
’

be given much weight.

, A

7 More interestiho results were found when,we examined the relationships

between the content of contracts and resource allocation in districts. Con-

- A

tract prov1Sions place constraints on the decisions of administrators They
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A\

“ b.

somet1mes p]acelA1m1ts on the way resources are employed. At other times
they requ1re a procedure which jincreases the cost of contract %mp]ementat1on

Adm1n1strators can avoid the 1mpact or cost of the constra1nt by subst1tut1ng
X ( . -
one resource fon another. If teachers cannot be laid off for example, R

administrators can reduce 1nstruct1ona1 expenditures by laying off a1des.
The larger the number of pravisions in a €on ract,'th .less\ab1e,are admin-
istrators to.avoid the impact of the contract provision b} substjtuting
another resource. Lo AT /

Qur analysis proceeded then in‘twptways. Eirst: weolookéd in, New,Yorh'

-

at the effect of the number of contyract {tems on the allocation of a dis- . .

<trict's budgetl The number of contract items is a good proxy ¥or the

»

matur1ty of the bargaining relationship and the. power of the un1on As

expected we foﬁnd that as the number of contract items 1ncreased budget

*

allocations for 1nstruct1ona] exaend1tures,hteacher salaries, and teacher

. benefits increased and the a11ocations for administration and “otherﬂ

expend’tures decreased For examp]e teachers 1n/d1str1cts with the maxi -

b
mum humber of contract items rece1ved average sa]ar1es that were $1.,855

h1ghe‘ than those of teachers in d1str1cts w1th the m1ﬁ1mum number of con- b
tract items. Aga1n thesef1nd1ng§were\cohs1stent with the notion that
co]1ect1ve barga1n1ng constra1ns the. qec1s1ons of ad 1n1stra&;:s and a]so
allows teachers to exerc1se a vo1c//ﬁn‘how resources aye to’b-‘a11ocated

L3

We also found that strong unions, as ref]ected by the number of con-
4

;tract items negptiated, used the1r pbwer to increase per pup11 spend1ng

Districts w1t;/:h7 maximum rumber of .contract items spent $72 more per

pupil than dig’ istricts with the minimum, number ot contract items.
(e ‘ v L




.The second procedure was to exam1ne the re1at1onsh1p betweeh specific
N
contract items and the a1locat1on of a district's budget In New York the

presence of arb1tratqg‘{and gr1evance items appeared to come at the e}pense_

of sa]a:i,énd wor?ing condition! benefits. .Items related to job security,

taff-reduction provisions and recall provisions, increased funds
} ) Y . -
~allocated to instructional expenditufes and teacher salaries. - The presence

such as

<

'of a réca]] procedure.a1so‘ led to higher instructional- expenditures at

‘ the expense of "other" expend1tures _District contracts with a provision

-

for d1sm1ss1ng teachers for other than financial reasons a11ocated more.

money to adm1n1strat1on, presumab]y because of thé highge adm1n1strat1ve

<

costs of adm1n1ster1ng such a procedure . 9
) {.f1na11y, the New York ana1ys1s revealed that the presence Of emp10yee

benefit prov1s1ons in contracts is related to h1gher Expend1tures~ S1nce

s

‘these benef1ts are a form of compensht1on, they are part]y offset by a
reduct1on in teachers' take-home pay On‘average, teachers in d1str1cts
that-prov1de life insurance receive $708 less in sa1ary, while teachers

in d1str1cts that. provide hea]th insurance take home sa1ar1es that are
N ‘Q

$1, 143 1ower than those of teachers in d1str1cts w1thout these provisians.
In Mﬁchlgant)the presence of contract items produced a somewhat dff—

ferent pattern of results. For examp1e, New York d1str1cts’that had a .
Il J N * e )
reduction-in-force 'rovision lowered average salaries but maintained a
wa

larger staff ‘per pupil rat1o than districts without the p?8v1s1on JAs.

-3

ment1oned prevfbus]y, ‘one exp]anat1on For th1s result-was the higher rate,

of ecro11ment decline in M1ch1gan than in New York. The presence of the

reduction-in-force provision based on seniority produced an4N;$xpected

. 1 ‘ . . .1
o | 03

S~
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resu1t~in Michig;n While it n}otected the total teaéning staf%>from lay~-
offs, it d1d not protect the most sen1or members. Rather, declining enro]]-
ment d1str1cts w1th a reduct1on -in- force prov1s1nn based on_ sen1or1ty were
able to rep1ace senior facu1ty w1th.1ess exper1enced faculty more read11y .
than those without the provision. Another provision e1iqitﬁng different a
responses in the fwo’SFatés‘wn§ th; %Eacher,prepa;ation provision. .In

New York, it was_not ré]afed to Vdriations jn resource allocation. In
Michigan, teachers in districts with the provision'¥eceived lower salaries
than those without it. '

Contrary to convent1ona1 w1sdom we found that co11ect1ve barga1n1ng
> provisions do make a d]fference in the way d1str1cts a11ocate their resources
among important budget.categoriés. In Michigan,unions were able.to nego-

‘. tiaéa.provisions that proviqed benefitg to teachers, but u§ua11y only by
+ making concessions on other items.; To gain job security by a reduétion-in- .

(4 MY . .
force procedure required that teachers accept a lower salary. In New York,

_ union negotiators seemed better able to provide béne*its for their members
without compromising other benefits. Thié general difference, agajnl may
héve resulted from a more favorable enroliment and finahcial enviranment
in New York than in Michigan, or from d%fferences in the legal environment
1n wh1ch negot1at1ons were rarried out in the two stgtes. '

. In New York, we were able to investigate, the impact of co11ect1ve bar-
gaining on the\h(opens1ty of teachers to qu1t Our mode1 led us to expect
that co11ect1ve bargaining.would prov1de an alternative to qu1tt1ng, the

option of vp1c1ng dissatisfaction and negotiating provisions to respond to

teachers' concerns. Reducing teacher turnover.is important because it is
' : - \\\;

‘\)‘( [ . * " , .
e S (TR
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cost1y to recru1t and retrain teauhers. The ana1ysi; revealed that the pre- -
sence of a reduct1on-1n-f0rqg_c1ause based on senidbrity reduced the quit:

rate of more‘exper%éﬁEga’teachers but iacréased the propensity to quit of ~—
1e§° ‘experienced teachers. It also showed that téaahers hired to rep1ace

. those who leave are younger and more. highly educated than their predecessors.
In other words, d1str1cts with larger turnover e1ther as a resu1t of de-
clining enroliment or the union's failyre to protect its members, may be

building a more qualified teaching,staff, which could result in greater

student achiavement.

- - .
]

“

Conclusion A -

. In Chapter ZIye noted that co11ectiye bargaining gives teachers a voice y
in decision-making at tﬁe district 1evaIL Thée effects of "voice" are re-
ﬁﬁected in the provisions contained in contracts that act to constrain the
decision§\of managemant. Voice'may also improve the ?erformance of schools
by giving teachers a greater séake in the negotiated decisions of the dis-
trict and, indirectfy, by making them feel more invo1vad in the decision-
_making process. dur study showea that collective Burgaining usaa11y changed
the allocation of district resources in ways tiat are perceived to be bene-

. ficial to teacﬁérs. Collective bargaining'a1§o reduced teacher turnover

‘ and seemed to eacourage the entry or more qua!ified teachers’ when r;p1ace-
ments were required. '

The ev1dence presented here on the role of unions®in pub11c schools

Jis 11m1ted by both the available data and the method of analysis. The

ana1ysis is well suited to explain the impact of collective bargaining on

— \ | " \\/’
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the allocation 'of resources, and indeed the results are very insigptful.

-’

The 1ink between 1nputs and student outcomes, however, is less sat1sfactory |
° ’
Even though our approach reflects the state of the art in educat1on produc- |

tion funct1ons, the present technology does fhot reveal the subt]e d1fferences
in individual teacher and ctudent behavior requ1red in a study such as ours.
Many of the’ ]inkages exp]ored in this study need to be examined at the
classroom or evedi the individual student level. Many of the problems of
re]atihgabehaviorﬁ at the district level, such as the negotiation of col-

lectie bargaining contract and the ¢ransfer of know]edge in the classroom

-~
[}

te individual students, have not beéen adequate]y solved here. .Much larger <

!
data sets co]]ected at the student level over a protracted period may be ,
. ! : .
necessary to fully answer the questions we have only begun to exp]ore. We
do feel that our study has taken a necesshry ahd substantial step in beginning

to unJerstaqd the relationships between unions and public education.
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