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Lynne B. Pierson
Loyola University of Chicago
AN ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT
PARTICIPANTS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS

IN SELECTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The purpose of this study was to analyze the role of school dis-
trict employees in management positions in completing these tasks that
define the collective bargaining process occurring between a district's
Board of Education and teacher's organization. The study addressed the
following questions: (1) To what extent are the management representa-
tives or participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining?
(2) To what extent are the management representatives involved in the
collective bargaining process? (3) To what extent are the management
representatives involved in contract management? (4) What is the rela-
tionship between demographic data and the involvement of management rep-
resentatives in the collective bargaining process? (5) What impact has
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act had on the roles of manage-
ment representatives in the collective bargaining process?

Data for this study were collected through the administration of an
author-developed questionnaire. Responses were obtained from 181 of 298
elementary, high school and unit school district superintendents in
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties in Illinois. The
resulting data were analyzed using cross-tabulation of frequency and
percentage of response to all variables and a chi-square test of signifi-
cance. A content analysis was performed on the open-ended questions.

The .05 level of significance was used on all statistical tests.



Significant relationships existed among management representatives

by role, task and demographic variables in the three phases of collec-

tive bargaining.

Conclusions from this study were:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

The board of education's primary role in the bargaining pro-
cess was to determine the composition of the negotiating team,
attend negotiations sessions and participates in caucus ses-
sions.

The superintendent was the most primarily involved management
participant in all phases of the collective bargaining pro-
cess.

One-~-third of the districts participating in this study did not
employ business managers.

Principals were involved less in all apsects of the bargaining
process than any other management participant.

Attorneys were primarily involved in conducting legal research
and developing language to be used in the contract.

One-third of the districts employed an administrator defined
as "other”, who managed personnel functions and assumed a pri-

mary role in the bargaining process.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Problem

The 1960s brought about dramatic changes in the relationship be-
tween educational employees and their employers. Traditionally and his-
torically, boards of education had unilateral managerial control over
the operation of public schools. Teachers, as employees of the board of
education, had little to say in the day-to-day operation of the schools.
In an effort to obtain greater power in the decision-making process,
these teachers, and other public school employees, have turned to
collective "group action.” (McCarthy and Cambron, 1981).

Collective bargaining is a rather recent phenomenon in the public
sector, almost wholly a post-World War II occurrence, with the most
significant bargaining relationships having emerged between teacher orga-
nizations and boards of education partially as a result of the United
Federation éf Teachers in New York City attaining bargaining rights in
the 1960s. Although the major teacher organizations in this country,
the National Education Association (NEA) and the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) have been in existence since the late 1800s, it has only
been in the past two decades that they have sought power for the improve-

ment of the teacher's lot through local school district negotiations.



Local school districts in Illinois first began negotiating
contracts with their employees on a more widespread basis in the late
1960s. The bargaining that has occurred within local school districts
over the past fifteen years has been conducted in what Méckey and

Duggen, attorneys with Klein, Thorpe and Jenkins, Ltd., called in a

*

presentation at a labor law conference in 1983, a "legislative vacuum.'
This term described the unusual state of events in Illinois, where
numerous school districts have negotiated with employees and entered
into collective bargaining agreements with recognized bargaining units
regardless of the absence of a statute mandating and regulating
collective bargaining for school district employees. However, on
January 1, 1984, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA),
was enacted, which resulted in Illinois joining those other states who,
legislatively regulate the collective bargaining between local boards of
education and employee groupé.

The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act states in Section I,
Policy, that:

It is the public policy of this State and the purpose
of this State and the purpose of this Act to promote
orderly and constructive relationships between all
educational employees and their employers. Unre-
solved disputes between the educational employees and
thelr employers are injurious to the public, and the
General Assembly is therefore aware that adequate
means must be established for minimizing them and
providing for their resolution. It is the purpose of
this act to regulate labor relations between educa-
tional employers and educational employees, including
the designation of educational employee representa-
tives, negotiation of wages, hours and other condi-
tions of employment and resolution of disputes aris-
ing under collective bargaining agreements. The
General Assembly recognizes that substantial differ-
ences exist between educational employees and other



public employees as a result of the uniqueness of the
educational work calendar and educational work dutles
and the traditional and historical patterns of collec-
tive bargaining between educational employers and
educational employees and that such differences
demand statutory regulation of collective bargaining
between educational employers or educational employ-
ees in a manner that recognizes these differences.
Recognizing that harmonious relationships are re-
quired between educational employers and their employ-
ees, the General Assembly has determined that the
overall policy may best be accomplished by (a)
granting to educational employees the right to orga-
nize and choose freely their representatives; (b)
requiring educational employers to negotiate and bar-
gain with employee organizations representing educa-
tional employees and to enter into written agreements
evidencing the result of such bargaining; and (c)
establishing procedures to provide for the protection
of the rights of the educational employee, the educa-
tional employer and the public.

Since collective bargaining is such a relatively recent phenomenon
in the public sector, it is important to note that although public sec~
tor collective bargaining has been significantly influenced by private
sector bargaining, several differences distinguish the two areas. McCar-
thy and Cambron have stated that removing the decision-making authority
from public officials through the collective bargaining process is view-
ed as an "infringement of the soverign power of government.” (McCarthy
and Cambron, 1981). They believed that this position is taken by those
who are against collective bargaining within the public section. Second-
ly, the importance of the strike and the role a strike plays in the col-
lective bargaining process is often viewed negatively by those opposed
to public sector bargaining because of the nature of public services.

Now that all districts in Illinois are required to collectively

bargain within given parameters, questions have been raised regarding



the collective bargaining process and the roles that various school dis-
trict representatives play in such a process. Conspicuously absent from
the literature is research specific to the role function of school dis-
trict management participants in collective bargaining.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of the role
of various identified school district management participants in comple-
ting the tasks that are defined as comprising the collective bargaining
or negotiations process which occurs between the school district's board
of education and the identified teachers' organization.

The study was guided by the following research questions:

l. To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants involved in preparing for collective bargain-
ing/negotiations?

2. To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants involved in the collective bargaining/negotia-
tions process itself?

3. To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants involved in contract management?

4. What is the relationship between various demographic data and
the extent to which the management representatives or partici-
pants are involved in the collective bargaining/negotiations
process?

5. What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relatiomns Act
(H.B. 1530) had on the role of management representatives or
participants in the collective bargaining/negotiations pro-
cess?



Scope and Design of the Study

In this survey and subsequent analysis of the role of management
participants in a school district's collective bargaining process, all
298 superintendents were contacted from elementary, high school and unit
districts in the six counties surrounding the Chicago, Illinois metropol-
itan area. The counties included Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and
Will (see Appendix A).

A questionnaire was developed and field tested twice by three
superintendents and one personnel director currently employed by differ-
ent suburban Cook County school districts. All field testers had long-
term experience participating in the collective bargaining process with-
in their respective districts. The questionnaire was changed to reflect
the information received as a result of the field testing. The six-
page questionnaire was then mailed to the 298 superintendents. The
questionnaire included one page of demographic information regarding the
district, a list of tasks specific to the three identified stages or
phases of the collective bargaining process including Preparation for
Bargaining/Negotiations, Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process,
Contract Management and two open-ended questions regarding the perceived
impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B. 1530). The
superintendents were asked to indicate which role (Primary, Secondary,
Little or None, or Not Employed by the District) each of six management
participants played in each phase of collective bargaining. The
management participants listed in the survey included the board of
education, superintendent, business manager, principal, attorney and

other (to be defined).



The first mailing produced a fifty-eight percent response. A sub-
sequent mailing increased the response rate to seventy-two percent.
However, thirty-two questionnaires were discarded because the responding
district indicated that it did not bargain or negotiate or because the
questionnaire was incomplete. Therefore, the useable response rate was
sixty-one percent,

The collected data were tabulated and analyzed to determine the
involvement of the listed management participants in the three phases of
the collective bargaining process. Additional information was collected
regarding the type of school district, current student enrollment, loca-
tion of district, by county, number of schools within the district, domi-
nant district teacher organization affiliation, number of years superin-
tendent has served the current district and the date of the first nego-
tiated contract. The additional data were tabulated and analyzed to
determine the interrelationships among the variables and whether or not
these factors had a significant impact on the overall process.

Definition of Terms

The following terms are central to understanding the purpose of
this research and are, therefore, defined:

1. Collective bargaining or collective negotiations: a process

of negotiation between an employer and the employee represen-
tative (union) regarding specifically defined issues (i.e.,
wages, hours, working conditions). The essence of bargaining
is compromise and concession-making on matters over which

there is conflict between the parties. The result 1is an



6.

agreement to which each has contributed and which each volun-
tarily agrees to support which may satisfy neither.

Preparation for bargaining or preparation for negotiations: a

series of tasks or steps, typically including data collection,
study, analysils, communication, which are undertaken by both
the employer and employee representative (union) to enable
both to be ready for collective bargaining/negotiations.

Teacher or employee representative (union): an organization

in which membership includes educational employees, and which
exists for the purpose, in whole or in part, of dealing with
employers concerning grievances, employee-employer disputes,
wages, rates of pay, hours of employment, or conditions of
work.

Bargaining unit: a group of employees recognized by the em-

ployer or group of employers, or designated by an authorized
agency as appropriate for representation by a labor organiza-

tion for the purpose of collective negotiations.

Contract: a written agreement that is legally enforceable.

Caucus sessions: a time when either party participating in

collective bargaining/negotiatons separates itself from the
group to discuss strategy and/or issues under considerationm.

Grievance process/procedure: a formal plan set forth in the

collective agreement/contract which provides for the adjust-



10.

11.

12.

13.

ment of grievances through discussions at progressively higher
levels of authority in management and the employee organiza-
tion.

Bargaining or negotiating team: a group of individuals selec-

ted to represent the employer or employee organization and to
participate in the collective bargaining or negotiations pro-
cess.,

Management participants: selected employees of a school dis-

trict, employed or functioning in an administrative or manage-
ment capacity, who represent the organization and participate
in the collective bargaining/negotiations process.

Primary role: individual employed by or representing the em-

ployer who is responsible for the completion of the task.

Secondary role: individual employed or representing the em-

ployer who is responsible for providing some information or

data relative to the completion of the task.

Little/No role: individual employed or representing the em-
ployer who is consulted infrequently or not at all relative to

the completion of a task.

H.B. 1530: House Bill 1530, the Illinois Educational Labor

Relations Act whose purpose is to regulate labor relations be-

tween educational employers and educational employees.



Limitations of the Study

There were several limitations of this study. Because the sample
included school districts in six counties surrounding the Chicago, I1li-
nois metropolitan area, findings may be limited and generalized to simi- -
lar school districts in similar geographic areas.

Because of time limitations, and the size of the sample, personal
interviews were not conducted with superintendent respondents. Since
all questionnaires were mailed, there was no opportunity to do further
probing of specific responses to specific questions or sections of the
survey, particularly the open-ended questions pertaining to the Illinois
Educational Labor Relations Act.

The use of sophisticated or exotic methods of data analysis was
precluded by the nature of the instrument itself. Since responses were
compiled according to frequency and percentages of response to each
item, the results of the survey could only be presented in multi-vari-
able tables summarizing frequencies with accompanying narrative descrip-
tions. The Chi-square test of significance was the only measure of sig-
nificance among variables that was used.

The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act was enacted January
1, 1984. One of the goals of this research was to determine the extent
of the impact of such a statute on the individual collective bargaining
practices within local school districts. Although the research study
was begun in the early part of 1986, a full two years later, it is high-

ly likely that those two years did not represent a long enough period of
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time in which the full impact of this legislation could be measured. On
the other hand, since a number of the school districts located within
the six county sample have been collectively bargaining for a number of
years, the impact of H.B. 1530 may have been minimal, if not almost neg-
ligible,

Existing research specifically examining the role and relationship
of school district management participation in the collective bargalning
process was not detected during the review of the literature. According-
ly, the rationale for including management participants as a variable in
this study lies in the personal and professional curiosities of this
investigator.,

Significance of the Study

The impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B.
1530) has put additional demands on public school districts to formalize
past practices in their relationships with various groups of employees
as they collectively bargain specific issues relative to employment.

This study may be of practical significance to boards of educa-
tion, superintendents, and central office administrators involved in
collective bargaining and teacher organizations. By examining the
extent of the role of the various school district management partici-
pants in the collective bargaining process, this study may help to dev-
elop a model for determining specific, appropriate and optimal roles for
each participant in such a series of events. This delineation of role

may help achieve the following:
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l. To provide insight and data to school administrators and
boards of education regarding the process of collective
bargaining.

2. To delineate those collective bargaining tasks that are
primarily, secondarily and rarely completed by identified
school district management representatives or participants.

3. To provide information and data to university training pro-
grams in school administration and labor relations.

4, To explore different role functions of identified school
district management representatives engaging in collective
bargaining.

Finally, this study may be of theoretical value by contributing to

the literature on the role of management participants in the collective
bargaining process in school districts.

Organization of the Study

This first chapter has included an introduction to the study, a
statement of the problem to be investigated, the research questions ad-
dressed by the study, the scope and design of the study, definitions of
terms, and é discussion of the limitations and significance of the study.
Chapter II provides a review of related literature and research. Chap-
ter III describes the design and methodology of the study, including
instrumentation, collection of data and procedures for data analysis.

The data are presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. In Chapter V, find-
ings and conclusions are presented, along with implications for practice

and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent of the
roles of various identified school district management participants
in completing the tasks that are defined as comprising the collec-
tive bargaining or negotiations process which occurs between the
school district's board of education and the identified teachers'
organization.

Chapter II contains a review of the literature and research in
the field of collective bargaining. In the first section of this
chapter, the scope of the history of collective bargaining in educa-
tion is explored. The second section contains a review of the 1lit-
erature and research relative to various phases of collective bar-
gaining and the roles of various school district management partici-
pants in this process. The review of the literature and research
in the third section examines the impact of various legislation on
collective bargaining in ebducation.

History and Background of Collective Bargaining in Education

Although it may appear that the idea of teacher unionism is a
relatively new phenomenon, a review of the literature demonstrates
that this is not the case. In 1857, a small group of school admin-

istrators (superintendents, principals and college professors) met

12
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in Philadelphia at the request of several state education associa-
tions and formed a national teachers association, later called the
National Education Association (NEA) (Perry and Wildman, 1970). It
is noteworthy that of the forty-three educators attending this
first organizational meeting, only a few of them were classroom
teachers.

Over the next several years, other like organizations were set
up 1n many states, so that, between 1840 and 1861, thirty state
teachers' associations were formed (Donley, 1976). The major diffi-
culty inherent in the establishment of teachers' organizations or
associations, and continuing to the present, was that, teachers
were torn between their desire to improve and promote public educa-
tion, and their need to improve their own condition. Donley
reports that, "teacher groups have been strained and occasionally
torn apart by conflicting needs to serve soclety and to serve self"”

(p. 147).

The traditional goal of these early associations was non-eco-
nomic. However, a number of the early state associations did col-
lect data on teachers' salaries, pensions and tenure and made some
lobbying efforts to improve the lot of the classroom teacher. At
the same time, the NEA was developing a traditional "professional”
philosophy which viewed teaching as "work done primarily for public
service and secondarily for earning one's living” (Suzzallo, 1913).

In 1903, the NEA established a Committee on Teachers' Sala-

ries, Pensions and Tenure. This committee was spearheaded by two
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Chicago women, Catharine Goggin and Margaret Haley who had a great
impact on the Chicago Teachers' Federation, which was formed.in
1897. Through the efforts of these two women, a detalled report,
the first salary study, was released in 1905, creating interest in
‘and lobbying activity to benefit the welfare of teachers.

The first recorded affiliation of any teacher group with orga-
nized labor occurred in 1902 in San Antonio, Texas. A national
union of teachers, affiliated with the American Federation of Labor
was established in 1916 when several "locals™ in Chicago and one in
Gary, Indiana, formed the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) on
May 9 (Donley, 1976). The unions' immediate success far surpassed
its expectations. 1Its membership grew, and, by 1920, membership
was at 10,000. Blumberg (1985) reported that teacher unionism
"slumbered” its way through the 1920's, 30's and 40's due to sever-
al reasons., First, the right of teachers to organize and bargain
collectively had not yet been legally sanctioned. Second, jobs
were scarce during the Depression, and teachers, like others, were
thankful to be working. Third, the national climate following
World War 11, when the nation was striving for recovery, was not
the right time for teacher unions to flourish. It was believed
that teachers taught because they loved children, and were only
secondarily concerned with less "professional” issues of salary and
working conditions.

However, during the immediate post-war period, two of the

first local collective bargaining relationships appeared in school
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districts. The Norwalk, Connecticut, strike in 1946 was the first
example in the nation's history of an assoclation of teachers achie-
ving formal recognition as the official bargaining agent for the
teachers. The Norwalk Teachers' Assoclation was recognized as the
‘'sole bargaining agent for its members following the strike. Nine
years later, Norwalk became the first teacher bargaining agreement
to establish and provide an appeal process with the state commis-
sioner of education as mediator (Donley, 1976).

The case of Norwalk Teachers' Association versus Norwalk Board
of Education of City of Norwalk (1951) has been cited as a landmark
in the history of collective bargaining. The ruling by the Supreme
Court of Errors of Connecticut established some noteworthy prece-
dents: (Harris, McIntyre, Littleton, Jr., Long, 1985).

Besides allowing boards to bargain with teachers so
long as they did not lose the right to have the last
word, the case established these very important prec-
edents:

1. 1In the absence of prohibitory status or regula-
tion, public employees may organize as a labor
union.

2. Being recognized by the board, teachers' organi-
zations may bargain collectively for pay and
working conditions which . . . may be in the
power of the board of education to grant.

3. Boards of education may not abrogate their right
to have the last word in the bargaining process
even though they recognize the teachers' union

and agree to negotiate with it.

4. Public employees may not singly or collectively
strike to enforce their demands.

5. The parties may legally agree to arbitration of
a specific dispute so long as the board does so
voluntarily, and does not lose its power to have
the last word.
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6. The parties under the same line of reasoning, may
legally decide to submit disputes to mediation
under the same rules; and

7. The board in its relations with teachers' groups
must retain unto itself ultimate discretion on all
issues; to do otherwise would be an illegal dele-
gation of its state-given power to others (Nolte,
1973, pp. 70-71).

The largest education system in the United States became the
site for a bargaining election which would, once and for all,
awaken teacher associations to the fact that militancy was in the
cards for the American teacher. In 1960, the New York City school
system, not on the best terms with its teachers, was asked to hold
an election to establish organizational affiliation. The board of
education refused, and the teachers went on strike. Much sympathy
for the teachers' position was generated within the community.
Many citizens felt the position was a reasonable request in a demo-
cratic society. Local and national unions exerted pressures on
municipal politicians. When the board capitulated and a representa-
tion election was held in 1961, the American Federation of
Teachers, initially, with only about 5,200 members, won the elec-
tion by a Huge majority of over 20,000 votes, and became the offi-
cial representative of the teachers in collective bargaining.

The New York victory for the AFT was a watershed election for
management-teacher relations in the United States. Perhaps the
greatest significance of this union victory was that it pushed the

NEA to move along the same road toward collective bargaining for

teachers at a more rapid pace (Donley, 1976).
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The long dormant AFT was suddenly a formidable power in Ameri-
can education and challenged the National Education Association,
particularly in the nation's larger, urban school districts. This
challenge produced a profound change in the philosophy and posture
of the NEA and prompted the NEA to adopt the following "profession-
al procedures” for negotiation:

The National Education Association insists on the right of

professional association, through democratically selected

representatives using professional channels to participate

with boards of education in determination of policies of

common concern including salary and other conditions for

professional serivce.

The Association believes that procedures should be estab-

lished which provide an orderly method for professional

education association and board of education to reach

mutually satisfactory agreements (Perry and Wildman, 1970,

p. 11).

The passage of Public Act 379 in 1965, in Michigan, required
the NEA state affiliate, the Michigan Education Association, to
declare itself a union. This event initiated the development of
new labor-management relations in education and had a strong influ-
ence on the behavior of other state teacher associations.

In 1959, the Wisconsin Legislature passed the first state stat-
ute granting collective bargaining rights to government employees.
The majority of states now have similar legislation with Illinois
following suit in 1984.

The most rapidly changing practices in public school employee

and administration relations came about during the 1960's and

1970's. 1t appears that both the legal and legislative systems had
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taken a more liberal view toward the rights of public employees to
organize themselves and to bargain collectively with their employ-
ees. Collective bargaining has evolved and become a common prac-
tice for most school employees.

After several years of bargaining between school management
and teachers' organizations, it is now clear that teachers have the
right to organize and to join - or not to joiln - such organizations.
The right of representation, if specifically granted by a state
legislature, is extended to teachers and other groups of school
employees. School boards can agree to bargain with teachers even
if there is no legislation. Under certain conditions, teachers can
picket and the right to engage in "lawful political action” appears
to be well established. Laws differ from state to state on such
issues as mediation, fact finding and arbitration (Harris, McIn-
tyre, Littleton, Jr. and Long, 1985).

By 1970, Perry and Wildman (1970) reported that thirty-six
states had laws requiring collective bargaining for public employ-
ees. Thirteen states had laws approving various forms of compul-
sory unionism. The courts and the National Labor Relations Board
have declared approximately seventy items to be mandatory bargain-
ing items. During the 1960's and 1970's, organized labor made a
strong effort to bring all public employees under a federal collec-
tive bargaining law. Bills were introduced in Congress and support

was being sought, however, in 1976, the United States Supreme Court
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overturned amendments to the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1966 and
1974. This Court decision brought into question any federal law
that would extend to school employees collective bargaining rights
(Harris, McIntyre, Littleton, Jr. and Long, 1985).

By 1985, approximately forty states had enacted legislation
that permits the legal existence of teachers' unions and allows
collective bargaining. 1In addition to the power that local
teachers' organizations have obtained, such organizations have be-
come increasingly more powerful on the state level. Many states
have teachers' organizations with highly sophisticated and influen-
tial lobbying groups, and few legislators ignore the influence weil-
ded by such groups. Teachers, through their unions, appear to have
gained a major political role that has gone far beyond the issues
of salary and working conditions. They have become an important
part of our political system.

Blumberg (1985) reports that the growth in numbers and power
of teachers' organizations has had a chilling effect on most boards
of education. The reasons for this response has been that boards
often view the emergent teachers' groups as infringing upon their
power prerogatives. Additionally, boards of education view union
activity as being responsible for the increased costs of running a
school district, as unprofessional and as challenging the role of
the board of education as policy maker of the district. One super-

intendent reported:
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The union is certainly becoming a major factor in the
power structure of education. We have to realize their
first interest for themselves, for their constituents,
and for the total amount of power they can obtain. The
union movement has changed the character of school dis-
trict organization (Blumberg, 1985, p. 100).

The Collective Bargaining Process:

The Role of Management Participants in the Three Stages of

Negotiations

After a careful review of the literature relative to collec-
tive bargaining, particular in educational settings, it was deter-
mined that the collective bargaining or negotiations process is
divided into three very specific and well-defined stages or phases.
Phase I, called, preparation for bargaining/negotiations included
numerous tasks that must be organized and accomplished so as to
significantly influence the outcome of collective bargaining.
Phase II, the actual process of collectively bargaining, 1is
followed by the third and final stage of the process, referred to
as contract management. According to the literature, various
management participants throughout the entire process assume differ-
ing roles in each of these aspects of bargaining,

A study in 1978 of fifteen major organizations responding to
questions regarding the bargaining process, and subsequently pub-
lished in Personnel Journal, reported that greater attention is
being paid to what they termed “prebargaining” activities. Adminis-
trators responsible for day-to-day contact with employees, adminis-
trators responsible for personnel and labor relations issues, and

outside legal counsel play the most important roles in this stage
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of bargaining. Miller (1980) indicated that this same survey
reported the following benefits resulting from good, sound
preplanning in preparation for negotiations:

Attention can be focused on interrelationships

between collective bargaining and long-range

institutional planning.

Problems encountered during the life of the

existing contract can be analyzed to deter-

mine desirable changes in contract provisions.

Line management can be involved in preparing

for negotiations (an important step for im-

proving contract administration).

The potential for surprises at the bargaining
table can be reduced.

The pace of negotiations can be quickened.
Alternative bargaining proposals or counter-
proposals can be thoroughly evaluated (Miller,
1980, p. 112).
Although Miller (1980) states that there is no "best” list of
activities that define the planning or preparation phase of bargain-
ing, he offers the following schematic which identifies specific

activities that, in his opinion, lead to success in the overall

bargaining process:



22

Preparation for Negotiations
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This model includes the following activities that Miller be-

lieves must be conducted to assure successful planning for negotia-

tions:

l.

7

9.

10.

Approve plan for negotiating - "top" management must
identify objectives and determine bargaining strategy
prior to the initiation of any bargaining tasks.

Grievance audit and analysis - a thorough review to
determine the number of grievances by section of the
contract and the nature of and impact on the exist-
ing contract to those grievances should be completed
by management representatives. This task can be
accomplished by personnel administrators, superin-
tendent and/or the district's attorney.

Contract analysis - a careful review, section by section,
of the existing contract to identify problem areas,
indicators of union bargaining objectives and the
structure and operation of benefit employee plans
istrators,

Compensation costs and personnel data - one of the most
important pre-bargaining activities which should allow
negotiators to rapidly calculate the impact of various
positions presented during negotiations.

Designating bargaining team - determined by the board of
education and superintendent, Miller suggests that the
most important traits of members are technical knowledge,
experience and personality.

Designate coordinating committee —-- such a committe is
composed of line and staff members of the organiza-
tion that have substantial interest in the outcome of
bargaining members once designated, meet with members
of the negotiating team.

Multi-employer coordination - occurring only when various
organizations are involved in or impacted by bargaining.

Contingency planning - a plan developed for implementation
as a result of a bargaining impasse.

Communications program - programs to share information
both ways with various personnel and the public during
negotiations.

Contract review - completed by the coordinating committee.
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11. Redefine bargaining strategy — the modification of
original strategy after accomplishment of the above task.
12. Set bargaining guidelines - the development of a set of
recommendations for top management with designation to

the chief negotiator authority to settle contract.

13. Finalize proposals - the development of written proposals
to serve as documents referred to during negotiations.

14, Brief directors - method of briefing board members
regarding the planning process, guidelines and bargain—
ing strategies (Miller, 1980, pp. 112-118).

Metzler (1975) suggests that before any negotiating team is
ready to sit down at the table to negotiate a contract, the board
of education for the participating school district must have comple-
ted five "crucial” procedures which include:

1. Prepare board demands.

2. Prepare and assemble statistical information pertaining
to the school district.

3. Analyze the teachers' demands.

4, List all options available to the board in reference to
each of the teachers' demands.

5. Determine all board parameters and develop the negotia-
ting strategy (Metzler, 1975, p. 119).

Schmidt (1969) also conceives the negotiating process as
including three stages: preparations for negotiations, negotiating
the agreement and administering the agreement. He states that nine
steps have been recommended to be adhered to by management in its
pPreparation for bargaining. These steps include:

1. Thorough study of the present contract to determine those
sections that require modification.

2. Close analysis of grievances to determine unworkable
contract language and to indicate future employee
demands.
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3. Frequent conferences with principals and supervisors to
better train such administrators for contract adminis-
tration and to determine how the contract is working
practically.

4. Conferences with other administrators from other districts
who have contracts with the same employee organizations to
exchange viewpoints and anticipate future demands.

5. Use of attitude surveys to determine employee reactions to
various sections of the contract that may need revision.

6. Informal conferences with local employee organization
leaders to discuss operational effectiveness of the
contract.

7. Study of commercial reporting service on labor relations
matters to keep current with recent developments in the
field.

8. Collection and analysis of economic data.

9. Study and analysis of arbitration decisions under the
current contract (Schmidt, Parker & Repas, 1969, p. 46).

Fletcher and Herring (1980) underscore that whatever planning
process is used by the district, it should span more than a few
weeks, should be initiated by the superintendent, should involve
all administrators who would subsequently be responsible for manag-
ing any aspect of the contract, should be continuous and should
involve members of the board of education in their role as policy
makers. Care should be exercised in selecting members of the nego-
tiating team, choosing administrators who are knowledgeable in cur-
ricular areas as well as finance. A chief negotiator should be
chosen and empowered by the board of education to be in total
charge of the district's bargaining team with the right to enter

into tentative agreements on behalf of the district.
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The second stage of bargaining, the actual negotiations pro-
cess, 1s started after the negotiating teams have been selected and
prepared, statistics compiled, demands categorized and ground rules
established which can be observed during the bargaining sessions.
gome of the ground rules include determining the place of meetings,
time of meetings, frequency and length of meetings, the composition
and size of both negotiating teams, the procedures for exchanging
bargaining proposals, the right to caucus and adjourn, the agenda,
time limits and the use of mediation for dealing with impasse ar-
rived at during bargaining sessions (Schmidt, Parker and Repas,
1969).

The negotiations sessions that follow are typically a time for
the presentation of both sides' demands and arguments, followed by
requests for clarification of positions and the presentation of
counter-proposals and accompanylng arguments. Schmidt, Parker and
Repas (1969) report that a review of the literature resulted in the
definition of several types or categories of patterns of negotia-
tons, keeping in mind the fact that each situation is unique and
specific to the employment relationship. The four most typical
patterns of negotiations are as follows:

Type I. Employee organization is first to present demands
with the board of education presenting counter-
proposals. Reduced demands are met by additional
counter-proposals and agreement 1is reached.

Type II. This is a variation of Type I with the board of
education introducing proposals and demands to
the employee organization, and results from the

district's need to monitor or cut costs and meet
educational objectives.
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Type III. The board of education presents its proposal(s)
and does not move unless the "facts" are dis-
proven. There is a risk to this pattern of
bargaining which requires a great deal of
preparation.

Type IV. The "war"” approach included each side presenting

ultimatums and often reaching impasse (Schmidt,
Parker and Repas, 1969, p. 56).

Bargaining is to be conducted in "good faith"”, often with peri-
odic joint statements being released that summarize and give
detalils about those issues on which both parties have agreed.
Additional meetings can be held after the agreement is signed and
ratified by the employee organization and board of education.

The third and final stage or phase of the collective bargain-
ing process is contract administration or management. The contract
agreed to by both parties included the compromises made by both
during negotiations, and should be honored and administered fairly.
The contract governs salary as well as terms and conditions of em-
ployment. The administration of the contract is conducted primari-
ly through the grievance procedure, which is, itself, a negotiable
item. Grievances often arise over the interpretation, application
or alleged violation of the terms of the contract. The grievance
procedure serves several purposes, and is considered to be an exten-
sion of the collective bargaining proceés where both parties have
agreed to resolve any differences that result from the terms of the
agreement. The grievance procedure 1s a systematic method for re-
8olving disputes, is a channel through which employees can voice
their dissatisfaction and through which all employees who are mem-

bers of the organization can be represented (Kerschen, 1974;

Schmidt, Parker & Repas, 1969).
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Probably the most important aspect of contract management 1is
the grievance process, and the way in which various management par-
ticipants in collective bargaining participate in such a process.

The literature reports that the roles and responsibilities of
‘the various management participants in the collective bargaining
process differ according to each of the three phases of bargaining

and the tasks and functions to be accomplished within each phase.

Bailey and Booth (1978), in their book, Collective Bargaining and

the School Board Member, state that the role of the board of

education in collective bargaining is primarily one of planning.
As part of this planning process, or preparations for bargaining,
the board must determine or select the primary spokesperson or
negotiator for the bargaining team. Additionally, the board of
education must maintain open communications with the negotiating
team, throughout all phases of collective bargaining so that the
board's goals and objectives can be addressed during bargaining
sessions and a contract can be negotiated that the board will be
able to ratify.

The role of the superintendent in the process of collective
negotiations cannot be over—emphasized, for his/her role is the
determinant of the roles of other administrators or management par-
ticipants in the process. Elam, Lieberman and Moskow (1967) indi-
cate that two extreme positions are often expressed relative to the
superintendent's role. The first is that he/she be bypassed and

play no part in the process and the second position is that the
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superintendent serve as the board of education's chief negotiator
during the process. These authors and others believe that neither
position will contribute to the long-term good of a school district.
The literature would indicate that the superintendent's role is
critical and should enable him to represent the best interests of
the educational programs within the district. The superintendent
is the chief administrator of the district, and as such, plays a
very active role in initiating all of the activities that must be
accomplished during each phase or stage of negotiations. Whether,
by nature of the size or type of district, the superintendent is
the actual person to collect and analyze information, or delegates
this and other tasks to other management participants such as busi-
ness managers, personnel directors, principals, it is the superin-
tendent who must be responsible for "managing” the entire process.
The superintendent plays an important communications role in rela-
tion to not only the board of education, and other management par-
ticipants in the process, but also to members of the teachers'
organization and staff.

Bailey and Booth (1978) define the role of "the administra-
tion” meaning central office administrators as well as building
principals as providing resources, data, information and support to
and for the board of education during the bargaining process. In-
cluded in 1list of activities that could be provided by these manage-
ment participants are the following tasks:

1. Identifying parts of the current contract which make
contract management difficult.
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2. Gathering data from school districts with similar
characteristics that reflect other settlements.

3. Developing facts about school operations which will be
affected by an agreement.

4. Serving as consultants to the district's bargaining team
regarding proposed items for the contract.

5. Serving as a temporary or permanent member of the
negotiating team (Bailey and Booth, 1978, pp. 41-42).

The final phase of negotiations, contract management, often
requires that various administrative staff play a role in certain
tasks — specifically the grievance process.

Impact of Legislation on Collective Bargaining

in Education

McCarthy and Cambron (1981) report that prior to the 1930s,
labor relations in the private sector were "dominated by the judi-
clary"” with management often being favored. Employee efforts to
gain recognition for the purposes of bargaining were often thwarted
by judicial intervention in the private sector through injunctions
against strikes and boycotts. As a result, the courts often ruled
in favor of management, thereby slowing the process of union devel-
opment. The Norris-LaGuardia Act was passed in 1932, and had the
effect of providing support to the worker. The purpose of this
federal legislation was to restrict the role of the courts in labor
disputes. The Norris-LaGuardia Act accomplished this by preventing
the use of an injunction except in the event that public safety
and/or health would be jeopardized or the union activity was clear-

ly against the law. No new rights were accorded employees, but,
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rather, there was a lessening of judicial control that had effec-
tively prevented the development of unions. The Act also affirmed
the right of employees in the private sector to engage in collec-
tive bargaining, however, there was no obligation for employers to
bargain or even recognize the union (Mackert, 1973).

In 1935, the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) was passed by
Congress also referred to as the Wagner Act. The NLRA was a cru-
cial private sector law which opened the door and legitimatized or
equalized the collective bargaining process. 1In addition to provid-
ing the legal foundation for collective bargaining, the NLRA also
established an administering agency, the National Labor Relations
Board (NLRB), created to monitor claims of unfair labor practices.

The establishment of the NLRB provided an administrative orga-
nization within the private sector. The constitutionality of the
NLRB was confirmed through a series of court decisions by the
United States Supreme Court in 1937, which found that Congress had
acted appropriately when they passed the NLRA (Mackert, 1973).

The National Labor Relations Act was amended in 1947 by the
Labor Management Relations Act, also known as the Taft-Hartley Act.
While the Wagner Act did the same by regulating union practices,
thereby providing a balance between labor and management. Since
1947, additional amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act have further
limited union abuses and ensured greater freedom of choice to the
individual relative to collective bargaining (McCarthy and Cambron,

1981).
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Several significant court decisions impacted greatly on

teachers. 1In additlon to the Norwalk Teachers' Association v.

Board of Education decision in 1951, which entitled teachers to

organize and boards of education to negotiate, the New Hampshire

Supreme Court rendered a decision in 1957 (Manchester v. Manchester

Teachers' Guild) which upheld an injunction prohibiting the teach-

ers' organization from striking (Mackert, 1973).

In June of 1961, President John F. Kennedy appointed a task
force to investigate and make recommendations regarding employee-
management relatlions in the federal government. The resultant docu-
ment, Executive Order 10988, issued by President Kennedy on January
17, 1962, gave to all federal employees numerous rights to organize
and collectively bargain. The order was a significant milestone
for public employees and granted them the right to: (1) join or
not join the organization of their choosing, (2) receive informal,
formal or exclusive recognition, (3) meet and confer with respect
tb personnel policies and working conditions and (4) use advisory
arbitration or grievances on contract interpretation or application
(Mackert, 1973, p. 35-36).

It was not until the late 1960s that the rights of public em-
ployees, including teachers, to join é union were fully established.
Restrictions against joining a union were challenged in various

states through the courts. The Supreme Court held in Keyishian v.

Board of Education that "public employment could not be conditioned

on the relinquishment of free association rights,"’

while McLaughlin
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L e

v. Tilendis determined thaﬁm"é;~i§aividual's right to join a union
is protected by the first amendment” (McCarthy and Cambron, .1981,
p. 147).

Individual state statutes and constitutions govern collective
bargaining rights for employees. States who do have laws governing
bargaining differ as to the rights afforded an employee. Courts
often view collective bargaining as falling within the purview of
legislative authority, and have restricted their involvement to the
interpretation of statutes and constitutions. It is interesting to
note that there is no uniformity among states regarding collective
bargaining practiées, and a wide range of experiences exists from
state to state. McCarthy and Cambron (1981) report that while New
York has a detailed collective bargaining statute, other states
such as Virginia and North Carolina prohibit negotiated contracts
between teachers' organizations and boards of education. 1In the
absence of legislation mandating bargaining, some states have adop-
ted statutes which permissively allow negotiated agreements. It
was not until January 1, 1984, that Illinois adopted a statute
which regulated collective bargaining for school employees. The
passage of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (IELRA or
House Bill 1530) filled the legislative vacuum that had been
present since the late 1960s, when numerous boards of education
began to bargain without statutory requirement.

The IELRA contains several provisions that may impact on the
roles played by the management participants in a district's collec~-

tive bargaining process. Such provisions are listed as follows:
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Section 4. Employer rights . . . employers, however, shall
be required to bargain collectively with regard to policy
matters directly affecting wages, hours and terms and con-
ditions of employment . . .

Section 7. Recognition of exclusive bargaining representa-
tion —— unit determination. The Board is empowered to ad-
minister the recognition of bargaining representatives of
employees of public school districts . . .

Section 10. Duty to Bargain. A public employer and the ex-
clusive representative have the authority and the duty to
bargain collectively as set forth in this section. (a) Col-
lective bargaining is the performance of the mutual obliga-
tions of the educational employer and the representative of
the educational employees to meet at reasonable times and
confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours and other
terms and conditions of employment, and to execute a written
contract « « « (c) The collective bargaining agreement ., . .
shall contain a grievance resolution procedure . . .

Section 11. Non-member fair share payments.

Section 12. Impasses procedures.

Section 14. Unfair labor practices (Illinois Educational
Labor Relations Act, 1984, pp. 5 - 17).

Since management participants in collective bargaining must
complete various tasks that allow the negotiations process to
occur, it is highly probable that the roles of such participants
would be altered as a direct result of the passage and subsequent

implementation of this act.

Summary of Literature and Research

Chapter II has provided a review of the literature and

research relative to the topics of the history and background of
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collective bargaining in education, the role of management partici-
pants in three stages or phaées of bargaining and the impact of
legislation on collective bargaining in education.

Section one of the literature and research review demonstrated
that teacher unionism is not a new phenomenon and chronicled the
development and rise of the two major teacher organizations in this
country - the National Education Association and the American Fede-~-
ration of Teachers.

Section two of the literature and research review identifies
three stages or phases of collective bargaining - preparations for
bargaining, the collective bargaining process and contract manage-
ment. Specific tasks or activities that define each stage of bar-
gaining were identified and the various roles played by the manage~
ment participants within a school district were discussed.

Section three of the literature and research reviewed major
legislative landmarks relative to collective bargaining in educa-
tion including the National Labor Relations Act, the Taft-Hartley

Act, Executive Order 10988 and selected court cases.



CHAPTER IIIL

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The review of related literature and research reported in Chapter
II indicated that there was little research available regarding the
roles of various school district employees in management positions in
completing those tasks that define the collective bargaining/negotiation
process occurring between that district's board of education and teach-
er's organization. Documentation was presented establishing the validi-
ty of examining such roles. The history and background of collective
bargaining in education, and the roles of participants in various phases
of collective bargaining, the preparation for bargaining, actual bargain-
ing and contract management, were reviewed. Additionally, the impact of
legislation on collective bargaining in education was examined as a part
of the current research study.

The purpose of this study was to determine the role played by
school district employees in management positions in completing the var-
ious tasks that define the collective bargaining/negotiation process
occurring between a district's board of education and teacher's organiza-
tion. This purpose was accomplished by conducting a quantitative analy-
sis of the results of a survey instrument sent to all of the superinten-
dents of elementary, high school and unit school districts in the six-

county metropolitan area surrounding, but excluding, Chicago.

36
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Selection of Population

Survey
The population selected for this study included all superinten-
dents of elementary, high school and unit school districts in the follow-

ing counties in Illinois:

COUNTY TOTAL NUMBER OF DISTRICTS

Cook 143 (excluding Chicago)
DuPage 45

Kane 9

Lake 51

McHenry 21

Will 29

There are 298 such districts and questionnaires were sent to the
superintendent of each of the 298 school districts. Districts were iden-
tified from the Illinois State Board of Education's directory entitled,

1984-85 Illinois Public School Districts and Schools.

Sources of Data

The review of the related literature and research conducted in
Chapter II revealed no instrument appropriate for this research. There-
fore a questionnaire was developed during the 1985-86 school year. In
the course of researching this subject, over thirty-six items emerged as
potential tasks to be accomplished‘during three identified phases or
stages of the collective bargaining process. The three phases or stages
of bargaining included:

I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations
II. Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process

III. Contract Management
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The sources used for identifying the bargaining phases and specifc tasks

assoclated with each phase were:

1.

2.

3.

4,

5

6.

Review of the related literature and research

Practicing superintendents of school districts in Illinois
Practicing personnel directors of school districts in Illinois
Labor attorneys

Documents produced by the Illinois Association of School
Boards

Document produced by the National PTA (Parent/Teacher
Association)

The thirty-six potential tasks were reviewed and a number of items

that were redundant or not specific to the process of collective bargain-

ing were eliminated. The twenty-seven remaining tasks were grouped by

function into one of three identified phases or stages of collective

bargaining: ten tasks were included in Preparation for Bargaining/

Negotiations, eleven tasks were included in the Collective Bargainin2/

Negotiations, and six items defined Contract Management.

The questionnaire also requested the following data:

1.

Name of school district

Number of schools in district

Current district pupil enrollment

How long have you served as superintendent of schools in this
district? How many years have you been employed as a superin-
tendent?

Date of last negotiated contract (certified and non-certified
staff)

Central office staff employed by district
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Field Study - Development of the Instrument

The questionnaire was field tested by administering if to three
superintendents and one personnel director in four different suburban
Cook County school districts. All field testers had participated exten-
sively in the collective bargaining process within their respective dis-
tricts.

Participants in the field testing were asked to review the six
page questionnaire and to comment on the following with respect to the
entire document:

1. Length of time to complete the questionnaire

2. Clarity of language for each item included in questionnaire

3. Ambiguity of items - suggested changes

4. Rédundancy of items - suggested changes

5. Other comments/suggested changes

6. Overall impression and reaction to the questionnaire

The field testing resulted in four significant changes in the body
of the questionnaire and the inclusion of three additional questions
added to page one (demographic information) of the questionnaire.

As a result of redundacy noted by the field testers, the number of
items was reduced to twenty-five., Added to each of the twenty-five
statements was the phrase "Does Not Apply.”

Each of the four field testers expressed the need for a definition
of the potential responses (primary, secondary, little/none, not

employed by district).



P = Played PRIMARY role (responsible for completion of task)

S = Played SECONDARY role (provided information/data)
0 = Played LITTLE/NO role (consulted infrequently)
N = Not employed by district.

Another significant change resulting from the field testing was
the inclusion of two questions requiring open-ended narrative responses.
These questions referenced the Illinols Educational Labor Relations Act,
also known as House Bill (H.B.) 1530. The questions were:

a. Please list any changes in the roles of the management parti-

cipants in your collective bargaining process that have occur-
red as a result of H.B. 1530.

b. Please indicate the section/portion of H.B. 1530 that resulted

in those changes listed above.

The final document included the following items that were added to
page one as identifying or demographic data requested from each
respondent:

l. Name of school district

2. County in which district is located

3. Number of schools in district

4, Type of school district (elementary, high school, unit)

5. Current district pupil enrollment

6. Length of time as superintendent of schools in this district

7. Length of time employed as superintendent

8. Current collective bargaining status

Starting date of first negotiated contract

Starting date of current negotiated contract
Duration of current negotiated contract
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9. Dominant teacher organization affiliation (IEA, AFT, neither,
both, independent)

10 TIdentification of central office staff employed by résponding
district

Necessary changes emerging from the field testing were
incorporated into the revised final document (see Appendix B). The
questionnaire became a three-sheet, back-to-back document. The cover
page included general information, instructions and nine questions
pertaining to identifying or demographic data. Page two through page
five listed twenty-five tasks specific to the overall collective
bargalining process, grouped into Section I. Preparation for
Bargaining/Negotiations, Section II. Collective Bargaining/
Negotiations Process, and Section III. Contract Management. Each of
the twenty-five statements included a "Does Not Apply” option. For each
statement or task, the respondent was required to indicate the role
(Primary, Secondary, Little/No, or Not employed by District) played by
the six management participants in collective bargaining. The six
participants included:

1. Board of Education

2. Superintendent

3. Business Manager

4. Principal

5. Attorney

6. Other (by name)

Two open~ended questions were included. The purpose of these ques-

tions was to determine the impact of the Illinois Educational Labor
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Relatioans Act (House Bill 1530) on the roles of management
representatives in the collective bargaining process., Thérefore, a
superintendent completing the questionnaire and for whom all twenty-five
items would be applicable, would give 150 responses to Sections I, II,
and III. An assumption was made that superintendents were best able to
complete the survey since the broad category of personnel management and
the specific function of collective bargaining is identified as a
management responsibility for a superintendent of schools by the
Illinois Association of School Boards in the document, "A Superintendent
Appraisal System” (Booth & Glaub).

The questionnaires, with a cover letter and a stamped, self-addres-
sed return envelope, were mailed to the 298 superintendents in January,
1986 (See Appendices C and D). The malling was designed so that the
superintendents' responses could be anonymous. Those superintendents
who wanted a copy of the results of the research were invited to request
one.

The first mailing resulted in a 59.7 percent response. In Febru-
ary,‘l986, a second request for response was mailed with a stamped, self-
addressed return envelope (see Appendix E). This mailing yielded addi-
tional responses making a total return of 71.5 percent. A breakdown of
the number of questionnaires mailed, and the numbers and responses after

the first and second mailing for each county is shown below:



NUMBER OF

QUESTION- .

NAIRES RETURN FROM RETURN FROM TOTAL
COUNTY MAILED FIRST MAILING SECOND MAILING RESPONSES
Cook 143 90 (62.9%) 17 (11.9%) 107 (74.8%)
DuPage 45 28 (62.2%) 4 ( 8.9%) 32 (71.1%)
Kane 9 7 (77.7%) 1 (11.1%) 8 (88.8%)
Lake 51 25 (49.0%) 5 ( 9.8%) 30 (58.8%)
McHenry 21 13 (61.9%) 3 (14.3%) 16 (76.2%)
will 29 15 (51.7%) 5 (17.2%) 20 (68.9%)
TOTAL 29 178 (59.7%) 35 (11.8%) 213 (71.5%)

O0f the 213 responses received, thirty-two were discarded. Ten of
the thirty~two not used were districts who did not complete the question-
naire because those districts did not bargalin or negotiate. The
remaining twelve (of the thirty-two) questionnaires were eliminated
because they were incomplete. Therefore, 181 questionnaires (60.7%) of
those mailed were analyzed.

Preparation of the Data

Chapter IV presents the results of the questionnaire in multi-vari-
able tables using frequency analysis. The Chi-square test of signifi-
cance was applied to determine systematic relationships among variables.
An accompanying narrative description and analysis of each table is pre-
sented. A content analysis of the two open-ended questions was per-
formed and is also presented in Chapter IV.

Treatment of the Data

The primary investigation focused on determining the extent that
the listed management participants were involved in the three phases of

the bargaining process; preparation for bargaining/negotiations, the
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collective bargaining/negotiations process and contract management. The

responses were tallied and charts were developed to demonstrate the re-

sults.

l.

The data were organized and analyzed as follows:

Frequency of responses for each item by county - Cook, DuPage,
Kane, Lake, McHenry or Will,

Frequency of responses for each item by number of schools in
each district - grades K-5; grades 6-8 or other.

Frequency of responses for each item by the type of school
district - elementary, high school or unit.

Frequency of response for each item by years the current
superintendent has served as such in the district

Frequency of responses for each item by the date of the dis-
tfict's first negotiated contract.

Frequency of responses for each item by the dominant teacher
organization affiliation - IEA, AFT, Neither or Independent.
The number and percentage of dominant teacher organization
affiliation (IEA, AFT, Neither, Independent) for responding
school districts by county - Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry
or Will.

The number and percentage of dominant teacher organization af-
filiation (IEA, AFT, Neither, Independent) by the type of re-
sponding school district (elementary, high school or unit).
The date of the currently negotiated contract by the type of
responding school district (elementary, high school or unit

district).
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10. A cross-tabulation of school districts by number of schools in
the district (grades K-5, grades 6-8 or other) by vtﬁe type of
school district (elementary, high school or unit) and by the
current district pupil enrollment. District enrollment fell
into one of the following six categories, identified by the
Planning Research and Evaluation Department, Research Statis-
tics Section of the Illinols State Board of Education (Illi-

nois Teacher Salary Schedule and Contract provision Study -

1984-85):
1. Under 500 4. 3,000 - 5,999
2. 500 - 999 5. 6,000 -11,999
3. 1,000 - 2,999 6. 12,000 & up

The second section of the research focused on the narrative
responses to the two open-ended questions. Tables reporting the data
were organized and narrative descriptions were presented (see Chapter
).

Summary

This chapter presented a review of the problem, the selection of
the population for the questionnaire, a description of the source of the
data, a discussion of the field study and descriptions of how the data
were presented.

Chapter IV presents an analysis of the data which is organized
around each of the five research questions. A summary table is presen-

ted for each of the three components of collective bargaining: 1I. Pre-
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paration for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bargaining/Negotia-
tions Process, and III. Contract Management. A narrative discussion
follows each of the summary tables., Additional tables are presented
which summarize each item determined to have a level of significance of
0.05% or less. Tables summarizing the relationships among the various
demographic data and the extent to which the management representations
or participants were involved in collective bargaining are also presen-
ted. A content analysis was performed on the open-ended questions and

the results are presented and discussed in Chapter IV.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine the role played by

,school district employees or representatives functioning in a2 management

capacity as they completed the tasks that are inherent in the collective

bargaining or negotiations process occurring between a school district's

board of education and the same district's established teacher's organi-

zation.

The following research questions were developed to guide this

study, according to superintendents:

1.

To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining or
negotiations?

To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants involved in the collective bargaining or negotia-
tions process itself?

To what extent are the various management representatives or
participants 1nvolved in contract management?

What is the relationship between various demographic data and
the extent to which the management representative or partici-
pants are involved in the collective bargaining or negotia-
tions process?

What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act
(House Bill 1530) had on the roles of management representa-
tives or participants in the collective bargaining/mnegotiations

process?

47
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Procedures of the Study

The population selected for this study included all superintendents
of elementary, high school and unit public school districts (excluding
Chicago) in the following counties in Illinois: Cook, DuPage, Kane,
Lake, McHenry, and Will. A questionnaire was developed, field tested
and subsequently administered to the superintendents of the 298 school
districts located in these identified six counties. The questionnaire
included twenty-five items or statements which had been determined to be
specific tasks associated with three phases or stages of any collective
bargaining process. These stages included:

1. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations

2. Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process

3. Contract Management

Superintendents were asked to designate which of the management
participants in collective bargaining (board of education, superinten-
dent, business manager, principal, attorney or other) played a primary,
secondary or little/none role in completing each of the twenty-five
tasks. Superintendents were allowed to indicate that the item did not
apply to their district and/or that any of the identified management
participants were not employed by the district.

In addition to requesting responses to the twenty-five items in-
cluded in the questionnaire, superintendents were also asked to indicate
the following:

1. Name of school district

2. County in which district 1s located
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3. Number of schools in district
4. Type of district
5. Current district pupil enrollment

6. How long have you served as superintendent of schools in this
district?

7. Current collective bargaining status

8. Dominant teacher organization affiliation

9. Central office staff employed by district

Two open—ended questions were also included. Both questions attemp-
ted to determine what impact the Illinois Labor Relations Act (H.B.
1530) has had on the roles of management participants in the collective
bargaining process since January 1, 1984. Superintendents were asked to
list role changes of management participants and to indicate the section
of the statute that resulted in such changes.

In January, 1986, questionnaires were mailed to 298 superintendents.
The first mailing resulted in a sixty percent response. A second mail-
ing yielded additional responses which led to an overall return of seven-
ty-two percent. After questionnaires were eliminated which had been
incorrectly completed, or which were returned by superintendents who
stated that their districts did not collectively negotiate, the remain-
ing 181 completed questionnaires, which comprised a response of sixty-
one percent, were then analyzed.

The results of the analysis of these questionnaires are presented
in numerous multi-variable tables using frequency analysis. The Chi-
8quare test of significance was used to determine systematic relation-

ships among the variables.
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Chapter IV is organized around the stated research questions and
includes tables which summarize and analyze the data. A summary table
is presented for each of the three components of collective bargaining:
I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bargaining/
Negotiations Process, and III. Contract Management. A narrative discus-
sion follows each of the summary tables. Additional tables are presen-
ted which summarize those variables determined to have a level of sig-
nificance of 0.05 or less. Tables are also included which summarize and
discuss the relationships among the various demographic data and the
extent to which the management representatives or participants were in-
volved in collective bargaining. Finally, a content analysis performed
on the two open-ended questions included in the questionnaire is presen-
ted, followed by a discussion of the implications. The last section of
Chapter IV summarizes the results.

Research Question Number One

To what extent are the various management representatives

or participants involved in preparing for collective bargaining?

It has been said by several authors that one of the most signifi-
cant and infiuential aspects of the process of collective bargaining is,
prebargaining planning, or preparations for negotiations (Hersey, 1977;
Miller, 1978; Metzler, 1975). A number of specific tasks were identi-
fied, as a result of a review of the literature and research on collec~
tive bargaining, that were clustered into the planning phase which, for
the purposes of this study, was titled Preparation for Bargaining/Nego-

tiations. These tasks included: an analysis of past grievances to de-
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termine unworkable contract language; an anticipation of future employee
demands; the determination of the composition of the negotiating team;
information gathering and compilation of relevant economic data; estab-
lishment of administrative priorities in the actual negotiations pro-
cess; legal research; preparation of administrative proposals and alter-
nate positions to be presented during negotiations and the determining
if an outside negotiator should be employed.

Data describing the frequency and percentages of responses to each
item listed in Section I (Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations) are
provided in Tables 1.1 and 1l.2.

Part I, Preparation for Bargalning/Negotiations, included nine
items or tasks that must be accomplished in order to complete this phase
of the bargaining process.

Twenty-six percent of the 181 respondents to Item Ia, "analyze
grievances to discover defective or unworkable contract language”™ indi-
cated that, for their district, this item was not applicable. Of the
twenty~five items included in the questionnaire, the first item resulted
in the largest percentage of respondents indicating non-applicability.

Table 1.1 summarizes the total number of responses by management
participant and role function to each of the nine items included in Part
I, Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations. Fifty-four percent of the
respondents to Item Ia indicated that they played little or no role in
the performance of this task. The management participant who played a
Primary role in completing this task was the superintendent of schools

(sixty-five percent). A second management participant who played a pri-



TABLE 1.1

Percentage of Responses to Items Defining Management Participants' Role
in Preparation for Collective Bargaining
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TABLE 1.2

TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE I, PREPARATION FOR BARGAINING/
NEGOTIATIONS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS

ITEM NUMBER SPECIFIC TASK

I a. Analyze grievances to discover defective or unwork-
able contract language.,

I b. Anticipate future employee organization demands. —

I c. Determine composition of negotiating team,

I d. Conduct meetings or confer with teachers, princi-

pals, supervisors, central office administrators,
parents and/or community to gather informatin or
data regarding implementation of the current con-
tract, and to identify sections that may need
change or modification.

I e. Compile needed information and relevant economic
- data.

If. Establish administrative priorities in negotia-
tions.

Ig. Conduct legal research and review developments that

may affect future contract negotiations.

I h. Prepare administrative proposals and alternative
positions to be presented during contract negotia-
tions.

o Determine if outside negotiator should be hired.




54

mary role in completing this task (in the fifty-five districts that em—
ployed such a person) was the participant defined as "other”. This per-
son was usually identified as the director or assistant superintendent
of personnel. In those districts employing such an individual, that
‘person often assumed a primary role in the completion of many of the
tasks described throughout this questionnaire. However, it should be
noted that the analysis of data and discussion of implications regarding
the management participant defined as "other"” is based on a significant-
ly smaller number of responses than for all other listed management par-
ticipants.

The responses indicated that the superintendent of schools was more
often identified as the management participant playing the primary role
in accomplishing the following tasks included in preparing for bargain-
ing: T1Item Ia, Ib, Ic, Id, Ie, If, Th and Ii. More than fifty percent
of the respondents indicated that the superintendent was responsible for
playing a primary role in completing eight of the nine tasks. Item If,
establishing administrative priorities in negotiations, was reported by
ninety-two percent of the respondents to be viewed as the superinten-
dent's greatest area of primary role responsibility.

The board of education was viewed by respondents as playing a pri-
mary role in determining the composition of the negotiating team (Item
Ic - eighty-four percent) and determining if an outside negotiator
should be hired (Item Ii - ninety-six percent). The data indicated that
the board of education played a secondary role in establishing

administrative priorities in negotiations (Item If - fifty-one percent),
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and in preparing administrative proposals and alternative positions to
be presented during contract negotiations (Items Ih - fifty-three per-
cent). It was reported that the board of education played little or no
role in analyzing grievances (Item Ia - fifty-four percent), in compi-
" 1ling needed information and relevant economic data (Item Ie - sixty-four
percent), or in conducting legal research (Item Ig - seventy-two per-
cent)., Other management participants assumed a greater primary role in
completing these tasks.

In approximately thirty percent of all districts surveyed, no busi-
ness manager was employed. 1In those districts employing a business mana-
ger, the data indicated that the task which business managers were pri-
marily responsible for completing was compiling needed information and
relevant economlic data (Item Ic ~ fifty-three percent).

Although the responses indicated that the principal played no pri-
mary role in this phase of collective bargaining, the data did reveal
that principals played a secondary role in anticipating future employee
demands (Item Ib - fifty-two percent).

Significant differences among the roles of the various management
participants will be explored further in the discussion of research ques-
tion four which addresses the relationship among the demographic data
and the extent to which the participants are involved in the collective
negotiations process.

Summary
The findings indicated that the management participant who was most

frequently identified as having a primary role on the completion of the
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tasks defining the preparation phase of bargaining was the superinten-~
dent of schools. Eight of the nine tasks were reportedly viewed as the
primary role of the superintendent by fifty percent or more of the re-
spondents. Boards of education were identified as playing a primary
role in determining the composition of the negotiating team and in deter-
mining if an outside negotiator should be employed by the district.
Principals were reported to play the least primary role in completing
any of the tasks in the preparations phase, as were business managers
with the exception of the task involving compiling needed information
and relevant economic data. Approximately thirty percent of the respon-
ding districts 1indicated that business managers were not employed. At-
torneys were also indicated to be minimally involved, with the exception
of conducting legal research. Although the management participant
defined as "other” was reported by fifty percent or more of the respon-
dents to play a primary role in completing eight of the nine tasks, such
data must be viewed with caution, since significantly fewer responses
were noted for this management participant.

Research Question Number Two

To what extent are the various management representatives or

participants involved in the collective bargaining/

negotiations process itself?

The actual process of collective bargaining is complex and entails
numerous steps. Success 1s often based on variables including preplan-
ning, the attitudes and skills of members of the bargaining team and the

political motivations on both sides (Fletcher and Herring, 1980). Those
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ten tasks believed to be most closely associated with the successful
completion of the collective bargaining process were identified and
listed in Part II of the survey, called the Collective Bargaining/Nego-
tiating Process. These tasks included: communications with the teacher
"organization; arranging meetings; attending negotiating sessions; gather-
ing additional data; developing language to be used in the contract;
participation in the development of negotiating session agendas; devel-
oping procedures for exchanging bargaining proposals; participation in
caucus sessions; in on-going dialogue with the board chief negotiator
and maintaining an official record of proposals; counterproposals and
tentative agreements. Data describing the frequency and percentages of
responses to each item listed in Section II (Collective Bargaining/Nego-
tiations Process) are provided in Tables 2.1 and 2.2.

Table 2.1 summarizes the total number of responses to each of the
ten items identified as tasks or functions needed to be completed by
management representatives participating in the actual collective bar-
gaining process. The data indicated that the management representative
assuming the primary role in the collective bargaining process was the
superintendent. This was true for Items IIa, IIb, IId, IIe, ITh and IIi
where fifty percent or more of the responding districts reported that
the superintendent played a primary role in accomplishing theses tasks.
Item IIi, participating in on-going dlalogue with the board chief nego-
tiator, was reported as the item with the highest percentage of frequen-
cy of response in this section of the questionnaire (eighty-one

percent).



TABLE 2.1

Percentage of Response to Items Defining Management Participants' Role in
Collective Bargaining Process
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** (gee Table 2.2 for a list of items)
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TABLE 2.2

TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE II, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/NEGOTIATONS

PROCESS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS

ITEM NUMBER

SPECIFIC_TASK

11

Establish communication with the teacher organiza-
tion.

II

b.

Arrange meetings between administrator/board nego-

tiating team and teacher organization.

11

Attend negotiation sessions as a member of negotia-
ting team,

11

| _ 1 L

Gather additional data relative to issues raised

during negotiation .

11

Develop language to be used in contract.

11

Participate in development of negotiating session

agendas,

I1

Develop procedure for exchange of bargaining pro-

posals.

11

Participate in caucus sessions.

11

Participate in on-going dialogue with board chief

Jnegotiator.

I1

Maintain official record of proposals, counter-

proposals and tentative agreements.

59
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Sixty-nine percent of the respondents reported that the board of
education played a primary role in attending negotiations sessions.
Seventy-five percent of the respondents reported that members of the
board of education played a primary role in participating in caucus ses-
sions.

An analysis of the data indicated that slightly over one-fourth
(twenty-seven percent) of the 181 responding districts employ an adminis-
trator in a personnel capacity (personnel director/assistant superinten—
dent for personnel) and that this management participant was identified
under the category of "other.” When a district does employ an adminis-
trator in this capacity, he/she was reported to play a primary role in
completing certain tasks in the process of collective bargaining which
included gathering additional data relative to issues raised during nego-
tiations (Item IId - seventy-five percent), participating in caucus ses-
sions (Item IIh - seventy—-five percent) and maintaining an official
record of proposals, counterproposals and tentative agreements (Item ILj
- seventy-six percent). Although this data should be viewed with cau-
tion due to the smaller number of respondents, it cannot be disregarded.

Approximately thirty-two percent of all districts responding to
this survey indicated that they did not employ a business manager. It
was noted, however, that in forty-three percent of the districts employ-
ing a business manager, this administrator played a primary role when it
came to gathering additional data relative to issues raised during nego-
tiations (Item IId). This item resulted in the highest percentage of

response indicating primary status for the business manager.
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Twelve percent of responding districts stated that they did not
employ an attorney relative to the collective bargaining process. How-
ever, the data indicated that sixty-three percent of those districts
employing an attorney reported that their attorney played a primary role
in developing language to be used in the contract (Item IIe). Princi-
pals appeared to play little or no role in the actual process of collec~
tive bargaining.

Summary

These findings indicated that the superintendent of schools played
the primary role in completing tasks that defined the process of collec-
tive bargaining. 1In six of the ten tasks, fifty percent or more of the
respondents reported that the superintendent was the administrator who
played a primary role in completing the listed activities. The data
also indicated that sixty-three percent of the respondents reported that
the attorney played a primary role in developing language to be used in
the contract, while, the board of education played a primary role in
attending negotiations sessions and in participating in caucus sessiomns.
Principals were indicated to play little or no role in half of the items
by fifty percent or more of the respondents. Thirty to thirty-four per-
cent of the districts reported that they did not employ a business manag-
er, and those who did employ such an administrator indicated that the
role responsibility varied depending on the task. Although significant-
ly fewer districts indicated that they employed an administrator respon-
sible for personnel issues, when one was employed, they often played a

Primary role in bargaining, particularly during this phase.
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Research Question Number Three

To what extent are the various management representatives or partici~

pants involved in contract management?

The third stage or phase of collective bargaining is termed con-
tract administration or contract management. Described as being sepa-
rate but interrelated to the process of collective negotiations, this
aspect of bargaining establishes the provisions that allow both sides to
adjust to the contract that has been negotiated, and to settle disputes
should they arise (Kershen, 1980).

The six tasks identified for this study and defined under the cate-
gory of contract management included: publishing the final contract;
developing training programs for administrative staff; managing and
participating in the grievance procedure; maintaining communication with
the board of education and providing technical assistance to
administrative staff in contract management.

Data describing the frequency and percentage of responses to each
of these six items (listed in Section III, Contract Management) is pro-
vided in Tables 3.1 and 3.2.

Table 3.1 summarizes the number of district responses to each of
the six items in Section III of the survey dealing with Contract Manage-
ment. Of the 298 districts surveyed in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHen-
ry and Will counties, 181 superintendents responded. Of the six items
included in this part of the survey (Contract Management) four items
yielded a ten percent or higher response indicating the item was not

applicable to the district:



Percentage of Response to Items Defining Management Participants' Role

TABLE 3.1

in Contract Management

** (gee Table 3.2 for a list of items)

BOARD OF EDUCATION SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY OTHER
ITEM** N P* | S* | O* | N* N P S 0 N[ P S 0 N Nl P S (o] N P S 4] N N P S 0 N
111 a 1168 |12 (221641 21171163113 123 1611 17 115137 ] 31 1621 31 7180 167 120113 |56 111 69 68 7 112 113
IIT bli47 1 3 1221731 2115 11 2 139/ 16 126 {29 130 [143 ] 8134154 144 116 126 1481101 55 69 |11 5115
III c (161 120 1431351 2 164 86 1121 2 151 11 | 24 134 ] 31 159 | 47 134 [ 16 152125135 1331 71 5857117 917
111 d 1153 152 116291 31156811101 8 141} 7 113 147 133 1154 17 91 9 144 113119 1561121 4840|112 ]30]19
111 e} 140112 121 160] 7 11711981} 21 O 1571 8 127133 )31 163 | 3131161 160 ] 6126 1581101 6040127 117 {17
IIL £ 1145 ] 3 15177 1. 51152167 §23 {10 1431 13 {27 {32 | 28 1451 8134 153 152 148128 1201 S| 57165114 ] 7 (14
* P = Primary Role
* S = Secondary Role
* 0 = Little/No Role
* N = Not employed by District

€9



TABLE 3.2 64

TASKS INCLUDED IN PHASE 111, CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS

ITEM NUMBER

SPECIFIC TASK

111 a. | Publish final contract for distribution to admin-
| istrative and teaching staff.
|
I1I b. | Develop training program for administrative staff
| relative to management of the agreed-upon con-
| tract.
|
111 c. | Manage and participate in grievance procedure.
|
111 d. | Function as one step in the grievance procedure.
|
111 e. | Maintain communication with Board of Education re-
| garding management of the contract.
|
I11 f. | Provide technical assistance to administrative
|

staff in the contract management process,
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1ITEM % RESPONSE - DOES NOT APPLY
IITb 17.2%
IIIc 10.6%
ITId 11.7%
ITIf 11.2%

The data revealed, yet again, that the superintendent appeared to
be the management participant in this phase of collective bargaining who
played the primary role in completion of all of the tasks defining con-
tract management. The data indicated that between sixty-three and nine-
ty-eight percent of the responding districts reported that the superin-
tendent played a role for completing these tasks.

A significant observation from the data was that the superintendent
shared a primary role with the principal for functioning as one step in
the grievance procedure (Item IIId). Ninety-eight percent of the respon-
dents indicated that the superintendent played the primary role in main-
taining communication with the board of education regarding the manage-
ment of the contract (IIIe). This was the greatest response to any item
on the questionnaire.

Respondents viewed the board of education as also playing a primary
role in functioning as one step in the grievance procedure (Item IIId -
fifty-two percent).

Approximately thirty-one percent of the 173 districts responding to
this section of the questionnaire did not employ a business managér.
The data would indicate business managers played little or no role in

any of the six tasks defining contract management.
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Between five and twelve percent of the responding districts repor-
ted that an attorney was not employed by their district. Forty-eight
percent of the respondents indicated that when an attorney was employed,
the attorney played a primary role in providing technical assistance to
" administrative staff in the contract management process (Item IIIf).

0f those districts employing personnel administrators, a majority
of the respondents indicated that the personnel administrators played a
primary role in completing the following tasks:

a. Item IIIa - publishing the final contract (sixty-eight
percent).

b. Item IIIb - developing training programs for administrative

staff (sixty-nine percent).

c. Item IIIc - managing and participating in grievance procedure
(fifty-seven percent).

d. Item IIIf

providing technical assistance to administrative
staff (sixty-five percent).

Summarz

These findings would indicate that, with few exceptions, the manage-
ment participant reported to play a primary role in each of the six
tasks defining the contract management phase of bargalning was the
superintendent. Between sixty-three and ninety-eight percent of the
respondents indicated the superintendent played a primary role in comple-
ting all tasks during this phase. Fifty-two percent of the respondents
reported that the board of education played a primary role in function-
ing as one step in the grievance process. Seventy-eight percent of the
respondents indicated that the principal also played a primary role in
the same task. The management participant called "other” was indicated

as playing a primary role in four of the six tasks. However, as has
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been stated before, conclusion relative to these observations should be
tempered by the fact that significantly fewer districts responded to the
items pertaining to this management participant.

Tables 4, 5 and 6 provide an analysis of the data collected from
respondents relative to demographic variables. All respondents were
asked to indicate the name of the county in which the district was loca-
ted, number of schools in the district, type of school district, current
district pupil enrollment, length of time the superintendent had served
as superintendent of schools in this district, number of years the super-
intendent had been employed as a superintendent, current collective bar-
gaining status, dominant teacher organization affiliation and the identi-
fication of central office staff employed in the district by position.

Table 4 summarizes the number of district responses by county and
by dominant teacher organization., Of the 298 districts surveyed in
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties, 181 superintendents
reported a dominant teacher organization affiliation. Choices of organi-
zations included the IEA (Illinois Educational Association), the AFT
(American Federation of Teachers), neither organization or an indepen-
dent organization.

Of the 181 responding districts sixty-six percent reported the IEA
as the dominant teacher organization affiliation. Twenty-six percent of
the districts responding to the questionnaire indicated dominant teacher
organization membership in the AFT, while only 5.5% reported neither

organization nor an independent teacher organization as dominant. Re-



TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT DOMINANT TEACHER
ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION BY COUNTY

68

DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION

COUNTY N IEAZ N AFTZ N NEITHER N  INDEPENDENT | TOTAL N
Cook 57 64,0 126 29,21 5 5.6 1 1.1 89
DuPage 27 _87.1 3 9.7 0 0 1 3.2 31
Kane S5 83,3 1. 1 16.7 Q 0 0 9 6
Lake 11 44,0 8 __32.0 0 0 6 24.0 25
McHenry | 12 92.3 0 0 0 0 1 1.7 13
Will 7  4l.2 1. 9 52.9 0 0 L1 5.9 17
TOTAL [ 119 47 S 10 181
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spondents in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and McHenry Counties reported that
the IEA was the dominat teacher organization, while school districts in
Will County indicated dominance in the AFT.

School districts in McHenry County have the highest percentage
(ninety-two percent) of teacher organizations affiliated with the IEA,
while Will county had the highest percentage (fifty-three percent) AFT
affiliated organizations. Lake County indicated that twenty-four per-
cent of its districts were affiliated with an independent teacher organi-
zation.

Table 5 summarizes dominant teacher organizations in Illinois ele-
mentary, high school and unit school districts located within Cook, Du-
Page, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties. The data would indicate
that affiliation with the IEA was greater for all responding districts
regardless of the type of district. Sixty-six percent of responding
elementary districts have teacher organizations that are affiliated with
the 1EA, fifty-six percent of responding high school districts are affil-
iated with the IFA as are eighty-three percent of the unit districts
that responded.

Seventy percent of the responding 181 districts reported themselves
as elementary districts, twenty percent stated that they were high
school districts and ten percent indicated that they were a unit
district. It should be noted that the unit districts reported the
highest percentage of affiliation with the IEA and the high school dis-
tricts indicated the greatest percentage of affiliation with the AFT.
Eleven percent of the responding high school districts noted an indepen-

dent dominant teacher organization affiliation.



TABLE 5

COMPARISON BY DISTRICT OF DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION
ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT

BASED ON TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT:

] PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE """ TPERCENTAGE
OF DISTRICTS OF DISTRICTS OF DISTRICTS
TYPE OF AFFILIATED AFFILIATED AFFILIATED
SCHOOL N WITH N WITH N WITH NEITHER
DISTRICT IEA AFT | ™ OR INDEPENDENT
Elementary | 84 66.1% 32 25:2% 11 . .87% ...
High Schooll 20 55.6% 12 33.3% | 4 11.1%
Unit 15 83.3% 3 16.7% 0 0% ..
TOTAL 119 47 15

0L
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Table 6 summarizes data relative to the type of school district
(elementary, high school and unit) responding to the questionnaire by
total district student enrollment. The data would indicate that between
89.2% and 95.8% of school districts responding to this questionnaire,
with a student enrollment of under 500 and up to 999, are elementary
districts. Seventy-three percent of responding districts with a total
student enrollment of between 1,000 and 2,999 were classified as elemen-
tary districts.

Forty-five percent of the districts having student enrollments
between 3,000 and 5,999 were high school districts. Fifty-six percent
of the districts having a student enrollment between 6,000 and 11,999
and fifty percent of those districts having a student enrollment over
12,000 were unit districts.

Research Question Number Four

What is the relationship between various demographic data and

the extent to which the management representatives or participants are

involved in the collective bargaining/negotiations process?

County

This section addresses the research question and discusses those
statistically significant responses for each item or dependent variable
in relationship to various independent variables. The frequency of re-
sponses for each item in the survey was tallied and analyzed. Tables
7.1 and 7.2 present a listing of all items statistically significant at
the .05 level or better with the county as the independent variable.
Also included in Table 7.1 are results of the single sample chi-square

test, and the reported degrees of freedom for the level of significance.



TABLE 6

PERCENTAGE COMPARISON BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
(ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT)
OF DATE OF MOST CURRENT NEGOTIATED CONTRACT

72

CURRENT CURRENT CURRENT CURRENT CURRENT
TYPE OF NEGOTIATED | NEGOTIATED | NEGOTIATED | NEGOTIATED| NEGOTIATED
SCHOOL N CONTRACT CONTRACT CONTRACT CONTRACT CONTRACT
DISTRICT 1985 1984 1983 1982 1981
e
Elementary 115 11.3% S51.3% 37.4% 0 Z 0 %
High School’ 31 0 Z 2.6% 67.7% 6.5% 3.2%
Unit 14 7.1% 57.1% 28.6% 7.17% 0 Z
TOTAL 160
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Three items were determined to be statistically significant in the
Preparation for Bargalning phase of collective bargaining. Item Ic,
"determine composition of negotiating team” was significant for the
superintendent. Item Ih, "prepare administrative proposals and alterna-
tive positions to be presented during contract negotiatons” and Item Ii,
"determine if outside negotiator should be hired"” were both significant
for the position of business manager.

An analysis of Item Ic, with a .004 level of significance for the
position of superintendent, would indicate that between sixty-four and
eighty-three percent of responding districts in Cook, DuPage, Kane and
Lake Counties reported the superintendent as playing a primary role in
completing this task. Only twenty-three percent of the respondents from
McHenry County and forty-three percent from Will County identified the
superintendent as playling a primary role in determining the composition
of the negotiating team. The preponderance of respondents from these
two counties reported that superintendents played a secondary role in
completing this task. Therefore, the data would indicate that superin-
tendents in the four counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane and Lake are more
likely to hold the primay responsibility for determining the composition
of the negotiating team, than are McHenry or Will County superinten-
dents.

Items Ih and Ii were specific to business managers, and were signi-
ficant at the .026 and .001 levels respectively. There appear to be two
possible explanations for the significance of these two items in rela-

tionship to business managers. First, for both Item Ih and Item Ii,



TABLE 7.1
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
PROCESS BY COUNTY: COOK, DuPAGE, KANE, McHENRY, LAKE, WILL

- == oy e

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N

T X

CHI-SQUARE

I. PREPARATION FOR
NEGOTIATIONS
c. Determine compos-
ition of negotia-
ting team.

. {Superintendent) N=174

df

= = w=x =

SIGNIFICANCE

25.739

0004

h, Prepare adminis-
trative proposals
and alternative
positions to be
presented during
contract negotia-
tions.

(Business Manager) N=162 _

15

i. Determine if out-
side negotiator
should be hired.

(Business Manager) N=150

38.898

.001

II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/
NEGOTIATIONS PROCESS
a. Establish communica-
tion with teacher
organization.
Board of Education) N=171

19.530

10

c. Attend negotiation
sessions as a mem-
ber of negotiating
team.
(Superintendent) N=176

25.274

15

. 046

¢, (Principal) N=171

34.509

15

it

.003

d. Gather additional
data relative to
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations.,

(Superintendent) N=177

29.176

.015

f. Participate in
development of
negotiating ses-
sion agendas.
(Superintendent) N=170

29.681

10

.001
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TABLE 7.1 (continued)

——m=axamx 3 =3 R R T T

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION | TOTAL N | CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE

h. Participate in

caucus sessions.
coofPrincipal) N=170 30,164 15 .0l1
k. Maintain official

record of propo-

sals, counterpro-

posals and tenta-

tive agreements.

s L T T I T R B = E R

(Board of Education) N=173 28.054 15 .021
k. (Superintendent) N=174 28.424 15 019

III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
d. Function as ome
step in the griev-
ance procedure.
(Principal) N=154 25.220 15 047
e, Maintain communi-
cation with Board
of Education re-
garding management
of contract.
(Other) N= 60 27.488 15 025

f. Provide technical

assistance to ad-

ministrative staff

in the contract

management process.

(Board of Education) N=145 28.788 15 017
f. (Superintendent) N=152 19.933 10 .030

f. (Other) N= 57 32.300 15 . 006




PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNLFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS
BY POSITION, BY ROLE AND BY COUNTY

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE
Item Ic. Item Th. Item Ii. Item Ila.
SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION

COUNTY P* Sk (% N* P* S§* (% N* P* Sk (% N¥ P* S* (0% N*
Cook 66 31 3 0 23 34 15 28 1 18 51 30 24 35 40 4]
DuPage 64 23 13 0 11 54 7 29 0 32 44 24 17 41 41 0
Kane 83 0 17 0 17 33 33 17 0 17 67 17 0 17 83 0
Lake 64 36 0 0 35 26 26 13 22 32 59 9 24 36 40 0
McHenry 23 77 0 0 10 20 10 60 22 0 22 56 58 42 0 0
will 44 44 12 0 31 6 6 57 0 21 21 57 35 47 18 0

Item Ilc. Item IIc. Item IId. Item IIf.
SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT
COUNTY P* S* (0% N* P* Sk (k% N* P* S* (O N* P* S* (O* N*
Cook 47 31 20 2 36 15 42 7 78 16 6 0 55 37 8 0
DuPage 29 23 48 0 48 26 19 7 67 20 7 6 50 13 37 0
Kane 17 0 83 0 33 50 17 0 17 50 33 0 0 50 50 0
Lake 39 26 35 0 17 25 58 27 80 16 4 0 46 S0 4 0
McHenry 23 54 23 0 0 o 73 27 85 15 0 0 31 46 23 0
will 53 29 18 0 20 13 60 7 94 0 6 0 41 53 6 0

Item IIh. Item ITj. Item IIj. Item IIId.

PRINICPAL BOARD OF EDUCATION SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL
COUNTY P* S* (0% N* P* Sk (0% N* P* S* (% N* P* S§* (Q* N¥
Cook 36 15 43 6 13 35 49 2 42 33 24 1 81 6 12 1
DuPage 53 20 23 3 0 30 70 0 26 22 52 0 89 4 4 3
Kane 17 67 17 0 0 0 100 0 17 0 83 0 67 0 33 0
Lake 26 17 57 0 24 44 32 0 42 42 16 0 60 25 10 5
McHenry 0 18 64 18 33 50 17 0 58 42 0 0 73 9 0 18
will 19 12 63 6 13 53 133 0 25 S0 25 0 75 17 0 8

Item IIIe. Item IXIf. Item IIIf. Item IIIf.

OTHER BOARD OF EDUCATION SUPERINTENDENT OTHER

COUNTY P* Sk (0% N* P* Sk (Ok Nx P* S* Ok N* P* Sk (% N*
Cook 30 30 17 23 1 14 77 8 71 24 5 0 57 20 - 3 20
DuPage 67 17 8 8 0 12 88 0 69 15 15 0 100 0 0 0
Kane 75 25 0 0 0 0 100 0 33 50 17 0 100 0 0 0
Lake 33 0 67 0 0 20 75 5 75 15 10 0 50 0 50 0
McHenry 0 50 0 50 22 44 33 0 50 50 0 0 20 40 0 40
wWill 50 50 0 O 8 8 75 8 58 8 133 0 60 0 40 0

%P = Primary Role

*S = Secondary Role

*Q = Little/No Role

*N = Not Employed in District

74
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over fifty-five percent of the responding districts in McHenry and Will
Counties reported that they do not employ a business manager. Secondly,
between forty-nine and sixty-seven percent of responding districts in
Cook, DuPage, Kane and Lake Counties reported that business managers
employed had either a secondary responsibility or little or no responsi-
bility for "preparing administrative proposals . . . to be presented
during contract negotiations.” Between forty-four and sixty-seven per-
cent of the responding districts in the same four counties reported that
their business managers had little or no responsibility for completing
Item Ii.

Eight items appeared statistically significant at the .05 level or
better within the phase of bargaining identified as the Collective Nego-
tiations Process. Four items pertained to the superintendent (Items
IIc, d, £, and k), two items were specific to the board of education
(Items IIa and k) and two items described the role of the principal in
the process (Items IIc and h).

It was reported that members of boards of education played either
little or no role or a limited secondary role in "establishing communica-
tion with the teacher organization” (Item IIa) in Cook, DuPage, Kane
and Lake County school districts. However, boards of education located
within McHenry County assumed a primary responsibility for the establish-
ment of communication with teacher organizatioms in fifty-eight percent
of the responding districts. Will County boards of education played a
primary role in thirty-five percent of the districts and a secondary

role in forty-seven percent of the districts. One hundred seventy-one
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districts responded to this item and the level of significance was .034,
Therefore, the data indicates that boards of education in Cook, DuPage,
Kane and Lake Counties are significantly less involved in establishing
communication with the teacher organization than are McHenry or Will
County boards.

Item IIc, "attend negotiation sesssions as a member of negotiating
team” was significant at the .003 level for the principal. One explana-
tion for the significance of this item has to do with the principal's
role differning from county to county. According to the data, fifty~
two percent of the principals in Cook County districts assumed either a
primary or secondary role as did eighty-three percent of the principals
employed in districts located in Kane County. However, approximately
forty-two percent of Cook county principals were reported to have rarely
or never attended bargaining sessions. Respondents indicated that prin-
cipals in seventy-three percent of McHenry County districts and sixty
percent of Will County districts had little or no responsibility for
attending such sessions. Lake County principals reportedly did not
attend in fifty-eight percent of the responding districts.

Item IIf appeared as the most significant item (.00l level) in
the Collective Bargaining/Negotiations Process. This item, "participate
in the development of negotiating session agendas”™ was specific to the
role of the superintendent. An analysis of the responses to this item
by county indicated that ninety-six percent of the superintendents in
Lake County played either a primary or secondary role in assuming the

responsibility for developing such agendas. Ninety-four percent of the
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superintendents in Will County assumed a primary or secondary role,
while ninety-two percent of the superintendents in Cook County and seven-
ty-seven percent of those in McHenry County did likewise. However,
fifty percent of the districts in Kane County employed superintendents
who assumed little or no role in terms of this task.

The Contract Management phase of the bargaining process included
five of the thirty-six items that were statistically significant at the
.05 level or better. Item IIId, "function as one step in the grievance
procedure”, was significant for the principal; Item IIIf, "provide tech-
nical assistance to administrative staff in the contract management pro-
cess”, was significant at the .017 level for the board of education and
significant at the .030 level for the superintendent. Items IIIe and
I11f, were significant for the management participant called "Other” but
it should be noted that the number of respondents was substantially smal-
ler (Item I1Ie, N = fifty-seven; Item IIIf, N = sixty).

An analysis of Item IIIf revealed that the majority of responding
districts in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and Will Counties reported that
they have boards of education who play little or no role in providing
technical assistance to administrative staff relative to management of
the contract. Percentages ranged from seventy-five percent in Will and
Lake Counties to one hundred percenf in Kane County. McHenry County
districts reported that forty-four percent of their districts had boards
who had a secondary role in providing technical assistance, and only
thirty-three percent of these districts indicated that their boards of

education provided little or no technical assistance in contract manage-
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ment. Therefore, the data indicates that boards of education in five
counties, Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake and Will, play little or no role at
all in the technical aspect of managing the contract, once settled.
Boards in McHenry County, however, do play a role, albeit a secondary
one, in accomplishing this task.

Item IIIf was also significant for superintendents and management
participants called Other. Districts in Cook, DuPage, Lake and Will
Counties indicated that their superintendents held the primary responsi-
bility for providing technical assistance to administrative staff in
contract management. Superintendents in McHenry County were reported to
be the management person who assumed either primary or secondary respon-
sibility for this task. Those districts employing an administrator re-
sponsible for personnel (Other) in DuPage and Kane Counties, indicated
that such an employee was responsible one hundred percent of the time
for providing technical assistance in the management of a contract.

Type of School District

All responses to the survey were tabulated by frequency according
to the type of school district responding: elementary, high school or
unit., The results of the analysis of this data identified thirty-nine
items from the questionnaire that yielded a positive chi-square value
which was at the .05 level or better with the type of school district as
the independent variable.

Tables 8.1 and 8.2 present a listing of all items statistically
significant at the .05 level or better with type of school district as

the independent variable. Eighteen items were determined to be statis-—
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS

BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT:

ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL, UNIT

TR a e T A XTEIE T

ITEM/TASK BY POSTION

==

TOTAL N

I. PREPARATION FOR
NEGOTIATIONS
a. Analyze grievances
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable
contract language.
(Board of Education)

N=131

21.118

CHI-SQUARE

df

X 2 X

SIGNIFICANCE

. 002

a. (Business Manager

N=120

13.010

AN O

0043

b. Anticipate future
employee organiza-
tion demands.
(Business Manager)

N=164

24.823

.0004

b, (Other)

g

N= 62

11.747

o fe))

+019

c. Determine composi-
tion of negotia-
ting team.

(Business Manager)

N=166

18.087

o

. 006

d. Conduct meetings
or confer with
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors,
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and
to identify sec-
tions that may need
change or modifica-
tion.
(Business Manager)

N=142

21.118

.002
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TABLE 8.1 (continued)
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ITEM/TASK BY POSTION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
d. (Principal) N=152 13.751 6 .033
d. (Other) N= 62 14.751 6 .022 .
e. Compile needed in-

formation and rele-

vant economic data.

(Superintendent) N=179 16.571 6 .011
e. (Business Manager) N=170 23.889 6 .001
e, (Principal) N=168 17.781 6 .007
e. (Other) N= 58 13.927 6 =031
f. Establish adminis-

trative priorities

in negotiations

(Business Manager) N=166 21.046 6 .002
f, (Other) N= 6] 13.634 6 =034
g. Conduct legal re-

search and recent

developments that

may affect future

contract negotia-

tions.

(Business Manager) N=157 20.621 6 .002

s (Principal) N=158 15.794 6 015

h. Prepare administra-

tive proposals and

alternative posi-

tions to be pre-

sented during con-

tract negotiations.

(Business Manager) N=162 24.300 6 .001
i. Determine if out-

side negotiator

should be hired.

(Business Manager) N=150 14.113 6 .028



TABLE 8.1 (continued)
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ITEM/TASK BY POSITION
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/

IIL.

S

TOTAL N

NEGOTIATING PROCESS

a. Establish communica-
tion with the teach-

er organization.
(Business Manager)

N=161

21.063

CHI-SQUARE }: df

83

=y BT TR RIEIT BT TR

.002

SIGNIFICANCE

a e

Principal

N=166

s 043

=

b. Arrange meetings

between administra-~
tration/board/nego-
tiating team and
teacher organiza-
tion team.

(Board of Education)

N=168

12.998

14.783

. 022

=

b.

(Business Manqger)

N=160

21.275

. 002

b.

(Other)

N=_60

13.439

MOV ON

2037

(Business Manager)

Co

Attend negotiation
sessions as a mem-
ber of negotiating
team.

N=169

22.966

.001

d. Gather additional

data relative to
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations.
(Superintendent)

N=177

22.950

. 001

d. (Business Manager)

(Business Manager)

€.

f.

N=167

21.865

.001

Develop language to

be used in contract.

(Business Manager)

N=164

19.230

Participate in de-
velopment of nego-
tiating sessions
agendas.

N=160

21.602

2001

g. Develop procedure

for exchange of
bargaining propo-
sals.

(Business Manager)

N=155

29.172

.0001



TABLE 8.1 (continued)

ITEM/TASK BY POSTION

TOTAL N

i, Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with
board chief nego-
tiator.

wneo.fBusiness Manager)

N=147

27.419

CHI-SQUARE

ES B

84

= SE SR e I T T

df

SIGNIFICANCE

.0001

TII. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
a, Publish final con-
tract for distribu-
tion to administra-
tive and teaching
staff.
(Superintendent)

N=171

13.246

==

.039

a. (Business Manager)

N=161

26.130

M ON

.0002

b. Develop training
program for adminis-
trative staff rela-
tive to management
of the agreed-upon
contract.

2002

(Business Manager)

c. Manage and partici-
pate in grievance
procedure.
(Superintendent)

N=162

9.866

.043

c. (Business Manager)

N=151

_20.615

ON

.002

d. Function as one
step in the griev-
ance procedure.

(Business Manager)

N=141

21.603

. 001

e. Maintain communica-
tion with Board of
Education regard-
ing management of
the contract.

(Business Manager)

N=157

s 002

f. Provide technical
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff
in the contract
management process.
(Business Manager)

N=143

19.428

. 004

. f, (Principal)

N=145

17.494

-008




TABLE 8.2

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS
BY POSITION, BY ROLE AND BY TYPE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE
TYPE OF Item la. Jtem Ia. Item Ib. Item Ib.
SCHOOL BOARD OF EDUCATION BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER OTHER
DISTRICT P* S* (O* N* P* S* (O* N* P* S* (% N* P* S* (% N*
Elementary 17 39 44 O 12 28 24 36 16 26 16 42 54 14 31 0
High School 7 20 73 O 17 43 37 3 31 51 14 3 94 0 6 0
Unit 8 8 77 8 8 42 33 17 33 40 13 13 90 10 O 0
TYPE OF Item Ic. Item Id. Item Id. Item 1d.
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL OTHER
DISTRIC P* S* (0% N* P* S* (O*% N* P* S* (O* N¥* P* S* (0O* N*
Elementary 4 15 39 43 13 32 14 40 16 45 34 5 38 30 5 27
High School 11 29 49 11 29 26 42 3 44 25 31 0 78 6 6 11
Unit 6 31 50 13 17 42 33 8 20 53 27 0 100 0 0 O
TYPE OF Item Je. Item Ie. Item Ie. Item Ie.
SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL OTHER
DISTRICT P* S* (0% N* P* S* Ok N* P* S* (0% N* P* S* (O* N*
Elementary 72 22 5 1 43 9 8 40 2 30 60 8 54 8 8 30
High School 39 47 14 0 81 14 0 5 17 28 55 O 62 38 0 0
Unit 55 28 17 0 69 13 6 12 0 31 69 0 75 25 0 0
TYPE OF Item If. Item If, Item Ig. Item Ig.
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER OTHER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL
DISTRICT P* S* (0% N* P* S* (0% N* P* S* (0* N* P* S* (% N*
Elementary 20 24 15 41 42 29 2 26 5 26 30 39 2 19 69 10
HIgh School 29 43 23 6 73 13 13 0 11 44 39 6 0 39 61 0
Unit 13 53 20 13 50 50 0 O 21 36 29 14 0O 0100 O
TYPE OF Item Th. Item Ii. Item Ila. Item Ila.
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL
DISTRICT P* S* (O* N* P* S* (k% N* P* S* 0% N* P* S* (k% N*
Elementary 19 25 17 39 3 17 42 38 5 14 37 44 5 21 63 11
High School 32 56 6 6 0 30 61 9 12 29 53 6 18 26 56 0
Unit 27 40 20 13 0 29 57 14 15 15 54 15 0 23 77 0
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *0 = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District

[0}
($]



TYPE OF

SCHOOL
DISTRICT
Elementary
High School
Unit

BOARD OF

Item IIb.

EDUCATION

P* S* (Q* N*

TABLE 8.2 (continued)

Item IIb.
BUSINESS MANAGER

29 42 29 0
17 29 51 3
21 21 50 7

P* S* 0O* N*

Item IIb.
OTHER

Item 1lc.
BUSINESS MANAGER

8 15 34 43
11 23 60 6
8 38 38 15

P* S* (0* N*

P* 8% (0% N#*

42 8 25 25
79 11 5 5
67 33 0 O

TYPE OF
SCHOOL

DISTRICT

Elementary
High School
Unit

Item IId.
SUPERINTENDENT

Pk Sk (O* N*

85 9 4 2
56 33 11 O
53 35 12 O

Item IId.
BUSINESS MANAGER

P* Sk 0% N*

Item Ile.
BUSINESS MANAGER

30 10 19 41
50 25 19 6
60 13 13 13

Item IIf.
BUSINESS MANAGER

36 15 8 41
58 31 6 6
64 21 0 14

P* S*% (O* N*

P* S5 (0% N¥

13 24 22 41
28 36 31 5
20 40 27 13

11 24 22 43
29 32 32 6
31 39 15 15

TYPE OF
SCHOOL

DISTRICT

Elementary
High School
Unit

Item IIE.
BUSINESS MANAGER

P*¥ S* (O* N*

6 20 32 42
21 27 46 6
27 55 9 9

Item IIi.
BUSINESS MANAGER

P* S% (O% Nk

Item IIla.
SUPERINTENDENT

Item IIla.
BUSINESS MANAGER

21 19 20 40
21 43 32 4
57 29 7 7

P* S* O* N*

P* S* 0% N*

70 12 18 0
47 15 35 3
44 25 31 O

18 12 29 41
18 15 62 6
15 38 37 8

TYPE OF
SCHOOL
DISTRICT

Elementary

High School

Item ITIb.
BUSINESS MANAGER

P* S* 0% Nk

Item IIIc.
SUPERINTENDENT

15 24 21 40
22 30 44 4

P* 5% (0% N

Item IlIc.
BUSINESS MANAGER

Item IIId.
BUSINESS MANAGER

89 9 2 0
82 18 0 O

P* Sk (0% N*

P* Sk (0% N*

9 18 31 42
15 30 46 6

High School
Unit

7 42 45 6
15 46 31 8

Unit 7 36 50 7 70 18 12 0 13 47 27 13
TYPE OF Item IITe. Item IIIf. Item ITIf.
SCHOOL BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL
DISTRICT P* Sk O* N* P* S* (0% N* P* S*% (% N*
Elementary 9 19 31 41 14 20 28 37 5 31 58 6

23 45 29 3
0 29 71 O

*P = Primary

Role

9 41 41 9
0 53 33 13
%S =

Secondary Role

*¥0 = Little/No Role

4 13 40 42
19 10 61 10
0 15 69 15

*N = Not Employed in District

98
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tically significant in the Preparation for Bargaining phase of collec-
tive bargaining. An analysis of the data for management participants in
the Collective Bargaining phase of the procss yielded twelve items that
were significant, and the same analysis of Contract Management, or phase
three of the process, resulted in the identification of nine items signi-
ficant at the .05 level or better. The majority of the items (58.9%)
determined to be significant relative to all tasks performed during col-
lective bargaining pertained to the position of the business manager.

A possible explanation for the high number of statistically signifi-
cant iltems relative to the position of business manager was that between
thirty-eight and forty-four percent of all responding elementary dis-
tricts reported that they did not employ a business manager. High
school and unit districts, regardless of size, were much more likely to
employ such an administrator, and those districts reported that a busi-
ness manager held either primary or secondary responsibility for various
tasks in collective bargaining.

Items pertaining to the business manager that bear highlighting as
significant include Item Ia, "analyze future employee organization
demands”, Item Ie, "compile needed information and relevant economic
data”, Item Ih, "prepare administrative proposals and alternative posi~
tions to be presented during contract negotiations”, Item IIc, "attend
negotiation sessions as member of negotiating team”, Item IIg, “"develop
procedure for exchange of bargaining proposals”, Item IIi, "participate
in on~going dialogue with board chief negotiator", and Item I1I1Ia, "pub-
lish final contract for distribution to administrative and teaching

staff.”
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An analysis of the data for Item IIi relative to business managers
ylelded a positive chi-square value of 27.419 (df=6) which was signifi-
cant at the .0001 level. Responding school districts indicated that the
business manager employed by fifty-seven percent of those districts
identified as unit districts had the primary responsibility for comple-
ting this task.

An analysis of Item IIIa for the position of business manager, indi-
cated that this item was significant at the .0002 level and yielded a
positive Chi-square of 26.130 (df=6). Sixty-two percent of responding
high school districts employing business managers reported that such an
administrator played little or no role in accomplishing this task. How-
ever, while thirty-nine percent of the unit districts reported that
their business managers also played little or no role in this task,
another thirty-nine percent stated that the business manager had a sec-
ondary responsibility for publishing the final coutract. What appears
to be most significant is that different roles are assigned to adminis-
trative participants in collective bargaining dependent upon the type of
school district. Item Id, "conduct meetings or confer with teachers. .
.", was significant for three of the six management participants. An
analysis of the data indicated that the position of business manager
ylelded a positive Chi-square value of 21.118 (df=6) which was signifi-
cant at the .002 level; the principal position yielded a positive Chi-
square value of 13.751 (df = 6), significant at the .033 level; and the
"other” position yielded a positive Chi-square value of 14.751 (df = 6),

which was significant at the .002 level. Therefore, the data would indi-
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cate that the type of school district does influence the role function
of participants in bargaining. High schools or unit districts are more
likely to have administrators other than the superintendent playing a
primary or secondary role in the completion of specific tasks associlated
with collective negotiations.

An analysis of the independent variables of type of school district
revealed that principals employed in forty-five percent of elementary
and fifty-three percent of unit school districts reportedly had a
secondary responsibility for the task of conducting meetings (Item Ia)
while forty-four percent of the high school principals had the
primary responsibility for completing this task. If high school
(seventy—-eight percent) and unit district districts (one hundred
percent) employed an administrator responsible for personnel (Other),
that administrator was almost always the primary person responsible for
conducting such meetings in preparation for negotiationms.

Item Ie emerged as significant for four of the six management par-
ticipants. 1In elementary districts, the superintendent (seventy-two
percent) maintained the primary responsibility for compiling needed
information and relevant economic data. The sample of 179 districts
ylelded a Chi-square value of 16.571 (df=6) which was significant at the
«011 level. The data indicated thaf eighty-one percent of responding
high school districts reported that business managers had primary respon-
sibility for this task (significant at the .001 level). Sixty-nine per-
cent of business managers employed by unit school districts also had

primary responsibility for completing this task.
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Legal research (Item Ig) was almost never conducted by the princi-
pal in any type of district (elementary = sixty-nine percent; high
school = sixty-one percent; and unit = one hundred percent).

Those responses that pertained to the management position of super-
intendent included Item IId, "gather additional data relative to issues
raised during negotiations™ and Item IIIa, "publish final contract for
distribution to administrative and teaching staff.” Both were statis-
tically significant at the .00l and .039 level, respectively. In more
than seventy percent of responding elementary districts, it was indica-
ted that the position of superintendent held the primary responsibility
for publishing the final contract for distribution. Superintendents in
forty-seven percent of high school districts and forty-four percent of
unit districts were also reported as being the administrator primarily
responsible for completing this task.

Additionally, the superintendent played a key role in managing and
participating in the grievance procedure (Item IlIc). Eighty-nine per-
cent of responding elementary districts, eighty-two percent of respon-
ding high school districts and seventy-one percent of responding unit
districts viewed the superintendent as filling the primary role for Item
I1Ic. Forty-two percent of elementary districts reported that that the
business manager had little or no responsibility for participating in
the grievance procedure. This item was significant at the .002 level
with a Chi-square of 20.615 (df = 6).

Fifty-eight percent of the elementary principals and seventy-one

percent of unit district principals played little or no role in provi-
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ding technical assistance to administrative staff in the contract manage-
ment process (Item IIIf). However, it was reported that forty-five per-
cent of the high school principals did function to some secondary degree
in this aspect of contract management. Therefore, the data would indi-
cate that principals in elementary and unit districts are less involved
in this step of contract management than are principals in high school
districts.
Dominant Teacher Organization

The frequency of responses to each item in the questionnaire was
analyzed in relationship to the dominant teacher organization within
each responding district. Choice of teacher organization included the
IEA, the AFT, or Independent. Results are shown in Tables 9.1 and 9.2
Eight items in the questionnaire emerged as statistically significant,
using the Chi-square test of significance. Each item was significant at
the .05 or better level of significance. Three items were significant
for the position of business manager, three items were significant for
the position of principal and two items were significant for the attor-
ney.

Five of the fifty-four items included in the Preparation for Bar-
gaining phase of negotiations appeared as statistically significant.
Item Ia, "analyze grievances to discover defective or unworkable con-
tract language"”, was significant for the position of business manager at
the .009 level. Further analysis indicated that thirty-four percent of
those districts whose dominant teacher organization 1is the AFT do not

employ business managers (see Table 9.2). Thirty-eight percent of those
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

PROCESS BY DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION:

IEA, AFT,

INDEPENDENT

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION

TOTAL N

CHI-SQUARF

I. PREPARATION FOR
NEGOTIATIONS
a. Analyze grievances
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable
contract language.

(Business Manager)

N=120

df

== = =

SIGNIFICANCE

17.089

.009

d. Conduct meetings
or confer with
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors,
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and
to identify sec-
tions that may need
change or modifica-
tion.

(Business Manager)

N=142

14.651

e. Compile needed in-
formation and rele-
vant economic data.

(Business Manager)

N=170

22.982

+006

h. Prepare administra-
tive proposals and
alternative posi-
tions to be pre-
sented during con-
tract negotiations.

(Attorney)

N=168

21.885

.009

i. Determine if out-
slde negotiator
should be hired.
(Principal)

N=151

18.325

.032
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TABLE 9.1 (continued)

==

ITEM/TASKS BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE daf SIGNIFICANCE
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/

NEGOTIATING PROCESS

e. Develop language to
be used in contract.
(Attorney) N=175 12.832 6 046

i. Participate in on-
going dialogue with
board chief nego-

tiator,
(Principal) N=147 18.837 9 .027

III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
d. Function as one
step in the griev-
ance procedure.
(Principal) N=154 19.728 9 .018




TABLE 9.2

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS BY POSITION, BY ROLE,

and BY DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION:

IEA, AFT, INDEPENDENT

Item TIh.
ATTORNEY

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE
DOMINANT Item la. Item Id. Item Ie.
TEACHER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER

ORGANIZATION P* S* (0O* N* P* S* (0% N* P* S* (0% N*
IEA 7 38 34 22 11 39 26 24 57 11 6 30
AFT 26 26 13 34 30 19 14 37 57 2 6 35
Independent 0 20 60 20 11 22 22 44 11 44 0 45

DOMINANT Item Ii. Item IIle. Item ITi.

TEACHER PRINCIPAL ATTORNEY PRINCIPAL
ORGANIZATION P* S* (% N* P* S* O* N* P* S* (% N*
IEA 1 7 87 5 69 14 9 8 14 22 60 5
AFT 0 9 73 18 57 17 21 4 21 21 50 8
Independent 0 0 100 0 30 40 10 20 20 40 20 20

P* S* (O* N*

36 26 28 10

33 35 26 6

Item IIId.
PRINCIPAL

P* g% (O* N*

80 9 8 3

*p = Primary Role

*S = Secondary Role

*0 = Little/No Role

*N = Not Employed in District

143
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districts with the IEA as the dominant teacher organization indicated
that business managers employed by them played a secondary role in ana-
lyzing grievances, and thirty-four percent of the business managers
played little or no role in accomplishing this task. Districts who indi-
cated an Independent affiliation reported that sixty percent of thelr
districts employed business managers to do little or nothing in terms of
completing this task.

Item Id, "conduct meetings or confer with teachers, princicpals,
supervisors, central office administrators, parents and/or community to
gather information or data regarding implementation of the current con-
tract, and to identify sections that may need change or modification™,
was also significant at the .023 level for business managers. A further
look at the data indicated that districts responding to this item stated
that thirty-seven percent of those with the AFT as the dominant teacher
organization did not employ business managers, while thirty-nine percent
of the districts indicating predominant affiliation with the IEA uti-
lized business managers to play a secondary role in completing this task.
Thirty percent of those AFT districts who did employ a business manager,
used the business manager in a primary capacity to conduct meetings and
gather information (Item Id). Forty-four percent of those districts
reporting an Independent affifliation stated that they did no employ a
business manager.

Item Ie was also significant for business managers at the .006
level. Analysis of the data again indicated that forty-four percent of

the districts with Independent affiliations did not employ business man-



96

agers, but forty-four pecent of those districts who did employ such
administrators reported that the business manager performed a secondary
function in compiling needed information and relevant economic data.
Fifty-seven percent of those districts whose dominant teacher organiza-
tion was the IEA or AFT stated that business managers held the primary
responsibility for accomplishing this task.,

Attorneys employed by districts whose dominant teacher organization
is the IEA are primarily responsible for "preparing administrative pro-
posals and alternative positions to be presented during contract negotia-
tions™ (Item Ih)., Thirty-five percent of the districts where the bar-
gaining unit is represented by the AFT, and employ an attorney,
indicated that the attorney played a secondary role in completing this
task. Those districts whose bargaining unit 1s represented by neither
the AFT nor the IEA stated that attorneys in fifty percent of the dis-
tricts did little or nothing to prepare such proposals. Eighty percent
of the responding districts with an Independent affiliation indicated
that their attorney played little or no role in accomplishing this task.

One of the two items that were statistically significant in Section
I1, Collective Bargaining Process, was Item IIe, "develop language to be
used in contract.” The analysis of data for the position of attorney
yielded a positive Chi-square value of 12.832 (df = 6) which was signifi-
cant at the .046 level. Districts reporting dominant teacher organiza-
tion affiliation with the IEA, the AFT and an Independent unit, repor-
ted that attorneys played either a primary or secondary role developing

contract language.
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It appears that principals employed in districts represented by the
IEA, function in a primary role (eighty percent) as "one step in the
grievance procedure” (Item IIId). AFT affiliated districts also uti-
lized principals in a primary role to complete the same task (eighty-one
percent).

Date of First Negotiated Contract

The frequency of responses to each item in the questionnaire was
analyzed in relationship to the independent variable of the date of the
district's first negotlated contract. Forced choice responses included
1973 or before; 1974-78; 1979-83; and 1984 or later, Results of the
analysis are shown in Tables 10.1 and 10.2, which summarize information
relative to the significance of the ten listed items, each of which was
significant at the .05 level or better.

Two of the items pertained to the superintendent, three items were
specific to the board of education, two items described the role of the
business manager and three were relative to a building principal. The
total N ranged from 114 to 130, the degreés of freedom from six to nine
and the Chi-squares from 14.823 to 32.286. Three items were significant
from Part I, Preparation for Bargaining, two items from Part II, Collec-
tive Bargaining/Negotiating Process, and five items were significant in
Part III, Contract Management.

Further analysis of the data indicated that superintendents, em-
Ployed in districts whose first negotiated contract occurred between
1973 or before 1978, were likely, in seventy-five percent of those dis-

tricts, to play a primary role in determining the composition of the



TABLE 10.1

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING PROCESS BY DATE OF FIRST NEGOTIATED CONTRACT:
1973 OR BEFORE; 1974-78; 1979-83; 1984 OR LATER
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= = 2.

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
I. PREPARATION FOR

NEGOTIATONS
c. Determine composi-

tion of negotiating

team.

(Superintendent) N=130 15.522 6 017
e, Compile needed in~

formation and rela-

tive economic data.

(Business Manager) N=127 27.008 9 .001
g. Conduct legal re-

search and recent

developments that

may affect future

contract negotia-

tions,

{(Board of Education) N=125 17.450 6 .008

II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/

NEGOTIATING PROCESS
d. Gather additional

data relative to

issues raised dur-

ing negotiations.

(Business Manager) N=125 19.873 9 .019
h. Participate in cau-

cus sessions.

(Principal) N=12 17.532 9 041

III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

c. Manage and parti-

cipate in griev-

ance procedure.

(Business Manager) N=114 18.214 9 .033
c. (Principal) N=119 18.186 9 .033
d. Function as one

step in the griev-

ance procedure, '

(Board of Education) N=115 17.742 9 .038
d. (Principal) N=114 32.386 9 .0002

f. Provide technical
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff
in the contract
management process.

. (Superintendent) N=116 14.823 6 2022




TABLE 10.2

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS

BY POSITION,

BY ROLE AND BY DATE OF FIRST NEGOTIATED CONTRACT

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE

DATE OF

FIRST Item Ic. Item Ie. Item Ig.
NEGOTIATED SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION
CONTRACT P* S (0% N* P* S* (O* N* P* S* (0% N*
1984 or later 48 48 4 0 33 11 7 48 7 41 52 0
1983 - 1979 25 75 0 0 25 50 0 25 0O 71 29 0
1979 - 1974 75 20 5 0 40 0 5 55 6 11 83 0
1973 or before 71 22 7 0 61 7 6 26 1 20 79 0
DATE OF

FIRST Item IId. Item ITh. Item IIIc.
NEGOTIATED BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL BUSINESS MANAGER
CONTRACT P* S* (0% N* P* S* O0O* N* P* S* (0% N*
1984 or later 23 23 4 50 29 4 61 7 0 27 23 50
1983 - 1979 28 43 9 28 29 43 14 14 0 50 17 33
1979 - 1974 30 0 14 55 25 25 35 15 6 22 17 56
1973 or before 51 14 7 28 43 16 38 3 16 13 41 29

DATE OF

FIRST Item IIIc. Item IIId. Item IIId.

NEGOTIATED PRINCIPAL BOARD OF EDUCATION PRINCIPAL
CONTRACT P* S* (Q* N* P* S* (0% N* P* Sk (% N*
1984 or later 52 20 24 4 52 12 36 0 83 4 9 4
1983 - 1979 0 86 0 14 43 14 43 0 14 57 14 14
1979 - 1974 44 33 11 11 38 12 31 19 73 7 0 20
1973 or before 45 32 22 1 61 18 19 2 81 7 10 1

DATE OF

FIRST Item ITIf.

NEGOTIATED SUPERINTENDENT

CONTRACT P* S* (% N*
1984 or later 67 8 25 0
1983 - 1979 40 40 20 0
1979 - 1974 83 6 11 0
1973 or before 70 26 4 0

*P,faffim@£¥45913 *S = SEQ994§5¥4591 ﬂfN;= NQQ;EQDIQVQd hv Digtrricr

66



100

negotiating team. Districts who negotiated a first contract between
1979 and 1983 reported superintendents played a secondary role in this
task. Eighty-four percent of the responding districts whose first con-
tract was negotiated in 1984 or later, indicated that superintendents
played a primary role in determining the composition of the team.

Likewise, superintendents employed by districts who first negotia-
ted a contract before 1973 or up to 1978, played the primary role in
completing item IIIf, 'provide technical assistance to administrative
staff in the contract management process.” This role seemed to change
after 1979. While some superintendents continued to retain the primary
role in this function (1979-83 = forty percent; 1984 or later = sixty-
seven percent), others played a secondary role (1979-83 = forty percent)
or had little or no responsibility (1984 or later = twenty-five percent)
for the accomplishment of this task.

When business managers were employed by districts, they played
either a primary or secondary role in "compiling needed information and
relevant economic data” (Item Ie). The date that a district's contract
was first negotiated did not seem to impact on this variable.

A district's board of education did little or nothing in terms of
conducting legal research during the bargaining process if thelr con-
tract was negotiated in 1973 or before, in 1974-83, or in 1984 or later.
However, seventy-one pe?cent of districts whose first contract was nego-
tiated between 1979 and 1983, indicated that the board of education

played a secondary role in completing this task.
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Sixty-one percent of the districts whose first contract was bar-
gained prior to 1974 reported that their boards of education played a
primary role and functioned as one step in the grievance procedure.
Boards whose contracts were first negotiated in 1974 and up to the pre-
sent were more likely to play either a primary role, or none at all in
this task (Item IIId).

Principals in these same districts were reported as playing a pri-
mary role in eighty-three percent of the districts where the first nego-
tiated contract occurred in 1984 or later. Districts who first negotia-
ted their contract between 1974 and 1978 indicated that principals were
primarily responsible for serving as one step in the grievance process
in seventy-three percent of the districts. Eighty-two percent of the
districts where the contract was negotiated prior to 1973 reported that
principals played a primary role in this same task.

The data would indicate that little substantive change has occurred
in the bargaining process over the years of contract negotiation.
Changes in administrative role function that were determined to be sta-
tistically significant were more prevalent in the contract management
phase of the process, and involved tasks relative to the grievance proce-
dure and to the provision of technical assistance to staff who managed
the contract.

Number of Years as Superintendent in Present District

Efforts were made to determine if the independent variable of num-

ber of years that a superintendent of schools had been superintendent in

the school district he or she was currently serving would impact or
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change the roles that the various management participants played in the
bargaining process. Frequency of responses were tabulated and.the Chi-
square test of significance was performed on the data. Tables 11.1 and
11.2 present the results of this analysis, and list eighteen items that
were statistically significant at the .05 or better level of signifi-
cance. The interrelationships between the variables and the length of
time the responding superintendents were employed in their districts is
discussed.

Five of the thirty-four tasks assoclated with preparation for bar-
gaining emerged as significant statistically. All pertained to the busi-
ness manager. Superintendents who had been employed sixteen or more
years in their district reported that, in fifty percent of those dis-
tricts, they did not employ a business manager. In the fifty percent of
the districts employing business managers, superintendents indicated
that this administrator played a secondary role in "anticipating future
employee organization demands” (Item Ib). The frequency was higher (fif-
ty percent) in those districts where the superintendents had
been employed for more than sixteen years. Within districts who did
employ business managers, betweenltwenty—nine percent and thirty-three
percent stated that the business managers played a secondary role in all
the tasks found to be statistically significant in the preparation for
bargaining. This was true regardless of the number of years the superin-
tendent had been employed by the district,

Nine items emerged as statistically significant at the .05 level of

significance for Phase II of the collective bargaining process. Seven
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
PROCESS BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS SUPERINTENDENT IN PRESENT DISTRICT?
1-5; 6-10; 11-15; 16 OR MORE

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION

I. PREPARATION FOR
NEGOTIATIONS
b. Anticipate future
employee organiza-
tion demands.

i (Business Manager)

==z

d. Conduct meetings
or confer with
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors,
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and
to identify sec-
tions that may need
change or modifica-
tion.
Business Manager)

f. Establish adminis-
trative priorities
in negotiations.

gBusiness Manager)

g. Conduct legal re-
search and recent
developments that
may affect future
contract negotia-
tions.

(Business Manager)

TOTAL N CHI~SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
N=160 29.038 9 .0006
N=137 17.866 9 .037
N=161 _1909;& 9 OOLB
N=154 17.757 9 .038
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TABLE 11.1 (continued)

= =z w e s

LTEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
h. Prepare adminis-
trative proposals
and alternative
positions to be
presented during
contract negotia-
tions.
(Business Manager) N=157 28.234 9 .0009
II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/
NEGOTIATING PROCESS
c. Attend negotiation
sessions as member
of negotiating

team.,
(Superintendent) N=171 18.745 9 .028

d. Gather additiomal

data relative to

issues raised dur-

ing negotiations.

(Superintendent) N=172 18.850
d. (Business Manager) N=162 24.851
e. Develop language

to be used in con-

tract.

(Business Manager) N=159 31.677 9 20002
f. Participate in de-

velopment of nego-

tiating session

agendas.

(Business Manager) N=155 18.974 9 2025
g. Develop procedure

for exchange of

bargaining propo-

sals.

(Business Manager) N=150 21.548 9 .010
h. Participate in cau-

cus sessions.

(Business Manager) N=163 19.912 9 .019

.027
003

oo
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TOTAL N
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df

==y xox =

SIGNIFICANCE

i. Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with
board chief nego-
tiator.

(Business Manager)

N=144

21.698

* 009

je Maintain official
record of propo-
sals, counter-pro-
posals and tenta-
tive agreements,

(Business Manager)

N=162

.005

IIT. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
b. Develop training
program for admin-
istrative staff
relative to manage-
ment of the agreed-
upon contract.

9

(Business Manager)

d. Function as one
step in the griev-
ance procedure.

(Business Manager)

e. Maintain communica-
tion with Board of
Education regard-
ing management of
the contract.

(Business Manager)

N=153

24.502

+004

f. Provide technical
assistance to ad-
ministrative staff
in the contract
management process.

{Business Manager)

34.523

.0001
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PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS BY POSITION,
BY ROLE AND BY NUMBER OF YEARS AS SUPERINTENDENT IN PRESENT DISTRICT

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE
YEARS AS
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ib. Item Id. Item If. Item Ig.
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER
DISTRICT P* S* O* N* P* Sk (O* N* P* S* 0% N* P* S% (% N*
1 - 5 years 30 36 8 26 22 37 13 27 29 37 9 25 12 38 25 26
6 - 10 years 10 25 35 30 6 26 40 28 14 20 32 34 0 21 50 29
11 - 15 years 28 33 6 33 25 38 6 31 22 28 17 33 17 22 28 33
16+ years 0 32 18 50 16 16 26 42 9 23 18 50 0 29 29 43
YEARS AS
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ih, Item Ilc. Item IId. Item IId.
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER
DISTRICT P* S* (0% N* P* Sk O* N* P* S§* (0% N* P¥ S* Q% N*
1 - 5 years 30 38 9 23 37 29 34 0] 69 19 12 O 53 20 1 26
6 - 10 years 8 31 31 31 52 24 24 0 81 14 0 5 32 22 17 29
11 - 15 years 44 17 6 33 33 50 17 0 83 17 0 0 59 12 0 29
16+ years 9 22 17 52 39 23 31 8 89 11 0 o 21 12 12 54
YEARS AS
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ile. Item IIf. Item TIg. Item ITIh.
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER
DISTRICT P* S* (O% N* P* S* (O% N* P* S* (Q* N* P* S* (O* N*
1 - 5 years 26 32 17 23 24 29 20 27 20 26 27 27 48 19 7 26
6 - 10 years 5 20 46 29 10 20 40 30 3 14 51 31 34 12 24 29
11 - 15 years 29 35 6 29 24 35 12 29 6 38 25 31 44 17 6 33
16+ years 0 17 30 52 4 18 18 60 0 18 27 55 26 0 17 57
*pP = Primary Role *S Secondary Role *0 = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed by District

901



TABLE 11.2 (continued)

YEARS AS
SUPERINTENDENT Item IIi. Item IIj. Item II1b. Item ITI1d.
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER
DISTRICT P* S* 0% N* P* S* (% N* P* S* (0* N* P* S* (Q* N*
1 - 5 years 30 26 18 26 28 21 25 26 20 32 20 28 13 14 45 28
6 - 10 years 19 12 44 25 5 25 43 27 12 15 49 24 0 6 62 32
11 - 15 years 35 29 6 29 246 29 12 35 21 36 14 29 0 29 43 28
16+ years 9 23 14 54 8 8 25 58 0 16 32 52 5 5 32 58
YEARS AS
SUPERINTENDENT Item Ille. Item IIIf.
IN PRESENT BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER
DISTRICT P* Sk O*% N* P* S* Ok N¥*
1 - 5 years 13 31 31 25 22 33 22 22
6 - 10 years 2 18 49 131 9 8 57 26
11 - 15 years 11 50 6 33 0 53 18 29
16+ years 0 14 29 57 0 21 26 53
*P = Primary Role *3 = Secondary Role *0 = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed by District

L0T
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of the nine items pertained to business managers, and two pertained to
superintendents.

The data indicated that fifty-two percent of those districts with
superintendents employed between six and ten years, reported that the
superintendents played a primary role in attending negotiation sessions
as a member of the negotiating team (Item IIc). However, only thirty-
seven percent of districts with superintendents employed between one and
five years, thirty-three percent of superintendents employed eleven to
fifteen years, and thirty-nine percent of districts with superintendents
employed more than sixteen years, reported that superintendents played a
primary role in completing this same task., Thirty-one percent of the
districts with the "over sixteen” year employed superintendents stated
that their superintendent rarely attended negotiating sessions as a mem~-
ber of the team.

Regardless of the number of years employed in the district, the
majority of superintendents (seventy-seven percent) viewed themselves as
playing a primary role in gathering additional data relative to issues
raised during negotiations (Item IId).

Items IId, e, f, g, h, and i relative to the collective bargaining
process and pertaining to business managers, were answered similarly
regardless of the number of years that superintendents had been employed
by the district. Between fifty-two percent and fifty-nine percent of
the districts with superintendents employed more than sixteen years
stated that they did not employ a business manager. Districts with

superintendents employed between six and ten years indicated that busi-
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ness managers played little or no role in completing tasks associated
with Items I1Id, e, £, g, 1, and j. However, districts with superinten-
dents employed one to five years respondend that, in thirty-two percent
of those districts, business managers played a secondary role in develop-
ing language to be used in the contract (Item IIe), and played a primary
role in participating in caucus sessions (Item IIh - forty—eight per-
cent) and in participating in on-going dialogue with the board chief
negotiator (Item IIi - thirty percent).

The four items that emerged as statistically significant in Section
III of the questionnaire, Contract Management, pertained to the business
manager. Fifty-three percent to fifty-eight percent of the districts
with supérintendents employed for sixteen or more years, reported that
they did not employ a business manager. The majority of response in all
categories indicated that business managers played little or no role in
functioning as one step in the grievance procedure (Item IIId).

Businesss managers were reported as playing a primary role in
providing technical assistance to administrative staff in contract man-
agement for thirty-three percent of the districts in which the superin-
tendent had been employed for one to five years, and in fifty- three
percent of the districts in which the superintendent has been employed
for eleven to fifteen years. Fifty-seven percent of the districts in
which the superintendent has been employed for six to ten years stated
that the business manager is secondarily rsponsible for completing this

task (Item IIIf). Therefore, the data would indicate that most items of
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significance relative to the independent variable of number of years
employed as superintendent in the present district were applicable to
the management position of business manager. Districts with superinten-
dents employed longer often did not employe a business manager.

Number of Schools in the District

Tables 12.1 and 12.2 provide a summary of all items analyzed and
found to be statistically significant at less than the .05 level of sig-
nificance, using the Chi-square test of significance and the independent
variable of number of schools in the district. Forced choice responses
included one to three school buildings, four to seven school buildings
and eight or more buildings.

After tabulating and analyzing each of the 150 responses, it was
determined that forty-five were statistically significant. Section I of
the questionnaire, Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, included
seventeen signficant responses pertaining to all the management partici-
pants involved in the collective bargaining process. Six of the respon-
ses were specific to the business manager, five to the superintendent,
two to the board of education, two to the principal, one to the attorney
and one to the "other"” administrator, typically responsible for person-
nel.

Superintendents in districts having between one and seven build-
ings, were more likely to play a primary role in analyzing grievances
(seventy-one percent) whereas, superintendents in charge of districts
with eight or more buildings, played a secondary role in completing this

task (seventy percent). Similarly, the data indicated that superinten~
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STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) TASKS IN THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
PROCESS BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT: 1-3; 4-7; 8 OR MORE

e == =z ==

ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
I. PREPARATION FOR
NEGOTIATIONS

a. Analyze grievances
to discover defec-
tive or unworkable
contract language.

(Superintendent) N=130 22.403 4 . 0002
a, (Other) N=154 23.025 6 .0008
b. Anticipate future

employee organiza-

tion demands.

(Superintendent) N=169 18.735 2 . 0001
b. (Business Manager) N=162 _ 14,113 6 =028
c. Determine composi-

tion of negotiating

team.

(Board of Education) N=171 10.054 4 .039
c. (Business Manager) N=164 13.263 6 2039

d. Conduct meetings
or confer with
teachers, princi-
pals, supervisors,
central office ad-
ministrators, par-
ents and/or commu-
nity to gather in-
formation or data
regarding implemen-
tation of the cur-
rent contract, and
to identify sec-
tions that may need
change or modifica-
tion,
(Business Manager) N=140 14.764 6 .022
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TABLE 12.

1 (continued)
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ITEM/TASK BY POSITION

TOTAL N

CHI-SQUARE

.

df

= o=

" SIGNIFICANCE

Compile needed in-

formation and rele-
vant economic data.
(Board of Education)

N=172

21.238

.002

€.

(Superintendent)

N=177

24.492

. 0004

€ o

(Business Manager)

N=168

16.035

(e 2] fo 2 Ko}

0014

g

Conduct legal re-
search and recent
developments that
may affect future
contract negotia-
tiouns.
(Superintendent)

N=166

13.554

.035

(Principal)

N=156

13.592

(=21 e}

035

Prepare adminis-
trative proposals
and alternative
positions to be
presented during
contract negotia-
tions.
(Superintendent)

N=173

19.022

. 0008

h.

(Business Manager)

N=160

14,861

.021

h.
i.

Principal)

N=166

18.515

N OV B

2005

Determine if out-
side negotiator
should be hired.
(Business Manager)

N=148

13.047

042

i,

Attorney)

N=147

12.996

N O

2043

II. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/
NEGOTIATING PROCESS

3.

Establish communi-
cation with the
teacher organiza-
tion.

(Superintendent)

b.

N=170

Arrange meetings
between administra-
tion/board negotia-
ting team and
teacher organiza-
tion team.
(Business Manager)

N=158

17.112

.009
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ITEM/TASK BY POSITION

TOTAL N

CHI-SQUARE

df

"SIGNIFICANCE

Coe

Attend negotiation
sessions as member
of negotiating
team.
(Superintendent)

N=174

13.394

.037

Coe

(Business Manager)

N=167

22.304

.001

Ce

(Principal)

N=169

19.853

.003

Ce

(Attorney)

N=169

20.421

. 002

Ceo

(Other)

N= 67

14.552

(a1 [=aY Kea) f= 1 ko)l

024

d‘

Gather additional
data relative to
issues raised dur-
ing negotiations.
(Board of Education)

N=170

14.748

. 022

d. (Business Manager)

[=XY

N=165

17.796

N[ ON

+007

Develop language
to be used in con-
tract.
(Superintendent)

N=173

15,947

.01l4

e. (Business Manager)

f.

N=162

17.285

.008

Participate in de-
velopment of nego-
tiating session
agendas.

(Business Manager)

ge

18.132

.006

Develop procedure
for exchange of
bargaining propo-
sals.

(Business Manager)

h.

17.343

.008

Participate in cau-
cus sessions.
(Business Manager)

N=166

19.622

.003

h.
i.

Principal)

N=168_

13.804

(=¥ =)}

.032

Partcipate in on-
going dialogue with
board chief nego-
tiator.

(Board of Education)

N=150

14.307

.026
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ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE df SIGNIFICANCE
i. (Business Manager) N=146 20,949 6 002 .

j. Maintain official
record of propo-
sals, counter-pro-
posals and tenta-
tive agreements.

(Board of Education) N=171 16.958 6 . 009
j. (Superintendent) N=172 15.989 6 014
j. (Business Manager) N=165 21.132 6 .002

III. CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

a. Publish final con-

tract for distrib-

ution to adminis-

trative and teach-

ing staff.

(Superintendent) N=169 27.643 6 .0001
a. (Business Manager) N=159 14.934 6 2021

b. Develop training

program for admin-

istrative staff

relative to manage-

ment of the agreed-

upon contract.

(Superintendent) N=148 18.770 6 .005
c. Manage and partici-

pate in grievance

procedure.

(Business Manager) N=149 16.700 6 011
d. Function as one

step in the griev-

ance procedure.

(Business Manager) N=139 13.253 6 .039
e. Maintain communica-

tion with Board of

Education regard-

ing management of

the contract.

(Superintendent)
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ITEM/TASK BY POSITION TOTAL N CHI-SQUARE _ df STGNIFICANCE
f. Provide technical

assistance to ad-
ministrative staff
in the contract
management process,
(Board of Education) N=143 15.254 .018
f. (Business Manager) N=141 20.439 6 002

e x E=E

(o2}




IABLE 12.2

PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSES TO STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT (p<.05) ITEMS
BY POSITION, BY ROLE AND BY NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN THE DISTRICT

ITEM/POSITION/ROLE
NUMBER OF Item Ia. Item Ia. Item Ib. Item Ib.
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT OTHER SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER
IN DISTRICT P* S* (Q* N* P* Sk (% N* P* S* (% N* P* S* (O* N*
1-3 73 24 0 3 78 0 0 22 89 11 0 0 17 28 13 42
4 - 7 69 20 0 11 31 31 7 31 85 15 0 0 24 37 17 22
8+ 30 70 O 0 94 0 0 6 50 50 0 0 28 43 24 5
NUMBER OF Item Ic. Item Ic. Item Id. Item Ie.
SCHOOLS BOARD OF EDUCATION BUSINESS MANAGER BUSINESS MANAGER BOARD OF EDUCATION
IN DISTRICT P* S* (% N¥* P* S* (Q* N* P* S* (% N* P* S* (% N¥*
1 -3 87 8 5 0 5 13 38 43 16 22 25 37 9 37 54
4 - 7 83 17 0 0 4 26 46 24 15 48 12 25 0 12 86
8+ 65 25 10 0 9 29 52 10 24 47 23 6 5 26 63
NUMBER OF Item Te. Item Ie. Item Ig. Item Ig.
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPAL
IN DISTRICT P* S* (Q* N* P* S* (0% N* P* S* (Q* N* P* S* (0* N*
1-3 72 23 4 1 44 8 7 40 45 44 10 1 1 30 62 7
4 -7 65 27 8 0 65 12 2 21 33 56 11 0 0 9 82 9
8+ 24 48 28 0 71 14 10 5 21 42 37 0 6 12 82 0
NUMBER OF Item Ih. Item Th. Item Ih. Item Ti.
SCHOOLS SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER PRINCIPAL BUSINESS MANAGER
IN DISTRICT P* S* (k% N¥* P* S* (O* N* P* S* (O* N* P* S* (0% N*
1 -3 82 17 1 0 20 25 14 41 15 44 33 8 1 16 44 139
4 -7 78 22 0 0 23 40 15 21 2 47 49 2 2 21 58 19
8+ 38 57 5 0 24 52 19 5 0 76 24 0 6 39 44 11
NUMBER OF Item Ii. Item Ila. Item IIb. Item Ilc.
SCHOOLS ATTORNEY SUPERINTENDENT BUSINESS MANAGER SUPERINTENDENT
IN DISTRICT P* S* (0* N* P* S* (0% N* P* S* (k% N* P* S* Q% N*
1 -3 2 8 78 12 79 15 6 0 7 15 34 44 45 31 24 0
4 - 7 7 0 66 27 85 10 4 0 11 20 51 18 33 33 31 4
8+ 0 13 81 6 63 11 26 0 6 41 41 12 33 14 52 0
*P = Primary Role *S = Secondary Role *0 = Little/No Role *N = Not Employed in District
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dents employed by districts where there are between one and three build-
ings play a primary role in anticipating future employee organization
demands (eighty-eight percent) (Item Ib), as were those superintendents
working in districts with between four and seven schools (eighty-five
percent). However, the data was "split” in larger districts (more than
eight schools) where fifty percent of the superintendents played a pri-
mary role and fifty percent played a secondary role in completing this
same task.

An analysis of the data indicated that superintendents working in
districts with one to three buildings played a primary role in compiling
needed information and relevant economic data, at least in seventy-two
percent of those districts. A slightly lower percentage of districts
(sixty-five percent) with four to seven buildings reported that their
superintendent played a primary role in accomplishing this task (Item
Ie). However, only twenty-four percent of school districts with eight
or more buildings reported that superintendents were primarily responsi-
ble for complling such data. These districts indicated that their busi-
ness manager was, in seventy-one percent of the districts, the one who
played a primary role in completing this task. The administrator in
charge of personnel, called "other"”, was also reported as playing a pri-
mary vrole in seventy-nine percent of districts with eight or more build-
ings in completing Item Ie.

The most significant finding was that approximately forty percent
of districts with one to three buildings do not employ business

managers.
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An analysis of Item Ig, “"to conduct legal research and recent devel-
opments that may affect future contract negotiations”™ indicated that
superintendents in fifty-five percent of the responding districts with
four to seven schools played a secondary role in completing this
task, as did superintendents in forty-two percent of the districts with
more than eight buildings. Forty-five percent of those districts with
one to three buildings reported theilr superintendents played a primary
role in conducting legal research while forty-four percent indicated
that the superintendent functioned in a secondary role relative to this
task.

Item Ih was significant at the .008 level and indicated that eighty-
two percent of those superintendents employed in districts with one to
three schools played a primary role in preparing administrative propos-
als and alternative postions presented during negotiations (Item Ih).

Seventy-eight percent of those districts with four to seven build-
ings reported that their superintendents also played a primary role in
completing this task. However, fifty-seven percent of the districts
with more than eight buildings responded that their superintendent
played a secondary role in preparing such proposals. Eighty-nine per-
cent of these districts employed personnel administrators ("other") who
were indicated to play a primary role for completing this task.

Item Ii, "determine if outside negotiator should be hired"”, was
significant at the .043 level and consistent in that sixty-six percent
to eighty-one percent of all responding districts reported that their

attorneys did not make this determination.
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The Collective Bargaining/Negotiating Process (Section III) yielded
twenty responses that were determined to be statistically significant.
These also were spread among all the listed management participants,
with more emerging as significant for the business manager.

One of the more interesting aspects of the results of Item IIc,
"attend negotiation sessions as a member of the negotiating team”, was
that districts with more than eight schools reported that over fifty
percent of their superintendents rarely attend such sessions. At the
same time, these same districts indicated that more than fifty percent
of their business managers attend negotiating sessions in a primary role.
More business managers than superintendents attend these sessions in
districts with four to seven schools, but more superintendents than busi-
ness managers play a primary role in attending such sessions in dis-
tricts with one to three schools.

Principals and attorneys employed by disticts with more than eight
schools attend negotiating sessions at the same rate (47.6%) in a pri-
mary capacity.

More than fifty-four percent of the business managers play a pri-
mary role in participating in caucus sessions (Item IIh) in districts
with four to seven schools as do business managers in fifty-seven per-
cent of the districts with more than eight buildings. This was not the
case in districts with one to three buildings who indicated that they
may not employ such an administrator (forty-three percent).

Eight items were determined to be statistically significant within

the third section of the questionnaire, Contract Management. An analy-
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sis of the results of the survey indicated that Item IIIa, significant
at the .0001 level, discriminated between school districts with one to
seven buildings and those with more than eight. Respondents reported
that districts with one to three schools had superintendents who, in
seventy-three percent of those districts, played a primary role in pub-
lishing the final contract for distribution to staff. A similar re-
sponse was true for districts with four to seven buildings, where sixty-
five percent of the superintendents played a primary role for completing
this task. However, districts with more than eight schools, reported
that only fifteen percent of their superintendents played a primary role
in publishing the final contract and distributing it to staff.
Superintendents in districts with one to three buildings were, in
eighty-eight percent of the districts, played a primary role in develop-
ing training programs for administrative staff relative to the manage-
ment of the agreed-upon contract (Item IIIb), as did superintendents in
districts with four to seven buildings (eighty-seven percent) and super-
intendents in districts with more than eight buildings (sixty percent).
Item I1Ie, "maintain communication with board of education regard-
ing management of thecontract” resulted in the highest percentage of
response indicating primary role function for the superintendent, using
number of schools in the district as the independent variable. It
should be noted that responses to this item were higher (ranging from
ninety—-one percent to one hundred percent) than for any other response
in the questionnaire. Districts with one to three buildings reported

that superintendents, in every instance (one hundred percent of the
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time) played a primary role in communicating with the board of education
regarding contract management, while districts with four to seven build-
ings reported the same level of involvement in ninety-six percent of the
cases. Districts with more than eight buildings indicated that superin-
tendents played a primary role in completing this task in ninety-one
percent of the districts. Therefore, the data would indicate that the
number of buildings within a distriet has little, if any, impact on the
perception that superintendents are viewed as playing the primary role
of communicating with the board relative to contract management.

In light of the large number of statistically significant items
(forty-five) with the number of schools within a district as the indepen-
dent variable, an analysis of the data results in the following conclu-

sions:

l. Over forty percent of districts with one to three buildings
do not employ business managers.

2. A higher percentage of districts with one to three buildings
report that principals played little or no role in completing
those tasks that emerged as significant while, for the same
tasks, districts with four or more buildings indicated that
principals played a primary or secondary role.

3. All items pertaining to boards of education, with the excep-
tion of Item IIj, ylelded data that indicated similar roles
were played regardless of the number of buildings within the
district.

4., All items pertaining to superintendents, with the exception
of item IIa, "establish communication with the teacher orga-
nization”, yielded data that when analyzed, indicated the
superintendent played a primary role in completing the tasks
in a greater percentage of districts with one to three
buildings. The percentages of respondents reporting pri-
mary role function diminished with an increase of build-
ings within the district.
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Summary and Implications

The findings relative to research question number four, ‘indicated
that seventy percent of the responding districts were elementary dis-
tricts, twenty percent were high school districts and ten percent were
unit districts. The elementary districts had student enrollments of
under 500 and up to 3,000, while unit districts had between 6,000 and
12,000 or more students enrolled. High school district student enroll-
ments ranged between 1,000 and 12,000, with the majority falling in the
1,000 to 5,999 range.

Eighty~seven percent of the districts were affiliated with the IEA
in DuPage County, with the highest IEA affiliation (92.3%) in McHenry
County. Cook County reported sixty-four percent of its districts affili-
ated with IEA and twenty-nine percent affiliated with AFT, while Lake
County reported IEA affiliation at forty-four percent, AFT affiliation
at thirty-two percent and Independent affiliation at twenty-four per-
cent.

Lake County appeared to have the most diversification in teacher
organization affiliation. Sixty-six percent of elementary districts
reported affiliation with IEA as did eighty-three percent of unit dis-
tricts. The findings indicated that fifty-six percent of high school
districts were IEA affiliated, thirty-three percent were AFT affiliated
and eleven percent were independently affiliated.

As a result of the analysis of the data obtained from the research
questions, a number of implications can be drawn with relationship to

the process of collective bargaining and the roles of the identified
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management participants in the process. Time after time, the data indi-
cated the strong primary role played by the superintendent of schools
throughout the procss. This primary role was noted regardless of type
of district, county, number of schools within a district, current dis-
trict pupil enrollment, length of time the superintendent had served as
superintendent within the district or dominant teacher organization af-
filiatipn. Although there was some variability given the independent
variables, superintendents still emerged as the most primarily involved
participant. However, it should be remembered that superintendents com-
pleted the questlonnaires. A possibility exists that superintendents
perceive themselves as playing the most primary role in the process of
collective bargaining, and that if the questionnaire was to be completed
by other, different respondents, superintendents might not be viewed as
playing the dominant primary role. However, since superintendents are
the chief executive officer of a school district, then, in fact, they
should be highly knowledgeable with regard to collective bargaining
since they alone are ultimately primarily responsible for its implementa-
tion.

Research Question Number Five

What impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act

(House Bill 1530) had on the roles of management representatives

or participants in the collective bargaining/negotiatons process?

The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 1530) be-
came effective on January 1, 1984. An effort was made to determine to

what extent this mandatory collective bargaining statute has changed
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management responsibilities in the collective bargaining process. To
that end, two open-ended questions were included in the survey mailled to
298 school districts, excluding Chicago, located within the counties of
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will. The questions asked the
respondents to list any changes in the roles of the management partici-
pants in their respective collective bargaining process that had occur-
red as a result of House Bill 1530, and to indicate which section of the
statute resulted in the identified changes.

Fifty-four of the 181 questionnaires contained responses to these
two open-ended questions. Table 13.1 summarizes, by county,>the number
of responses for the elementary, high school and unit districts. Table
13.2 summarizes the responses by county and student enrollment within
the district, and Table 13.3 presents a summary of responses according
to dominant teacher organization affiliation, by county.

The number of districts responding to the questions regarding House
Bill 1530 is summarized in Table 13.4 by county and number of years the
responding superintendent has been employed in the current district.

Question A stated: Please list any changes in the roles of the
management participants in your collective bargaining process, that oc~-
curred as a result of House Bill 1530 (the Illinois Labor Relations Act).
A content analysis was completed for all responses., Twenty-nine dif-
ferent responses were noted. Nine districts responded that no changes
had occurred as a result of House Bill 1530, while varying numbers of
districts reported that they believed twenty-seven changes had occurred

as a result of this statute. An effort was made to summarize and clus-
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TABLE 13.1

NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY, HIGH SCHOOL and UNIT DISTRICT
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS REGARDING
ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530)
BY COUNTY

TYPE OF  SCHOOL DISTRICT

TOTAL ELEMENTARY HIGH SCHOOL UNIT
COUNTY N DISTRICT DISTRICT DISTRICT
Cook 25 21 4 0
DuPage 9 1 1 0
Kane 1 0 0 1
Lake 10 7 1 2
McHenry 6 3 2 1
Will 3 1 1 1
TOTALS 24 40 9 .

Of the fifty-four districts responding to the two questions, seven-
ty-four percent were elementary districts, seventeen percent were

high school districts and nine percent were unit districts.



TABLE 13.2

NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS

REGARDING ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530)

ACCORDING TO STUDENT ENROLLMENT WITHIN DISTRICT

126

STUDENT

DISTRICT

ENROLLMENT

TOTAL Under 500- 1,000~ 3,000~ 6,000~ 12,000
COUNTY N 200 999 999 5,999 12,000 UP
Cook 25 6 3 13 2. (0 1
DuPage 9 1 2 b} 1 0 0
Kane 1 0 0 0 Q0 1 0
Lake 10 0 4 4 1 1 0
McHenry 6 3. L 2 0 Q 0
Will 3, . 0 0 2 0 0
TOTALS 54 11 10 24 6 2 1

Of the fifty-four districts respondig to the questions, forty-four percent

had a student enrollment of 1,000 - 2,999 pupils while only 1.8% of the

responding districts had an enrollment of 12,000 or more.
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TABLE 13.3

NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS
REGARDING ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530)
ACCORDING TO DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION

]
4

S

DOMINANT TEACHER ORGANIZATION AFFILIATION

COUNTY . TOTAL N IEA AFT INDEPENDENT
Cook _25 16 3 1
DuPage 9 9 0 0

Kane 1 0 1 0
Lake 10 S 3 2
McHenry 6 6 O o
will 3 2 1 0
TOTALS 54 38 13 3.

Seventy percent of the respondents reported the IEA to be the dominant
teacher organization affiliation. Twenty-four percent indicated a
dominant affiliation with the AFT and 5.57% reported an independent

affiliation.



NUMBER OF DISTRICT RESPONSES BY COUNTY TO QUESTIONS REGARDING

TABLE 13.4

ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT (H.B. 1530)

ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF YEARS

SUPERINTENDENT HAS SERVED CURRENT DISTRICT

128

NUMBER OF YEARS SUPERINTENDENT SERVED CURRENT DISTRICT

6 mo.—| 4 - 8 - 12 - 16 - 20 -
COUNTY TOTAL N 3 yr. I yr. 11 yr. 15 yr, 19 yr. 23 yr.
Cook 25 10 6 2 2 4 1
DuPage 9 4 1 3 0 1 0
Kane 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Lake 10 2 3 1 4 0 )
McHenry 6 2 1 2. 1 0 0
Will 3 0 1 2. 0 0 0
TOTALS 34 19 12 _ 10 Vi S 1

The majority (35.2%) of respondents reported that the superintendent had been

employed in the current district between six months and three years.

Over

seventy-five percent of the districts completing the questions indicated that

the current superintendent has been employed in the district between six months

and eleven years,
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ter the responses into four categories: Preparation for Bargaining/Nego-
tiations; Collective Bargaining/Negotiating Process; Contract Management
and Impact on All Aspects of Bargaining. It became evident that the
majority of the comments were pervasive to all facets of the collective
bargaining process, and could not be easily categorized into one of the
three identified phases or stages of the process. The comments are sum-

marized below in descending order of frequency of response:

RESPONSE FREQUENCY
1. None/no change 9
2. Outside negotiator now used/board uses attorney more often 8
3. Districts now have a written contract 5
4. Recognition is now given to groups of employees 4
5. Districts now have deadlines to meet 3
6. Districts do more careful preparation/more cognizant 3

7. Additional time demands for superintendent/business manager

and principal(s) 3
8. Increased role of superintendent/business manager/princi-

pal(s) 3
9. Now negotiate previous non-negotiable items 3

10. New procedures established (arbitration/impasse/grievances) 3

11. Use of Win-Win bargaining technique 2
12. More consistency by board of education in decisions/respon—
sibilities clearer 2
13. Total relationship changed/formalized process 2
14. Costs more money because of attorneys' fees 2
15. Administration perceived as adversaries 2

16. No more good faith/teachers have rights 2
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17. Superintendent more important in process 1
18. Takes longer to negotiate -1
19. Scope of negotiations has increased 1
20. Board policy items now in teacher contract 1
21. More requests for mediation 1
22. Teachers can bargain any time 1
23. Shared responsibility for school management 1
24. Staff proposals carefully reviewed 1

25. Superintendent became part of board negotiating team in

caucus sessions 1
26. Superintendent no longer present at negotiating table 1
27. Board now negotiates salaries and fringes 1
28. Now have fair share 1

Further analysis of the content of the responses in Question A re-
sulted in the determination that the majority of the responses were neu-
tral in tone. However, nine questionnaires reflected a negative tenor
toward the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act for various reasons.

Several of the complete responses are reported as follows:

"During our last session (3/84-11/84) the IEA used all
features of new law. We had a ULP from negotiation
heard by IELRB. We produced a 4" pile of documenta-
tion; they produced verbal report on their recall.

We paid an inordinate price but won handily. . .
creating the ILRB with no history, we pay the price
since they hear everything submitted unlike private
sector boards. Private sector boards appear to have
the "guts” or "support” (?) to say this is not an
appropriate topic for out time.” Cook County - Super-
intendent in current district for five years.



+ o » Only change was of focus. Delineating each item
in the contract resulted in a careful review and on-
going reading/checking. Formerly all items were on a
'good faith' basis, This . . . is now destroyed -
'stick to contract and only by contract' are the words
of today." Cook County - Superintendent in current
district for twenty~three years.

"There is very little in this act that adds to the role
of management in a positive way. 1In fact, it has taken
away much of the role of management in negotiationms.
This act only benefits labor.” Cook County - Superin-
tendent in current district for seven years.

"We negotiated prior to 1530. It has further 'watered
down' the authority of the board.” Cook County -~ Super-
intendent in currxent district six months.

"First contract:

1l Increased time demands on Superintendent for nego-
tiated contract preparation, contract management,
grievances, etc.

2. Increased time demands on principals for training
in contract management, grievance process, etc.”

DuPage County - Superintendent in current district five
years.

"Assistant Superintendent, Superintendent, Business Man-
ager and principals have assumed major roles in collec-
tive bargaining. During prolonged contract negotiation
administration is perceived as adversaries. Collective
bargaining seems to create emotionalism and adversarial
relationships.” DuPage County - Superintendent in cur-
rent district one year.

"Informal process prior to 1530. Superintendent served
as resource prior to 1530. Principals not directly in-
volved prior to 1530. Attorney not utilized at table
prior to 1530. Everyone much more involved now."
DuPage County - Superintendent in current district ten
years.,

"Give teachers an on~going ticket to bargain - anything
if Board is not careful. Teachers feel any and any-
thing is a working condition.” Lake County - Superin-
tendent in current district fourteen years.

"1. About 15 items formerly in Board policy are now in
the teacher-Board contract. We now, therefore,
have less flexibility regarding changing some poli-
cles,
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2. Teachers' rights have become a slightly bigger issue.”
McHenry County - Superintendent in current district
fourteen years. '
The following two responses reflected a positive tone with regard
to the perceived changes in the role of management participants as a

result of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill

1530).

"Shared responsibilities for school management. Assures
that staff proposals will be carefully reviewed. Re-
quires very careful preparation for negotiations. Pro-
cedure is a two-way street." Lake County - Superinten-
dent in current district one year.

"Negotiated agreements had a tendency to develop more of
an awareness and consistency in administrative deci-
sions.” Kane County - Superintendent in current dis-
trict two years.

Question B stated: "Please indicate the section/portion of House
Bill 1530 that resulted in those changes listed above."

Almost none of the respondents named the section or portion of the
Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act in their responses. They did,
however, provide enough descriptors to enable a specific section of the
Act to be identified by this investigator. The responses are listed
below in descending order of frequency of response and by the identified

gsection of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill

1530).
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ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL

RESPONSE LABOR RELATIONS ACT FREQUENCY
1. All Sections All Sectionms | 12
2. Recognition Section 7 6
3. Binding Arbitration Section 10c 5
4. Timelines/Deadlines Section 12 4
5. Impasse procedure Section 12 4
6. Working Conditions Section 10c 3
7. Falr Share Section 11 3
8. Contract in writing Section 10d 1
9. Duty to bargain Section 10a 1

10. Unfair labor practice Section 14 1

11. None 1

Implications

The findings indicated that those superintendents who responded to
the open-ended questions regarding the impact of the Illinois Education-
al Labor Relations Act reported numerous changes in the role of manage-
ment participants in the collective bargaining process. The majority of
superintendent respondents expressed the belief that we are entering an
era in which there will be less control by boards of education of con-
tractual issues, more need for districts to exercise care and caution in
bargaining, a need for districts to allocate additional time and re-
sources to the process of collective bargaining, a greater need for at-
torney involvement in the process and a greater role that will need to
be played by the superintendent and other district management partici-

pants in the collective bargaining process. It seems fair to say that
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House Bill 1530 has had an impact on school districts since its enact-
ment on January 1, 1984. However, the degree and the extent to which
this legislation has impacted school districts located within tﬁe six
counties surveyed in this study some two years later is not yet clearly
known.
Summary

This chapter presented an analysis of the data which was organized
around each of the five research questions. A summary table was presen-
ted for each of the three components of the collective bargaining: pro-
cess: I. Preparation for Bargaining/Negotiations, II. Collective Bar-
gaining/Negotiations Process and III. Contract Management. A narrative
discussion accompanied each of the summary tables. Additional tables
were presented which summarized all items determined to be statistically
significant at the .05 level or less, and which summarized and discussed
the relationships among various demographic data and the participants in
the collective bargaining process. The results of a content analysis
performed on two open-ended questions pertalning to the implementation
of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act were presented and dis-
cussed. Additional sections of Chapter IV discussed the implications of
the results. Chapter V is comprised of three sections. The first sec-
tion contains a summary of the research study. In the second section
the conclusions of the study are presented. Recommendations for prac-

tice and future research are suggested in the final section.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summarz

The purpose of this study was to analyze the role played by school
district employees in management positions in completing the various
tasks that define the collective bargaining or‘negotiations process oc-—
curring between a district's board of education and teacher organization.
Six research questions provided a framework by which the purpose of the
study was accomplished: (1) To what extent are the various management
representatives or participants involved in preparing for collective
bargaining/negotiations? (2) To what extent are the various management
representatives or participants involved in the collective bargaining/
negotiations process itself? (3) To what extent are the various manage-
ment representatives or participants involved in contract management?
(4) What is the relationship between various demographic data and the
extent to which the management representatives or participants are in-
volved in the collective bargaining/negotiations process? (5) What
impact has the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill
1530) had on the roles of management representatives or participants in
the collective bargaining/negotiations process?

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following
methods and procedures were utilized:

1. The population consisted of all elementary, high school and

unit school districts, excluding Chicago, in the Illinois counties of
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Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will during the 1985-86 school
year.

2. The sample consited of the 181 school districts that responded
to the questionnaire.

3. The research and literature were reviewed relative to the histo-
ry and background of collective bargaining in education, the collective
bargaining process and the role of management participants in collective
bargaining in education, and the impact of legislation on collective
bargaining in education.

4, The author-developed questionnaire was mailed to 298 districts
in the Illinois counties of Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will.

5. A follow-up mailing for non-respondents to the questionnaire
was mailed. Completed questionnaires were returned by 181 school super-
intendents.

6. The data received from the surveys were tabulated and analyzed
using frequency and cross tabulation. The Chi-square test of signifi-
cance was applied to determine the existence of any significant relation-
ships among variables.

7. Conclusions were drawn and recommendations were made.

The limitations of this study were those inherent in using mailed
questionnaires. Due to time limitations and the size of the sample,
personal interviews were not conducted with superintendent respondents.
Because the sample included school districts in six counties surrounding
the Chicago, Illinois metropolitan area, findings were limited and gener-

alized to similar school districts in similar geographic areas.
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The Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (House Bill 1530) was
enacted January 1, 1984. Although the research study was begun in the
early part of 1986, a full two years later, it is unlikely that these
two years represented a long enough period of time in which the full
impact of this legisiation could be measured. At the same time, the
impact of H.B. 1530 may have been minimal on districts included in the
study who have been collectively bargaining for a number of years prior
to January 1, 1984.

This chapter represents the conlusions and recommendations of the
study resulting from the analysis of survey responses and demographic
information,

Conclusions from Current Research

Several conclusions to this study emerged. They were based solely
on the evidence found in the study and did not reflect the opinions of
any particular individual. The conclusions reflected only the data gath-
ered and reported.

1. Conclusions regarding each of the six management participants
in the collective bargaining process are as follows:

a. Board of Education - The data represented in Tables 1.1, 1.2,
2.1, 2.2, 3.1 and 3.2 indicated that the board of education's most pri-
mary role in the bargaining process was to determine if an outside
negotiator should be hired, followed by determining the composition of
the negotiating team. The other primary roles played by boards of
education occurred in the actual bargaining phase of the process when,
regardless of any of the demographic variables, board members attended

negotiations sessions and participated in caucus sessions.
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b. Superintendent - The data represented in all tables indicated
that the superintendent played the most primary role of all the manage-
ment participants in each phase of collective bargaining, particularly
contract management. However, there were some significant differences
in responses to items by county. For example, in all counties except
Kane, superintendents were primary in determining the composition of the
negotiating team and attending negotiating sessions. The data also indi-
cated that superintendents provided little or no technical assistance in
contract management in all counties except McHenry, where they were in-
volved in either a primary or secondary role.

Superintendents were likely to play primary roles in accomplishing
tasks in negotiations when they worked in elementary districts with
fewer buildings.

c. Business Manager - The data represented in all tables indicated
that approximately one-third of the districts participating in this
study did not employ business managers. This percentage was greatest in
McHenry and Will counties and in elementary districts with smaller stu-
dent enrollments. When business managers were employed, their roles in
collective bargaining varied. However, they played primary roles in
compiling information, specifically economic data. They were involved
secondarily in more tasks specific to preparation for bargaining.

d. Principal - Principals were involved less in all aspects of the
bargaining process than any other management participant. The one task
in which they played a significantly primary role was in contract manage-

ment when they functioned as one step in the grievance procedure.
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e. Attorney - Even though it was anticipated that attorneys would
be highly involved in collective bargaining, particularly since the en-
actment of the Illinois mandatory collective bargaining act (House Bill
1530), the data indicated that attorneys only played a primary role in
conducting legal research and developing language to be used in the con-
tract. Fewer attorneys were employed in McHenry and Kane County dis-
tricts, but there was no significant difference in the employment or
role of attorneys in elementary, high school or unit districts. Attor-
neys did appear to assume a more primary or secondary role in districts
affiliated with either the IEA or AFT as opposed to an independent
teacher organization affiliation.

f. Other - Only about one-~third of the districts responding to the
survey reported that they employed an administrator defined as "other”.
In most cases, this administrator was described as having responsibility
for personnel functions within the district. Caution should be used in
attaching great significance to the role of this management participant
in the bargaining process due to the few number of responses. However,
the data did indicate that this administrator assumed a primary role
more often in preparing for bargaining and in the actual bargaining
process, and was utilized to gather data, prepare proposals, analyze
grievances and maintain records during negotiations.

School districts in McHenry County were less likely to employ such
an administrator, as were elementary districts, with fewer numbers of

buildings and smaller student enrollments.
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2. Although there were some strong narrative statements regarding
the impact of the January 1, 1984 Illinois legislation regulating collec-
tive bargaining, the majority of superintendents did not respond to the
two open-ended questions pertaining to this recent legislation. This
would lead the author to conclude that there has been little impact to
the districts survey at this point in time, as a result of this legisla-
tion.

Recommendations for Further Study

Recommendations for further study include addressing the following
concerns:

1. Replicate the study, statewide in Illinois, in order to general-
ize the data to a larger population. Investigate the possibility of
specific geographic differences in the role of management participants
in collective bargaining and in the impact of the Illinois Educational
Labor Relations Act.

2. Replicate the same study next year to determine the impact of
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act after two additional years
of implementation.

3. Develop a study that would explore the specific concerns expres-
sed by superintendents in the responses to the open-ended question rela-
tive to the implementation of the Iliinois Educational Labor Relatioms
Act.

4, Replicate the study and include superintendent interviews to
further probe the role of management participants in collective bargain-

ing and the impact of the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act.
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5« Replicate the study from the perspective of the teacher's orga-
nization. Explore the role of various union representatives in the same
phase of bargaining process, and query the impact of House Bill 1530
from the perspective of the teacher's organization.

6. Develop a study to compare management roles in the traditional
bargaining model with those used in the Win-Win model of collective nego-
tiations. Win-Win was identified by several superintendents as a new
and different way to bargain.

7. Develop and conduct a study regarding management roles in col-
lective bargaining in districts where strikes of significant duration
have occurred.

8. Develop a study that would explore the relationship between the
role of management participants in the collective bargaining process,
and the number and kind of grievances filed with the Labor Relations
Board.

9. A study should be conducted that attempts to identify and orga-
nize other variables with existing variables into a more complex model
that will better identify the role of management participants in collec-
tive bargaining.

10. Replicate the study using individual school districts as the

unit of analysis.
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11. An historical, longitudinal study should be conducted to deter-
mine if past management roles in collective bargaining are predictors of
future roles in the negotiations process.

12. Explore the relationship of gender to management participant

roles in the collective bargaining process.
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The purpose of this study is to determine the role (primary, secondary, or
jittle/none) played by each listed district employee in a management position
yho completes the tasks that define the collective bargaining process occurring
petveen the Board of Education and teachers' organization.

this questionnaire should be completed by the Superintendent of Schools and will
pe beld in strictest confidence. A number has been assigned only as s weans of

checking the return of the questionnaire. Specific data will be shared with the
research committee at Loyola University of Chicago.

.*gt*t***t**t*t***tt*ﬁ******it*****t*ttt*********i****t**tt*t**t*tt*tttttt*t*ti*

please answer the following questionms:

1. Name of School District:

2, County in which your district is located: Cook DuPage Kane
Lake McHenry will
3. Number of schools in district: (k-5) A (6-8) (other)

4. Type of district: Elementary High School Unit

5, Current district pupil enrollment:

Under 500 3,000-5,999
500-999 6,000-11,999
1,000-2,999 12,000 & uwp

6. How long have you served as Superintendent of Schools in this district?
How many years have you been employed as a Superintendent?

1.  Current collective bargaining status:
Starting Date of First Negotiated Contract:
Starting Date of Current Negotiated Contract:
Duration of Current Negotiated Contract:

8. Dominant teacher organization affiliationm: 1EA AFT
Neither Both Independent

%. Place an "X" by the central office staff employed by your district:

Assistant Superintendent Curriculum Director

(List by title) Special Education Director
Pupil Services Director
Research/Evaluation Director
Business Manager Other

Personnel Director




SUKVEY

Please circle the response that best indicates the role each person played in 150
completing the following tasks during your district's most recent collective
bargaining process. Please note that a minimm of five responses should be

marked for each item.

P = Played PRIMARY role (responsible for completion of task)
S = Played SECONDARY role (provided information/data)’

0 = Played LITTLE/NO role (consulted infrequently)

N = Not employed by district

EXAMPLE:

Study the present agreement/contract with a view to
discovering sections that require modification.

Board of Education @ 0 N Principal P s(ON
Superintendent 0 N Attorney ® s 0 N
Business Manager P 0 N Other Arscnnel (@ s o N
Lure /ot
PREPARATION FOR BARGAINING/NEGOTIATIONS .
a. Analyze grievances to discover defective or unworkable
contract language. Does not apply .
Board of Education P § O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P S ON Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P S ON Other P S O N
b. Anticipate future employee organization demands. Does not apply .
Board of Rducation P S O N Principal P § O N
Superintendent P S ON Attorney P § O N
Business Manager P S ON Other P S ON
c. Determine composition of negotiating team. Does not apply .
Board of Education PSON Principal P S ON
Superintendent P S ON Attorney P § O N
Business Manager P S ON Other P S O N

d. Conduct meetings or confer with teachers, principals,
supervisors, central office administrators, parents
and/or community to gather information or data regarding
implementation of the current contract, and to identify
sections that may need change or modification. Does not apply .

Board of Education P S O R Principal P § O N
Superintendent P S ON Attorney P § O N
Buginess Manager P S ON Other P S ON
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e. Compile needed information and relevant economic data. Does not apply

Board of Education P § 0O N Principal P § O N
Superintendent P 8§ O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P § O N Other P S O N

f. Establish administrative priorities in negotiations. Does not applv —

Board of Education P § O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P § O N Attormney P § O N
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N
g. Conduct legal research and recent developments that
way affect future contract negotistions. Does not apply
Board of Education P § O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P § O N Attorney P S O N i
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N ‘
h. Prepare administrative proposals and alternative positions
to be presented during contract negotiations. Does not apply ___ _ .
Board of Bducation P S O N Principal P S O N :
Superintendent P S O N Attorney P S O RN
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N '

i. Determine if outside negotiator should be hired. Does not apply .

Board of Education P S O N Principal P § O N
Superintendent P $§$ O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING/NEGOTIATING PROCESS

a. Establish communication with the teacher organization. Does not apply "'—_“r‘
‘\
|

Board of Education PSON Principal PSON |
Superintendent P S O N Attorney P S O N ‘
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N
b. Arrange meetings between administration/board negotiating team and

teacher organization team. Does not apply _ .

Board of Education P § O N Principal P § O KN
Superintendent P § OR Attorney P 8§ O N
Business Manager P S ON Other P S O N

Does not apply _—f

"Board of Rducation P
Superintendent P
Business Manager P

Principal P S ON jﬂ
Attorney P ;
' P

¢. Attend negotiation sessions as a member of negotiating team. i‘
N
N
N Other

§ O N
S O N

now,m
XX
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Gather additional data relative to issues raised during
negotiations. Does not apply .

Board of Education P S O N Principal . P § O N
Superintendent P S O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N
Develop language to be used in contract. Does not epply . -

Board of Education P S O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P S ON Attorney P § O N
Bysiness Manager P S O N Other P S O N

Participate in development of negotiating session agendas. Does not apply

Board of Education P S O N Principal P § O N
Superintendent P § O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P § O N Other P S O N

Develop procedure for exchange of bargaining proposals. Does not apply

Board of Education P S O N Principal P § O N
Superintendent P § O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N
Participate in caucus sessions.

Board of Education P S O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P S O N Attorney P § O N
Business Manager P S O N Other P S O N

Participate in on-going dialogue with board chief negotiator. Does not apply ____

Board of Education P §$ O N Principal P S O N
Superintendent P § O N Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P § O N Other P S ON
Maintain official record of proposals, counterpropocaln and

tentative agreements. Does not apply

Board of Education P § O K Principal P S ONRN
Superintendent P § ON Attorney P S O N
Business Manager P § O N Other P S O N
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e

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

d.

Publish final contract for distribution to administrative
and tuc.hing staff. Does not apply

153

Board of Education P § O KR Principal P S O N

Superintendent P S ONK Attorney P S O K

Business Manager P § O N Other P S O N-

Develop training program for administrative staff relative

to management of the agreed upon contract, Does not apply

Board of Education P §$ O N Principal P S O K

Superintendent P § O R Attorney P S O N

Business Manager P § O N Other P S O N

Manage and participate in grievance procedure. Does not apply

Board of Education P S O N Principal P S O N

Superintendent P S ON Attorney P S O N

Business Manager P S ON Other P S O N

Punction as one step in the grievance procedure. Does not apply .

Board of Education P S ON Principal P § O N

Superintendent P S ON Attorney P S O N

Business Manager P S ONR Other P S O N

Maintain communication with Board of Education regarding

management of the contract. Does not apply ____ .

Board of Education P S ON Principal P S ON

Superintendent P § ONKN Attorney P § O N

Business Manager P S ON Other P 8§ O N

Provide technical assistance to administrative staff in

the contract management process. Does not apply — -

Board of Education P S ON Principal P S O N

Superintendent P § ON Attorney P S ON
P S ON Other P S ON

Business Manager
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As you know, the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act (H.B. 1530) became effective
January 1, 1984. The following questions attempt to determine how this mandatory
collective bargaining statute has changed management responsibilities in the collective
bargaining process.

A. Please 1list any changes in the roles of the management participants in your
collective bargaining process, that.have occurred as a result of H.B. 1530:

B. Please indicate the section/portion of H.B. 1530 that resulted in those changes
listed above: .

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE
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SCHOOL DISTRICT

P BN
'h'

COOK COUNTY

EVANSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1314 RIDGE AVENUE EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 (312) 492-5986

January 13, 1986

Dear Superintendent,

I need your help. I am conducting a study regarding the roles
that various management participants play in the collective
bargaining process. This study is under the chairmanship of

Dr. Max Bailey, Associate Professor of Educational Administration,
Loyola University of Chicago.

The enclosed questionnaire will take approximately twenty minutes
to complete. It is essential that the questionnaire be completed
by you, the superintendent, to provide consistency of respondents,
and returned in the enclosed envelope no later than Friday,
January 31. Your answers to the questions will be shared only
with the research committee at Loyola University.

Your assistance in this project is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

w B Rt

L e B. Pierson,
LBP/jbs Director of Special Services



SCHOOL DISTRICT

y B N
bed

COOK COUNTY

EVANSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1314 RIDGE AVENUE EVANSTON, ILLINOIS 60201 (312) 492-5986

February 7, 1986

SECOND REQUEST

Dear Superintendent,

1 continue to need your help. I am conducting a study regarding
the roles that various management participants play in the

collective bargaining process. This study is under the chairman-

ship of Dr. Max Bailey, Associate Professor of Educational
Administration, Loyola University of Chicago.

The enclosed questionnaire will take approximately twenty minutes
to complete. It is essential that the questionnaire be completed
by you, the superintendent, to provide consistency of respondents,

and returned in the enclosed envelope by Friday, February 21.

Your answers to the questions will be shared only with the research

committee at Loyola University.
Your assistance in this project is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

/2 /ww;{

Ly#ine B. Pierson,
LBP/jbs Director of Special Services
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ILLINOIS
EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS
ACT

January 1, 1984

Compiled and presented by:

SCARIANO, KULA & ELLCH, CHARTERED
1450 Aberdeen

Chicago Heights, IL 60411

(312) 755-1900
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ILLINOIS EDUCATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT

Sectios 1. Policy. It is the public policy of thie State
w——

and the purpose of this Act to promote orderly and constructive
relaticoships betwees all educational employees and their employers.
Unoresolved disputes between the educational employees and their
employers are injurious to the public, and the General Asseabdly s
therefore aware tbat adequate means must be established for mini-
mizing thea and providing for their resolution. It is the purpose

of this act to regulate labor relations between educational

employers and educational employees, including the designation of

educational employee representatives, negotiation of wages, bours
and other conditions of employment and resolution of disputes
arisiag under collective bargaining agreemeats. The General
Assembly recognizes that substantial differences exist between
educational employees and other public employees as a result ot

the uniqueness of the educational work calendar and educational
work duties and the traditional and historical patteras of
collective bargaining between educational employers and educational
employees and that such differences demand statutory regulation of
collective bargaining between educational employers and educational
employees in a manner that recognizes these differences. Recog-
nizing that harmonious f.lntxonlbipc are required between educa~
tional employees and their employers, the General Assembly bas
determined that the overall policy may dest be accomplished by

(a) granting to educational employees the right to organisge and
choose freely their representatives; (b) requiring educational
employers to negotiate and bargains with employee organizations

representing educational employees and to epter into written
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agreements ev.dencing the result of such bargaining and (c.
establishing procedures to provide for the protection of the
rights of the educatiocnal employee, the educational employer and
the pubdlic.

Section 2. Definitions. As used (b this Act
“Educational cnglozor" or "::glozer“ means the governing body of
8 public school district, combination of public school districts,
iscluding tbhe goveraing body of joint agreements of any type formed
by 2 or more school districts, public community college district or
State college or university and any State agency whose major
function is providiang educational services.

(b) ‘Jdycational employee" or “employee" mesns any iadividual,
excluding supervisors, maaagerial, confidential, short terms
employees, studest, and part-time academic employees 0f community
colleges, employed full or part time by an educational employer,
but sball pot include elected officials and appointees of the
Governor with the advice and conseat of the Senate. For the
purposes of this act, part-time academic employees of community
colleges sball be defined as those employees who provide less than
6 credit hours of iastruction per academic semester.

(¢) "Imployee organizatios™ or "labor orgasization" means an
organization of any kind in which membership includes educational
employees, and which exists for the purpose, in whole or ins part,
of dealing with employers coacerniang grievances, employee-employer
digsputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of employment, or conditioas
or work, but shall mot imclude any organization which practices
discrimination in membership dbecause of race, color, creed, age,
gender, bational origin or political affiliation.

(d) "Exclusive representative” mesns the labor organization

which has been designated by the I!llinois Educational Labor
Relations Board as the representative of the majority of educa-
tional employees in ap appropriate uanit, or recognized by an
educational employer prior to January 1, 1984, as the exclusive
representative of the employees in an appropriate upit or, after

January 1. 1984, recognized by an employer upon evidence that the
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employee organization has been designated as the exclusive repre-
sentative by a majority of the employees in an appropraate unit.

(e) "Board” means the Illinois Educational Labor Relatioas
Board. .

(f) "Regional Superiantendent'' means the regional superinten-

dent of schools provided for in Articles 3 and 3A of The School
Code.

(g) “Sugervilor" means any individual having autbority in the
interests of the employer to hire, transfer, suspend, lay off,
recall, promote,discharge, reward or discipline other employees
within the appropriate bargainiag unit and adjust their grievances,
or to effectively recommend such action 1f the exercise of such
authority is not of a merely routine or clerical nature but re-
quires the use of independent judgment. The term ''supervisor"
includes only those individuals who devote a preponderance of
there employment time to such exercising autbority.

(h) "Uafair labor practice” or "uafair practice” wmeans aay

practice prohibited by Section 14 of this Act.

(1) "Persoa" includes an individual, educational employee,
educational employer, legal representative, or employee organi-
zation.

(J) "Yages' means salaries or other forms of compensation for
services rendered.

(k)_"Professional employee” means, in the case of & public
community college, State college or university, State agency whose
major function is providing educational services, the [llinois
School for the Deaf, and the Illinois School for the Visually
Impaired, (1) any employee engaged in work (i) predominantly
intellectual and varied in character as opposed to routine mental,
manual, mechanical, or physical work, (ii) iavolviag the consistent
exercise of discretioan and judgment in its performance; (iii) of
such character that the output produced or the result accoaplisbed
cannot be standardized in relation to a given period of time and
(iv) requiring knowledge of an advanced type in a field of science

or learning customarily acquired by a proloanged course of specialized
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intellectual instruction and study 1n an institution of higher
learning or a hospital., as distinguished from a general academic
education or from an apprenticeship or from training in the per-
formance of routine mental., manual, or physical processes, or

(2) aay employee, who (i) bas completed the courses of
specialized istellectual iastruction and study described in clause
(iv) of paragrapk (1) of this subsection, and (ii) is performing
related work under the supervisions of & professional persco to
qualify himself or berself to become a professional &s defiped in
paragraph (1).

(1) "Professional employee" means, ib the case of any public

school district, or combinstion of school districts pursuant to
joint agreement, asy employee who bas & certificate issued under
Article 21 or Section 34-83 of The School Code, as now or bereafter
amended.

(a) "Unit" or "baglalntgl_gpxt" Beans any group of employees

for which an exclusive represeatative is selected.

(a) “Copfidegtial employee” mesas an employee, who (1) in the
regular course of his/her duties, assists and acts in a coafidential
capacity to persons who formulate, determiae aad effectuate manage-
mest policies with regard to labor relatioss or who ({i) ia the
regular course of hig/ber duties bas access to iaforsmation relating
to the effectuatios or review of the employer's collective bargain-
iag policies.

(o) "lnan!grtal employee” means aa iadividual who is engaged
predomisasntly is executive and management fusctions aad is charged

with the responsidbility of directisg the effectuation of such
masageneat policies aad practices.

(p) "Craft c.glozoc" seans skilled jourseymen, crafts persoas,
and their apprentices and belpers.

Section 3. _Jmployee rights. (a) It shall be lawful for
educational employees to orgaanize, form, jois, or assist in employee
organizations or eangage i lawful concerted activities for the
purpose of collective bargaining or otber mutusl aid and protection

or bargain collectively through representatives of their own free
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choice and, except as provided 1n Section 11, such employees shall
also have the right to refrain from any or all.such activities.

(b) Representatives selected by educational employees in a
unit appropriate for collective bargaining purposes shall be the
exclustive representative of all the employees in such unit to
bargaids on wages, hours, terms and conditions of employment.
However, any individual employee or a group of employees may at any
time present grievances to their employer and bave them adjusted
without the intervention of the bargaining representative as long
as the adjustment is oot inconsistent with the terms of a collective
bargaining agreement then in effect, provided that the bargaining
representative has been given ap opportunity to be present at such
adjustment.

Section 4. Employer r;;pts. EZmployers shall mot be required

to bargain over matters of inhereant managerial policy, which shall
foclude such areas of discretion or policy as the functioas of the
employer, standards of services, its overall budget, the organi-
zational structure and selection of new employees and direction of
employees. Employers, however, shall be required to bargain
collectively with regard to policy matters directly affecting wages,
hours, and terms and conditions of employment as well as the impact
thereon upon request by employee representatives. To preserve the
rights of employers and exclusive representatives which bave
established collective bargaining relationships or negotiated
collective bargaining agreements prior to the effective date of
this Act, employers shall be required to bargain collectively with
regard to any matter conceraing wages, bours or coanditions of
employment about which they have bargained for aand agreed to ip a
collective bargaining agreement prior to the effective date of this
Act.

Section S. Illinois Educatiooal Labor Relations Board. (a)

There is hereby created the Illinois Bducationsl Labor Relatioas
Board consisting of 3 members, no more than 2 of whom may be of
the same political party, who are residents of [llinois appoianted

by the Governor with the advice and conseat of the Senate. The
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Governor shail apprint to the Board only persons whce have nad a
mipimur of 5 years cof experience directly relqted to labor and
employment relations 1o representing educational employers or
educational employees 1n collective bargaining matters. One
appointed member shall be designated at the time of his or her
sppointment to serve as chairman. Initial appointmens shall be
made withio 30 days of the effective date of this Act. At the
organizational meeting of the originoal Board, the members shall
determine by lot one member to serve for a term of 6 years, one
member to serve for a term of 4 years, and one member to serve
for a term of 2 years, with each to serve uantil his or ber
successor is appointed and Qqualified.

(b) Each subsequent member shall be appointed in like manner
for a term of 6 years and until his or her successor is appointed
and qualified. Each member of the Board is eligible for reappoint-
msent. Vacancies shall be filled in the same manner as original
appointments for the balance of the unexpired term.

(c) The chairman sball be paid $50,000 per year. Other members
of the Board shall be paid $45,000 per year. They shall be entitled
to reimbursement for necessary traveling and other official expendi-
tures becessitated by their official duties.

(d) Two members of the Board coostitute a quorum and a vacancy
on the board does not impair the right of the 2 remaining membdbers
to exercise all of the powers of the Board.

(e) Any member of the Board may be removed by the Goversor,
upon notice, for neglect of duty or malfeasance in office, but for
a0 other cause.

(f) The Board may employ such persoannel as may be necessary
to administer this Act and to make expenditures of funds appropriated
to it.

(g) To accomplish the objectives and to carry out the duties
prescribed by this Act, the Board may subpoena witnesses, subpeona
the production of books, papers, records and documents which may
be needed as evidence on any matter under "inquiry and may administer

oaths and affirmations.
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In cases of peglect or refusal to obey a subpoena issued to
aoy person, the circuit court in the county in which the investi-
gation or the public hearing 1s taking place, uﬁon applicatioo by
the Board, may issue apn order requiring such person to appear
before the Board or any member or agent of the Board to produce
evidence or give testimony. A failure to obey such order may be
punished by the court as i civi] coatempt.

Any subpoena, notice of hearipg, or other process or notice
of the Board issued under the provisions of this Act may be served
personally, by registered mail or by leaving a copy at the princi-
pal office of the respondent required to be served. A return,
made and verified by the individual making such service and setting
forth the manner of such service is proof of service. A post office
receipt, when registered mail is used, is proof of service. All
process of any court to which application may be made under the
provisions of this Act may be Served io the county where the persons
required to be served reside or may be found.

(b) The Board shall adopt, promulgate, amend or rescind rules
and regulations in accordance with "The Illinois Administrative
Procedure Act"”, as now or hereafter amended, as it deems necessary
and feasidble to carry out this Act.

Section 6. Illimois Education Labor Mediation Roster, The
Board shall establisk an Illinois Educational Labor Mediation
Roster, the services of which are available to the educational
employer and to labor organizations for purposes of arbitration of
griev;nc;: and mediation or arbitration of contract disputes. The
members of the roster shall be qualified impartial individuals who
are not employees of the Board.

Section 7. ncco‘nition of exclusive bargaining representatives
-- unit determination. The Board is empowered to administer the
recognition of bargaining representatives of employees of public
school districts, includinsg employees of districts which have
entered into joint agreements, or employees 0f public community
college districts or any state college or university, and any state

agency whose major function is providing educational services,
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making certain that each bargaining unit contains employees with
an 1dentifiable commuoity of 1nterest and that no un:it iocludes
both professional employees and sonprofessional employees unless
a majority of employees in each group vote for tinclusion in the
unit.

(a) In determining the appropriateness of a unit, the Board
shall decide in each case, in order to epsure employees the full-
est freedom in exorctt}n; the rights guaranteed by this Act, the
unit appropriate for the purpose of collective bargaining, based
upon but not limited to such factors as historical pattera of
recognition, community of interest, including employee skills and
functions, degree of functional integration, interchangeability and
contact amoug employees. common supervision, wages, hours and other
working conditions of the employees involved, and the desires of
the smployees. Notbing in this Act shall ipterfere with or negate
the current representation rights or patteras and practices of
employee organizations which have historically represented employees
for the purposes of collective bargaining, ibcluding but not limited
to the negotiations of wages, hours and working conditions, resolu-
tioss of employees' grievances, or resolutios of jurisdictional
disputes or the estadlishment and saiptenance of prevailing wage
rates, unless s majority of the employees 80 represented expresses
a contrary desire under the procedures set forth in this Act. This
8ection, however, does not probidit sulti-unit bargaining. Notwith-
standing the adove factors, where the majority of pudblic employees
of a craft so decide, the Board shall designate such craft as a
unit appropriate for the purposes of collective bargaining.

(b) Am educaticnal employer may voluntarily recognize a laber
organization for collective bargaining purposes if that organization
appears to represent a majority of employees in the unit. The
employer shall post aotice of its inteat to so recognize for a
period of at least 20 school days on bulletin boards or other places
used or reserved for employee notices. Thereafter, the employer,
if satisfied as to the majority status of the employee organization,

shall send written notification of such recognition to the Board
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for certification.

Within the 20 day notice period however, any other interested
employee organization may petitios the Board to seek recognition
as the exclusive representative of the unit in the manner specified
by rules and regulatiocs prescribed by the Board, if such inter-
ested employee organization has been designated by at least 15%
of the employees in an appropriate bargaining unit which tncludes
all or some of the employees in the unit intended to be recognized
by the employer. In such event, the Board shall proceed with the
petition 1o the same manner as provided in paragraph (c) of this
Section.

{(c) A labor organization may also gain recognition as the
exclusive representative by an election of the employees in the
unit. Petitions requesting an election may be filed with the
Board:

(1) by an employee or goup of employees or any labor organi-
zations acting on their behalf alleging and presenting evidence
that 30% or more of the employees in a bargaining unit wish to be
represented for collective bargaining or that the labor organization
which has been acting as the exclusive bargaining representative
is oo longer representative of a najority of the employees in the
unit; or

(2) by an employer alleging that one or more labor orgasi-
zations have presented a claim to be recognized as an exclusive
bargaininog representative of a majority of the employees in an
appropriate unit and that it doubts the majority status of any of
the organizations or that it doubts the majority status of as
exclusive bargaining representative.

The Board shall investigate tbe petition and if it bas reason-
able cause tO suspect that a question of representation exists, it
shall give notice and conduct a hearing. 1If it finds upon the
record of the heariag that a question of representation exists, it
shall direct an election, which shall be held no later than 90 days
after the date the petition was filed. Nothing prohibits the

waiving of hearings by the parties and the conduct of consesnt
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elections

No eiection may be conducted in any bargaining un:t during
the term of a collective bargaining agreement cCovering such unit
or subdivision thereof, except the Board may direct an election
after the filing of a petition between January 15 and March 1 of
the final year of s collective bargaining agreement. Nothing inm
this Section probibits the pegotiation of a collective bargaining
agreement covering a period not exceeding 3 years. A collective
bargaining agreement of less than 3 yelfs may be extended up to
3 years by the parties if the extension is agreed to in writing
before the filing of a petition under this Section. In such case,
th€ final year of the extension is the final year of the collective
bargaining agreement. No election may be conducted in a bargaining
upit, or subdivision thereof, in which a valid election has been
held withis the preceding 12 month period.

Section 8. Election -- certification. Elections shall be by

secret ballot, and conducted in accordance with rules and regula-
tions established by the Illinois Educatiopnal Labor Relations Board.
An incumbent exclusive bargaining representative shall automatically
be placed on any ballot with the petitioner's ladbor organization.

AD intervening labor organization may be placed oo the dballot when
supported by 15% or more of the employees in the dargajining unit.
The Board shall give at least 30 days notice of the time and place
of the election to the parties and, upon request, shall provide

the parties with a list of names and addresses of persons eligible
to vote in the election at least 15 days before the election. The
ballot must include, as one of the alterpatives, the choice of "no
representative”. No mail ballots are permitted except where a
specific individual would otherwise be unable to cast a ballot.

The labor organization receiving a majority of the ballots
cast shall be certified by the Board as the exclusive dbargaining
representative. If the choice of '"no representative” receives =
majority, the employer shall not recognize any exclusive bargaining
representative for at least 12 months. If none of the choices on

the ballot receives a majority, a run-off shall be conducted between
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the 2 choices receiving the largest nusber of valid vctes cast 1in
the election. The Board shall certify the results of the election
withino 5 working days after the fioal tally of votes unless a charge
1s filed by a party alleging that improper conduct occurred which
affected the outcome of the election. The Board shall promptly
investigate the allegations, and if it finds probable cause that
improper conduct occurred and could have affected the outcome of

the election, it shall set a hearing on the matter on a date falling
within 2 weeks of when it received the charge. If it determines,
after hearing, that the outcome of the election was affected by
improper conduct, it shall order a new election and shall order
corrective action which it considers necessary to insure the fair-
ness of the new election. If it determines upon investigation or
after hearing that the alleged improper conduct did not take place
or that it did not affect the results of the election, 1t shall
immediately certify the election results.

Any labor organization that is the exclusive bargaining
representative in an appropriate unit on the effective date of this
Act shall continue as such until a new one is selected under this
Act.

Section 9. Board rules. The Board sball promulgate rules
and regulations governing the appropriateness of bargaining units,
representation slections, employee petitions for recogaition and
procedures for voluntary recognition of employee organizations by
employers.

Section 10. Dutz to bar!:in A public employer and the ex-
clusive representative have the authority and the duty to bargain
collectively as set forth in this section. (a) Collective bargain-
ing is the performance of the mutual obligations of the educational
employer and the representative of the educational employees to
meet at reasonable times and confer in good faith with respect to
wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment, and to
execute a written contract incorporating any agreement reached by
such obligation, provided such obligation does not compel either

party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession.
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(b) The parties to the collective bargaining process shall
not effect or implement a provision in a collective bargaining
agreement if the implementation of that provisiob would be in
violation of, or inconsistent with, or in conflict with anv statute
or statutes enacted by the General Assembly of Illinois. The par-
ties to the collective bargaining process may effect or implement a
provision in a collective bargaining agreement if the implementa-
tion of that provision has the effect of supplementing any pro-
vision 1D any statute or statutes enacted by the General Assembdly
of Illinois pertaining to wages, hours or other conditions of
employment; provided however, no provision in a collective bargain-
ing agreement may be effected or implemented if such provision has
the effect of negating, abrogating, replacing, reducing, diminish-
ing, or limiting 1o any way any employee rights, guarastees or
privileges pertaining to wages, hours or other comditions of em-
ploymeat provided in such statutes. Any provision inm & coOllective
bargaining agreeement which has the effect of negating, abrogating,
replacing, reducing, diminishing or limiting in any way any employee
rights, guarantees or privileges provided in an Illinois statute
or statutes sball be void and unenforceable, but shall not affect
the validity, enforceadbility and implementation of other permissibdle
provisions of the collective bargainiag agreement.

(c) The collective bargaining agreement aegotiated between
representatives of the educational employees and the educational
employer shall contain a grievance resolution procedure which shall
apply to all employees in the unit and shall provide for bianding
arbitration of disputes concerning the administration or interpre-
tation of the agreement. The agreement shall also contain appro-
priate language prohibiting strikes for the duration of the
agreement. The costs of such arbitration shall be borne equally
by the educational employer and the employee orgasization.

(d) Once an agreement is reached between representatives of
the educational employees and the educational employer and is
ratified by both parties, the agreement shall be reduced to writing

and signed by the parties.
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Section 11. Non-member fair share payments. When a collec-

tive bargaining agreement 1s entered into with an exclusive repre-
sentative, 1t may include a provision requiring employees covered
by the agreement who are not members of the organization to pay to
the organization a fair share fee for services rendered. The
exclusive representative shall certify to the employer an amount
not to exceed the dues uniformly required of members which shall
copstitute each non member employee's fair share fee. The fair
share fee payment shall be deducted by the employer from the earn-
ings of the non member employees and paid to the exclusive repre-
sentative.

The amount certified by the exclusive representative shall
not include any fees for contributions related to the election or
support of any candidate for political office. Nothing im this
Section shall preclude the non member employee from making volun-
tary political contributions in conjunction with his/ber fair share
payment.

Agreements containing a fair share agreement must safeguard
the right of non-association of employees based upon bonafide
religious tenets or teaching of a church or religious body of
which such employees are members. Such employees may be required
to pay an amount equal to their proportiopate share, determined
under a proportionate share agreement, to a non-religious chari-
table organization mutually agreed upon by the employees affected
and the exclusive representative to which such employees would
otherwise pay such fee. [f the affected employees and the exclu-
sive representative are unable to reach an agreement oo the matter,
the Illinois Educational Labor Relatiocns Board may establish an
approved list of charitable organizations to which such payments
may be made.

Section 12. lmpasse procedures. If the parties engaged in

collective bargaining have not reached an agreement by 90 days
before the scheduled start of the forthcoming school year, the
parties shall notify the Illipois Educational Labor Relations Board

concerning the status of negotiations.
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Upon demand of either party, coliective barga.ning betweer
the employer and an exclusS:ive bargaining represedbtative must begir
within 60 days of the date of certification of the representative
by tbe Board, or 1in the case of an existing exélusxve bargaining
representative, within 60 days of the receipt by a party of a
demand to bargaio issued by the otber party. Once commenced,
collective bargaining must coptinue for at least a 60 day period,
unless a8 contract is entered iato.

1f after a reasonable period of negotiation and within 45
days of the scheduled start of the forth-coming school year the
parties engaged in collective bargaining have reached an impasse,
either party may petition the Board to initiate mediation. Alter-
patively, the Board op its own motion may initiate mediation dur-
ing this period. However, the services of the mediators sball
continuously be made available to the employer and to the exclusive
bargaining representative for purposes of arbitration of grievances
and mediation or arbitration of contract disputes. If requested
by the parties, the mediator may perform fact-finding and in so
doing conduct hearings and make written findiogs and recommenda-
tions for resolution of the dispute. Suchk mediation shall be
provided by the Board and shall be held before Qualified impartial
individuals. Nothing prohibits the use of other individuals or
organizations such as the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Ser-
vice or the American Arditration Association selected by both the
exclusive bargaining representative and the employer.

If the parties engaged in collective bargaining fail to reach
ac agreement within 15 days of the scheduled start of the forth-
cosinog school year and bave not requested mediation, the Illinois
Educational Ladbor Relations Board shall ianvoke mediation.

The costs of fact finding and mediation shall be shared equally
between the employer and the exclusive bargaining agent.

Nothing ip this Act prevents an employer and as exclusive
bargainiaog representative from mutually submittiag to final and
binding impartial arbitration uanresclved issues concerning the

the terms of a new collective bargaining agreement.
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Section 13 Sirikes  Educaticnal emplcoyees shall not engage
1in a strike except under the following conditions

(a) they are represented by an excluSive baiz:xnxng represen-
tative,

(b) mediation bas been used without success,

(c) at least 5 days have elapsed after a notice of intent to
strike has been given by the exclusive bargaining representative
to the educational employer, the regional superipotendent and to
the Illinois Educational Labor Relations Board.

(d) the collective bargaining agreement between the educational
employer and educational employees, if any, has expired; and

(e) the employer and the exclusive bargaining representative
have not mutually submitted the unresolved issues to arbitration.

If, bhowever, in the opinion 0f an employer a strike is or has
become a clear and present danger to the health or safety of the
public, it may initiate in the circuit court of the county {n which
such danger exists ap action for relief which may include, but is
not limited to, injunction. The court may grant appropriate relief
upob the finding that such clear and present danger exists. An
unfair practice or other evidence of lack of clean haads by the
educational employer is a defense to such action except as provided
for in this sub-paragraph. The jurisdiction of a court under this
Section is limited by "An Act relating to disputes conceraing terms
and conditions of employmeat', approved June 19, 1925, as now or
hereafter amended.

Section l4. Unfair ;lbor gr;ctices. (a) Educational employ-
ers, their ageats or representatives are prohibited from:

(1) Interfering, restraining or coercing employees in the
exercise of the rights guaranteed under this Act.

(2) Dominating or interfering with the formation, existence
or administration of aany employee organization.

(3) Discriminating in regard to hire or tenure of employment
or any term or condition of employment to encourage or discourage
membersbhip in any employee organization.

(4) Discharging or otherwise discriminsting against an employee
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because he or she has signed or filed ao affidavit. auther,zat,--
card, petition Or complaint or given any 1information or testimocy
under this Act.

(5) Refusing to bargain collectively in good faith with an
employee representative which is the exclusive representative of
employees in ap appropriate unit, including but oot limited to
the discussing of grievances with the exclusive representative,
provided, however, that if an alleged unfair labor practice in-
volves interpretation or application of the terms of a collective
bargaining agreement and said agreement contains s grievance and
arbitration procedure, the Board may defer the resolution of such
dispute to the grievance and arbitratiop procedure contained in
said agreement.

(6) Refusing to reduce a collective bargaining agreement to
writing apd signing such agreement.

(7) Violating any of the rules and regulations promulgated by
the Board regulating the conduct of representation elections.

(8) Refusing to comply with the provisions of s binding
arbitration award.

(b) Employee organizations, their agents or representatives
or educationsl employees are prohibited from:

(1) Restraining or coercing employees ib the exercise of the
rights guaranteed under this Act.

(2) Restraioing or coercing an educatiosal employer io the
selection of his representative for the purposes of collective
bargaining or the adjustment of grievances.

(3) Refusing to bargain collectively ino good faith with an
‘educational employer, if they have been designated in sccordasoce
with any provisions of this Act as the exclusive representative
of employees iz an appropriate unit.

(4) Violating any of the rules and regulations promulgated
by the Board regulating the conduct of represesation elections.

(5) Refusing to reduce a collective bargaining agreement to
writing and signing such agreement.

(6) Refusing to comply with the provisioas of a biading
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arbitration award

Section 15 Unfair labor practice procedure. A charge of

unfair labor practice may be filed with the Board by an employer

or a labor organization. If the Board after investigation finds

that the charge states ap issue of law or fact, it shall issue and
cause to be served upon the party complained of a complaint which
fully states the cbarges and thereupcon hold a hearing on the charges,
giving at least 5 days’' notice to the parties. At hearing, the
charging party may also present evidence in support of the charges
and the party charged may file an answer to the charges, appear in
person or by attorney, and present evidence in defense against the
charges.

The Board has the power to issue subpoenas and administer oaths.
If any party wilfully fails or neglects to appear or testify or to
produce books, papers and records pursuant to subpoens issued Ly
the Board, the Board shall apply to the circuit court for ap order
to compel the attendance of the party at the hearing to testify or
produce requested documents.

If the Board finds that the party charged has committed an un-
fair labor practice, it shall make findings of fact and is empowered
to issue an order requiring the party charged to stop the unfair
practice, and may take additional affirmative actiom, ipcludipg re-
quiring the party toc make reports from time to time showing the
extent to which he or she has complied with the order. No order
shall be issued upon an unfair practice occurring more than 6 moanths
before the filing of the charge alleging the unfair ladbor practice.
If the Board finds that the party charged has not committed any
unfair labor practice, findings of fact shall be made and an order
issued dismissing the charges.

The Board may petition the circuit court of the county in which
the unfair labor practice in question occurred or where the party
charged with the unfair labor practice resides or transacts business
to enforce an order and for other relief, which may include but is

not limited to, imjunctions.

Section 16, Judicial] review. (a) A charging party or aoy
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person aggrieved by a ‘ina. vrder of the Board granting or gery:ng
in whole or 1n part the reiief sought may apply for and obta.r
Judicial review of an order of the Board entered under this Act ir
accordance with the provisioos of the Admxnxstéltive Review Law,

as pow Or hereafter amended, except that such judicial review shall
be taken directly to tbe Appellate Court of the judicial districe

in which the Board maintains its principal office.

(b) Whepever it appears that any person has violated a final
order of the Board issued under this Act, the Board may commence
ad action o the name of the people of the State of Illinois by
petition, alleging the violation, attaching a copy of the order of
the Board, and praying for the issuance of an order directing the
person, his officers, agents, servants, successors, and assigns to
comply with the order of the Board. Upon the commencement of the
action, the Court may grant or refuse, in whole or ia part, the
relief sought, provided that the Court may stay an order of the
Board in accordance with Section 3-111 of the Code of Civil Pro-
cedure pending disposition of the proceedings. The Court may pusnish
& violation of its order as im civil contempt.

(¢c) The proceedings provided in subsection (b) of this Section
shall be commenced in the circuit court in the county where the
uafair labor practice which is the subject of the Board's order was
committed, or where a person required to cease and desist by such
order resides or transacts business.

(d) The Board may, upon issuance of ap unfair labor practice
complaint, petition the circuit court where the slleged unfatir
practice which is the subject of the Board's complaint was allegedly
committed, or where a person required to cease and desist from
such alleged unfair labor practice resides or transacts business,
for appropriate temporary releif or a restraining order. Upon the
tfiling of any such petition the court shall cause notice thereof
to be served upon such person, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction
to grant to the Board such temporary relief or restraining order
as it deems just and proper.

(e) In any Jjudicial review proceeding brought hereunder, the
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employee organization may sue or pe sued as an ent)ty ahd 10 be-
half of the employees whom 1t represents Tﬁe service of legal
process, summobs, Or subpoena upon ar officer or agent of the
employee orgapization 1o his or her capacity 3s such, ghall con-
stitute service upon said employee organization.

Section 17. Effect on otber laws. In case of any conflict

between the provisions of this Act and any other law, executive
order or administrative regulation, the provisions of this Act
shall prevail and control. Nothing in this Act sball be construed
to replace or diminish the rights of employees established by
Section 36d of "Ap Act to create the State Universities Civil Ser-
vice System'”, approved May 11, 1905, as amended or modified.

Section 18. _Meetings. The provisions of the Open Meetings
Act shall not apply to collective bargaining negotiations and
grievance arbitrations conducted pursuant to this Act.

Section 19. _Sovereigs Immunitv. For purposes of this Act,
the State of Illinois waives sovereign immunity.

Section 20. Short title. This Act shall be known and may
be cited as the "Illinois Educational Labor Relations Act'.

Section 21. _Inapplicability of State Mandates Act. The
General Assembly finds that this Act imposes additional duties on
local educational employers which can be carried out by existing
staff and procedures at no appreciadble net cost increase. The
increased additional annual net costs resulting from the enactment
of this Act would be less than $50,000, in the aggregate, for all
local educational employers and affected by this Act, and reim-
bursements of local educational employers is anot required of the
State under The State Mandates Act, by reason of the exclusioans
specified in clauses (2) and (5) of subsection (a) of Section 8

of that Act.

Section 22. Section 24-21.1 of "The School Code',
approved March 18, 1961, as amended, amended to read as
follows:

(Ch. 122, Par. 24-21.1)
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Sec. 24-21.1. Organization dues, payments and contributio
The board shall, upon the written request of an employee, with-
hold from the compensation of that employee any dues, payments
or contributions payable by such employee to any employee labor
organization as defined in the Illinois Educational Labor Rela-
tions Act. Under such arrangement, an amount shall be withheld
from each regular payroll period which is equal to the pro rata
share of the annual dues plus any payments or contributions and
the board shall transmit such withholdings to the specified
labor organization within 10 working days from the time of the
withholding.

Section 23. Sections 3-26 and 4-6 of the "Public Community

College AcY, approved July 15, 1965, as amended, are amended to
read as follows:

(Ch. 122, par. 103-26)

Sec. 3-26. (a) To make appointments and fix the salaries

of a chief administrative officer, who shall be the executive
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wf¢1cer of tne board. olher administrat:ive personne] and all
teachers In making these appointments and fixing the salaries.
the board may make no discrimination on account of sex. race,
creed. color or national origin.

(b) Upon the written request of an employee, to withhold
from the compensation of that employee the membership dues of
such employee pavable to any specified labor organization as
defined in the Illinoic Educational Labor Relations Act. Under
such arrangement, an amount shall be withheld for each regular
pavroll period which is equal to the prorata share of the annual
membership dues plus any payments of contributions and the board
shall pay such withholding to the specified labor organization
within 10 working days from the time of the withholding.

(Ch 122, par. 104-6)

Sec. 4-6. The experimental] district Board of Trustees shall
have the power and duties conferred on community college boards
by Sections 3-16, 3-22, 3-25, 3-28, 3-29, 3-31, 3-31.1, 3-32,
3-35. 3-38.1, 3-39, 3-39.1, 3-40, 3-40.1, 3-42, 3-42.1 and
3-43 and subsection (b) of Section 3-26 of this Act subject to
limitations as prescribed by the rules and regulations of the
State Board. The experimental district board of trustees shall
have the further powers and duties:

(a) To operate comprehensive community college program and
develop. promote, and operate experimental and innovative programs
emphasizing vocational and technical training including programs
and innovations at the direction of the State Board, and make a
thorough. comprehensive, and continuous studv of the status of
community college education within the district, its problems,
needs for improvement. and proiected develooments, and make a
detailed report thereof with recommendations to the State Board
not later than August 1 each year.

(b) To submit its budget proposals for the operation and
capital needs to the State Board by the date specified each
vear for the following fiscal vear. Such budget proposals shall

1nclude all projected revenues and expenditures from all sources.
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(c) To establish a fiscal year which shall be July ! to
June 30.

(d) To make and provide policies, rules. recgulations and
procedures not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act for
the proper administration of the experimental college and shall
file with the State Board and with the Secretary of State copies
thereof as provided by the Illinois Administrative Procedure
Act, as pow or hereafter amended, and comply with all the policies,
rules, regulations, procedures, standards, criteria and guide
lines established for community college districts by the State
Board unless specifically exempted by the State Board.

(e) To establish tuition rates and fees consistent with
the general policies on tuition and fees of the State Board.

(f) To adopt a budget and pass s resolution to be termed
the "‘annual budget’” before or within the first month of each
fiscal year. The budget shall set forth estimates, by classes,
of all current assets and liabilities of each fund of the
board as of the beginning of the fiscal year, and the amounts
of those sssets estimated to be available for appropriation
in that year, either for expenditures or charges to be made or
incurred during that year or for liabilities unpaid at the be-
ginning thereof. The budget shall specify the organizational
unit, fund, activity and object to which an appropriation is
applicable, as well as the amount of such appropriation and
estimated current expenditures or charges to be made or incurred
during that fiscal year. Copies of this budget and any amend-
ments thereto shall be filed with the State Board in accordance
with Fegulations prescribed by the Board.

(g) To employ and fix the compensation of an executive
officer. who shall be president of the college and shall also
be the executive secretary of the board, and such employees as
it deems necessary for the purpose of this Act in accordance
with the provisions of "An Act to create the university civil
service svstem of Illinois and to define its powers and duties”,

approved May 11, 1905, as now or hereafter amended. The executive
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fficer shall have charge of al) the records of *'he bnarg angd
keep the same secure at all times and keep a full ang compiete
record of attendance of the members of the boarcd and full and
complete minutes of the meetings thereof.

(h) 1f the Auditor General does not perform an annual
compliance audit of the experimental district. the board shall
cause an audit to be made as of the end of each fiscal year
bv an accountant licensed to practice public accounting in
Illino1s and appointed bv the board. The auditor shall perform
hi1s examination in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards and reqgulations prescribed by the State Board, and
submit his report thereon in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles. The examination and report shall include
a verification of student enrolliments. The audit report shall
include a statement of the scope and findings of the audit and
a professional opinion signed by the auditor. [If a professional
opinion is denied by the auditor he shall set forth the reasons
for that denial. The board shall not limit the scope of the
examination to the extent that the effect of such limitation will
result in the qualification of the auditor's professional opinion.
Copies of the audit report shall be filed with the State Board
in accordance with regulations prescribed by the State Doard.

(i) To submit annually a financis]l statement to the State
Board in accordance with rules and regulations issued by the
State Board.

(jJ) To purchase, acquire, and lease property and enter
into contractual agreements in accordance with State purchasing

regulations and State Board policies.

Section 28. Section 3-14.24 of "The School Code”, approved
March 18, 1961, as amended. is repealed.

Section 29. This Act takes effect on January 1, 1984.
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