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Résumeé de l'article

Les enseignants proclament depuis longtemps leur professionnalisme. Toutefois, ils n'ont pas de signes
distinctifs propres aux professions traditionnelles et c'est pour cette raison qu'on ne leur a pas accorde
un statut égal a leur professionnalisme. Les écrits traitant du professionnalisme suggerent qu'obtenir
le controle sur I'emploi ou obtenir le droit de participer aux prises de décision avant I'application
d'une politique constituent des aspects majeurs sil'on souhaite atteindre le professionnalisme.

Cette étude examine jusqu'a quel point les enseignants se sont servis des négociations collectives pour
améliorer leur statut en participant aux prises de décision et, en particulier, en exercant une autorité
en milieu de travail.

Les enseignants ont demandé longtemps une voix dans la politique scolaire, par I'intermédiaire de
leurs fédérations. Ces demandes ont été rejetées par un refus évident de reconnaitre les
caractéristiques professionnelles des enseignants comme, par exemple, leur compétence tant
académique que pédagogique et leur désir de controler les prises de décision en matiere d'éducation.
Les enseignants ont donc été amenés a considérer la prise en main de I'emploi comme étant la
premiére étape requise pour réconcilier leurs aspirations professionnelles avec la réalité de leur vie
professionnelle.

Cette étude considére le contréle de I'emploi comme un aspect du professionnalisme.

Les syndicats et autres organisations utilisent depuis longtemps les négociations collectives pour
devenir maitres des secteurs ayant trait a leur vie professionnelle. Si les enseignants eux aussi sont
décides a devenir maitres de leur emploi et en conséquence a devenir davantage professionnels, ils
doivent aussi utiliser cette arme puissante.

La Loi sur les négociations collectives entre Commissions scolaires et enseignants adoptée en 1975, a
donné aux enseignants ontariens la possibilité d'utiliser les négociations collectives pour atteindre
leurs objectifs. La loi (projet de loi 100) a formalisé le processus de négociation collective et a donne
aux enseignants un moyen de participer aux prises de décision qui n'appartenaient auparavant qu'aux
Commissions scolaires. Cette loi a elle-méme joue un réle majeur dans ce changement puisqu'elle a
permis aux enseignants de négocier leurs termes et conditions d'emploi. L'usage que les enseignants
ontariens ont fait des négociations collectives pour atteindre leur premier objectif, a savoir controéler
leur emploi, et leur objectif final, le professionnalisme, a servi de base pour I'analyse des résultats
obtenus par eux dans les efforts qu'ils ont menée pour devenir maitres de leurs activités d'enseignant,
apres l'adoption de la loi 100.

Cette étude analyse les résultats obtenus en dix ans par les enseignants ayant ravi, aux Commissions
scolaires et a leurs administrateurs, le pouvoir décisionnel relatif a leur milieu de travail. Elle évalue
T'efficacité du processus formel de négociation, établi en 1975, par rapport a celui utilise auparavant,
qui était plus informel. Les données ont été recueillies a partir d'un échantillon de Commissions
scolaires

ontariennes dont la population scolaire dépassait 2 000 étudiants, employant plus de 200 enseignants
et ayant négocié des contrats entre 1970 et 1980. On a étudie le contenu de chaque contrat établi suite &
des négociations collectives durant cette période afin de déterminer dans quelle mesure le contréle de
l'emploi était détenu par les enseignants plut6t que par la commission ou I'administration.

Pour analyser la teneur du contrat, on a classifié le niveau de contréle selon six catégories et quatre
secteurs professionnels. Une analyse multivariée a servi a déterminer la variabilité des niveaux de
contrdle que les enseignants ont atteint, en fonction des divers secteurs professionnels et des diverses
Commissions scolaires. Les résultats montrent que les enseignants? Participent nettement plus aux
prises de décision depuis I'adoption de la loi 100, le contréle unilatéral que détenaient les Commissions
scolaires ayant été remplace par un controle paritaire ou un processus de prise de décision mixte.
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Bargaining to Achieve Teacher Control
in Ontario

Lawrence M. Charles
and
Edward H. Humphreys

Teachers’ aspirations to professionalism are manifested in a
desire to control educational decision-making. This research in-
vestigates success in achieving control of decision-making under
formal bargaining, as defined by The School Boards and Teach-
ers’ Collective Negotiations Act, compared to non-formal bar-
gaining used prior to 1975.

While teachers have long proclaimed their professionalism! they have
not been accorded a status equal to their proclamations because, as both
Hall? and Hanson? point out, they lack one of the critical dimensions of the
traditional professions; that is, they lack control over the conditions under
which they provide their services. However, they do give evidence of four
other professional characteristics noted by Hall, those being, commitment
to public service, specialized skills, self-government (or control of the be-
haviour of the profession’s members) and a high level of income. Never-
theless, lacking control, teachers have been generally classified as semi-
professional. No doubt motivated by sentiments similar to those of
Stanley’s4, i.e., teachers have a long way to go before attaining full profes-
sion status, they have belatedly come to regard acquisition of control over

» CHARLES, Lawrence M., Toronto Board of Education

HUMPHREYS, Edward H., The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education,
Toronto.

1 J. RETSINAS, ‘‘Teachers: Bargaining for Control”’, American Educational Research
Journal, Washington, D.C., vol. 19, no. 3, Fall 1982, p. 356.

2 R.H. HALL, ‘“‘Professionalization and Bureaucratization’’, American Sociological
Review, Washington, D.C., vol. 33, 1968, pp. 92-104.

3 M.E. HANSON, ‘“‘Organizational Control in Educational Systems: A Case Study of
Governance in School’’, for the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Asso-
ciation, Toronto, March 1978, p. 12.

4 W.O.STANLEY, “‘Issues in Teacher Professionalism”’, in C.A. Bayles (Ed.), Power
and Professionalism in Teaching, Indiana University, Bureau of Educational Studies, 1964,
p. 5.
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their working environment, that is, the right of teachers to be involved in
the decision-making process in such a way that school boards and adminis-
trators are obliged to obtain the teachers’ agreement prior to taking action,
as a necessary first step gdwards reconciling their professional aspirations
with the reality of their Working lives. Teachers have chosen collective bar-
gaining as the means of reconciliation as they attempt to enhance their con-
trol over policy making which relates directly to the provision of their pro-
fessional service.

Webers insisted that the fundamental concept of professionalism can-
not be sustained without substantial member influence in the process of
policy formulation. Teachers have long sought a voice in school policy, but
their demands have been frustrated by the reluctance of school system offi-
cials to allow such participation in decision-making. Even so, when teachers
did negotiate they tended to place a premium on acquiring a substantial
voice in the fundamental decision-making processes of educational govern-
ances. However, while the desire to improve their professional status
through participation in decision-making was present, teachers had lacked
the power, possibly the resolve, and certainly the tools to accomplish their
goals.

Teachers have recognized that labour unions and other organizations
have long used collective bargaining to influence decision-making about
their members’ job functions. But while in the past, teachers had felt the
need to gain a greater measure of control over their work place, they were
reluctant to embrace collective bargaining out of fear that its association
with trade unionism would tarnish the teachers’ image. With the passage in
Ontario of The School Boards and Teachers Collective Bargaining Act,
1975 (Bill 100), teachers were given the tools they required. Now they em-
brace collective bargaining as a powerful tool for achieving control, and
hence, more closely approaching professionalism.

Teacher endorsement of collective bargaining, however, has drawn
both dismay and praise. Wellington and Winter’ expected unions to usurp
power from publicly-franchised school boards. LaNoue and Pilo? believed
that ““establishing school board policy through collective bargaining inevi-
tably reduces the community of scholars to a negotiating committee and

s A. WEBER, “Faculty Participation in Academic Governance”’, (Campus Govern-
ance Program), Washington, D.C., American Association of Higher Education, 1967, p. 74.

¢ B.E. DONOVAN, ““Negotiations: Ten Years Later’’, NASSP Bulletin, Washington,
D.C., vol. 55, 1971, pp. 40-48.

7 H. WELLINGTON, and R.W. WINTER, *Structuring Collective Bargaining in
Public Employment”’, Yale Law Journal, vol. 79, April 1970, p. 856.

8 G. LaNOUE, and M. PILO, “‘Teachers Union and Education Accountability”’,
Academic of Political Proceedings, vol. 30, no. 2, 1970, p. 157.
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makes such decisions more hierarchically determined’’. Lieberman?® con-
tritely acknowledges error in his earlier calling for teacher collective bar-
gaining and rejects the concept as opposed to the public interest. At the
same time, others see teachers as at least redressing the alienation endemic
to workers who have no control over their labour, or as gaining an effective
means of obtaining control over the work place!®. However one sees the
granting to teachers of legal collective bargaining rights, there is consensus
that in Ontario, 1975 was a watershed year because of the passage of Bill
100.

This Bill, The Schoo! Boards and Teachers Collective Negotiations
Act, 1975, permitted Ontario teachers to bargain all terms and conditions of
employment, thereby creating the opportunity for teachers to use formal
collective bargaining to increase their control over school system decision-
making. It provided the means to force recalcitrant negotiators, either
teachers or trustees to bargain, by permitting the imposition of sanctions,
either strikes or lockouts, thereby permitting the equitable transformation
of previously school board controlled decision-making processes. The sig-
nificance of 1975 in school board-teacher decision-making provided the op-
portunity for an analysis of gains in control over decision-making made by
Ontario teachers both before and after the passage of Bill 100.

This paper examines the effectiveness, over a ten year period, of teach-
ers in wresting control of decisions about their working environment from
school boards and their administrators, through the median of legal collec-
tive bargaining. It assesses the effectiveness of fcrmal bargaining processes
instituted in Ontario in 1975, as compared with the more informal processes
employed before 1975.

SAMPLE AND METHOD

A purposive stratified random sample of five public secondary, four
public elementary and three Roman Catholic separate elementary school
systems were chosen proportionately to represent the population of school
boards in Ontario which had in excess of 2,000 students or 200 teachers and
had negotiated contracts between 1970 and 1980. A content analysis of each
contract agreed to through collective bargaining in the system during the
period was used to determine the degree to which control was held by teach-
ers or board/administration. Clauses were examined to determine the com-
mittees established, teacher membership of those committees and the level

9 M. LEIBERMAN, ““Eggs That I Have Laid: Teacher Bargaining Reconsidered’’, Phi

Delta Kappan, Bloomington, Indiana, vol. 60, February 1979, pp. 415-419.
10 RETSINAS, op. cit., p. 368.
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of control inherent in such membership. The types of committees in each
school and school system were selected on the basis of the areas defined in
Table 1. Four major groups with 17 categories were developed from the
“decision-making categories model’’ described by Hanson''.

TABLE 1

Areas of Teacher Involvement in Decision-Making

Areas Sub-areas
Instructional programs? A. curriculum development
B. selection of textbooks
C. teaching methodology
Working conditions® A. pupil/ teacher ratio (PTR)
B. class size
C. instructional load
— assigned time
— unassigned time
D. status and responsibility system
E. leave of absence
Personnel policies/practices® A. teacher qualifications
B. professional development
C. hiring of new teachers
D. surplus/redundancy procedures
E. teacher personnel files
Job securityd A.  promotion
B. transfer
C. staff utilization
D. teacher evaluation

a  Ipstructional programs — salient, policy concerns which impinge on effective instruction
and possibly job security.

b Working conditions — concerns of organizational status, workload, job security and con-
dition of life in teaching.

¢ Personnel policies and practices — concerns for the development and selection of per-
sonnel.

d  Job security — concerns that relate to the availability and location of work both geogra-
phically and vertically in the system.

11 HANSON, op. cit., pp. 34-65.



BARGAINING TO ACHIEVE TEACHER CONTROL IN ONTARIO 499

Teachers desire control of these areas because they are vital to the pro-
fessional roles teachers wish to play in society. Their training and experience
prepares teachers to have a crucial position in the process of education, and
decisions in those areas which affect their pupil clientele, the effectiveness
of their own work and the quality of the education program they can offer.
Kronhouser'? noted that as qualified practitioners, teachers are best able to
determine how specific functions ought to be performed, and that a practi-
tioner must be free to exercise his own judgement in a specific case.

Trustees, on the other hand, are laymen who operate in the interests of
the public and represent children and parents to ensure an effective and af-
fordable school system. As representatives of the public they believe they
must have the freedom to develop the kind of school system that society
wishes and to provide resources in keeping with the public’s willingness and
ability to pay the costs of the system.

Control over the decisions that are so vital to education is deemed in
this study to exist along a continuum extending from total teacher control to
total trustee control. It is a zero-sum game, what one group wins the other
loses. Control is exercised through attendance with an opportunity for
speaking (voice or no voice) and for voting on decisions (proportion of
members) in committees that are responsible for decisions concerning the
issues. Control, then, is defined operationally in terms of teacher involve-
ment by categories, which are treated in the analysis as interval measures,
called levels of control. These include:

1. No voice, no vote. No teacher involvement.

2. Voice, no vote. Teachers participate in discussion only.

3. Voice, minority vote. Teachers participate but have only weak control of
policy.

4. Voice, parity vote. Teachers participate and share control of the decision
equally with trustees.

5. Voice, majority vote. Teachers participate and control policy decisions
through their majority of voting members.

6. Voice, vote, veto. Teachers participate and can prohibit adverse policy
decisions through exercise of their veto.

As this paper is interested in effects which occurred over a ten-year
period, we define change over time as either upward, i.e. from level two to
five suggests that teachers have attained greater control, or as downward,
i.e. from level four to three suggests that teachers have lost control. Data is

12 W. KRONHOUSER, Scientists in Industry, Berkeley, University of California Press,
1968, p. 1.
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provided which indicates the absolute position of the teachers on the scale
of control and analysis examines the changes that occur in that position
over time.

The categories of analysis are the listed levels of control. The recording
units are the smallest segment of contract/policy clause content (key phrase)
that could be characterized by placing them into the given categories. The
categories (level of control), key phrases and some explanation were influ-
enced by works of Roberts!?, Cheng'4, and Pisapia's.

The design for the data collections and analysis follows Winer?s.
Groups of school boards were nested within each type of school board. In
the public elementary there were four school boards, in the public secon-
dary, five, and in the separate elementary, three. Within each school board,
there were four areas of control. In every school board, teacher control data
by area by years were compared over ten years (1970-1980). The design was
repeated once every two years yielding six replications within the ten-year
period. The statistical analysis was structured to reflect the hierarchical
nature of the design: board within type by area by years.

The design led to a complex model for the analysis of variance. The
need for such a complex model was revealed in the results, where both areas
and boards emerged as significant sources of variation. If not separately
estimated and used properly in error terms, the resulting analysis could be
suspect. Multivariate techniques were required to provide statistical tests
given that there were numerous correlated dependent measures.

As noted earlier in this section, five levels of control were used for each
professional sub-area (see Table 1) for each school board. As would be ex-
pected, these are highly correlated and under such circumstances a multi-
variate analysis is the most robust technique to use all the data'’. The
““Multivariate’’ computer program'® was used as it accommodated the
double nesting and different error terms in a multivariate analysis.

13 H.M. ROBERTS, Roberts’ Rules of Order: The Standard Guide to Parliamentary
Procedure, Toronto, Tudor Press, 1978, pp. 201-204.

14 C.W. CHENG, Altering Collective Bargaining: Citizenship Participation in Educa-
tional Decision-Making, New York, Praeger Publishers, 1976, pp. 35-65.

1s J.R. PISAPIA, ‘“‘Professional Values and Faculty Unionism”’, unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of West Virginia, 1974, pp. 142-154.

16 B.J. WINER, Statistical Principles in Experimental Design, New York, McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1962, pp. 191-195.

17 P.K.ITO, “Robustness of Anova and Manova Test Procedures’’, in P.R. Krishnaiah
(Ed.), Handbook of Statistics, New York, North-Holland Publishing, 1980, p. 199; and G.V.
GLASS, and J.C. STANLEY, Statistical Methods in Education and Psychology, Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall, 1970, p. 374.

18 J.D. FINN, Multivariance: Univariate and Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Co-
variance, Regression and Repeated Measures — A Fortran Program (Version VI, September
1977), Chicago, National Educational Resources, 1977.
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Results

Table 2 highlights the results of the multivariate analysis. The mean
levels of control by period are presented in Table 3 by types of board and in
Table 4 by areas. From these tables, if teachers had either little or no con-
trol, preponderance of the school board would be reflected in a mean level
of control between one and two, greater teacher control would be reflected
in a mean greater than two, preponderance of teacher control of decision-

making would result in a mean of six.

TABLE 2

Mean Squares for Univariate F-Ratios and Multivariate? F-Ratios
for Muitivariate Repeated Measures Analysis

Results are Shown for Two Alternate Transfor of the R d M.
Across years 1. Mean 2. Type 3. Area 4. TxA 5.B:T6 AxB:T
Multivariate F — 2.12 4.24** 77 .58 1.72**
Univariate Mean Squares:
Main Effects
Sum over periods 42 111.57 2.71 554.50 16.83 78.19 25.28
[nteraction with periods using
simple contrasts among
periods
Period 1 vs. others 88.68 1.50 3.70** 22 1.95 .63*
2 vs. others 41.04 .05 .61 .28 3.23 1.06**
3 vs. others .35 10.54* 79 81 2.20 J92%*
4 vs. others 12.01 11 1.21* .57 .77 .28
5 vs. others 22.33 1.71 49 .21 .89 62**
Interaction with periods using
before/after 1975
transformations
After 1975 vs. Before 231.89** 8.37 7.82* 1.08 8.06 2.78*
Within periods® 35.42 2.34 1.18 16 1.04 42
Within petiodsd 2.82 2.32 .19 .68 2.56 1.00**
After/Before® 1.86 92 29 .08 .15 12
Afler/Befored .24 .18 34 .05 28 18%*
/
1 T T

Error terms for F-ratios®

a
b
<
d
€

* Sig. at .05 level.
** Sig. at .01 level.

Bock, 1975, pp. 483-489.
Period n vs. average of other periods.
Periods 1 and 4 vs. periods 2, 3, 5, 6.
Periods 2 and 4 vs. periods 1, 3, 4, 6.
Arrow points from error term to numerator of F-ratio.

]L‘—”PL“

7. Within
Board

80.79

.39
.36
.34
27
31

1.28
.30
.30

.07
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Board

Elementary
Public

Elementary

Separate

Secondary

a

TABLE 3

Mean? Control Levels® by Type of Board by Area by Period

Before 1975 After 1975
Area® 1970-71 1972-73 1974-75 1976-77 1978-79 1980-81

A, 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.7
A, 1.8 1.8 2.2 3.2 3.1 3.4
A, 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.8 2.8
A, 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.8 2.2 2.4
A, 3.1 3.1 33 33 3.8 3.8
A, 1.0 1.8 2.0 2.5 2.7 2.7
A, 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.6 2.9 2.9
A, 1.0 1.5 1.6 22 2.4 2.8
A, 2.8 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.2 32
A, 1.3 1.7 2.3 2.5 2.1 2.6
A, 1.9 2.1 3.2 3.0 2.8 28
A, 1.1 1.3 2.5 2.0 1.7 23

Mean control level is the arithmetic average of six scale levels of control (below) aggregated

from 3 sub-categories of area 1, 5 sub-categories of area 2, 5 sub-categories of area 3
and 4 sub-categories of area 4.

b Control
1 =
2 =
3 =

It

Levels as interval measures:

No voice, no vote — no teacher involvement

Voice, no vote — teachers take part in discussion

Voice, minority vote — teachers gain access to, but only weak control of, policy
information

= Voice, parity vote — teachers are assured of equal control over policy formulation

Voice, majority vote — teachers control the passage of policy resolutions

= Voice, vote, veto — teachers can prohibit policies

Instructional Program

= Working Conditions

Personnel Policies and Practices
Job Security
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TABLE 4

Mean? Control Levels® by Areas, 1970-1980

Before 1975 After 1975
Areas 1970-71 1972-73 1974-75 1976-77  1978-79 1980-81
Al. Instructional Program
1.1 Curriculum Development 1.5 1.5 1.8 2.3 2.4 2.4
1.2 Selection of Textbook 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.1
1.3 Teaching Methodology 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Totals 3.0 3.0 3.2 34 35 3.5
A2. Working Conditions
2.1 Pupil-Teacher Ratio 1.2 1.7 2.2 29 2.9 31
2.2 Class Size 1.4 1.9 2.3 3.0 2.9 3.1
2.3 Instructional Load 1.4 1.9 2.3 3.0 2.9 3.1
2.4 Positions of Responsibility 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.3
2.5 Leave of Absence 1.3 1.5 2.5 2.6 2.7 3.1
Totals 1.4 1.7 22 2.7 2.7 2.9
A3. Personnel Policies/Practices
3.1 Teacher Qualification 5.0 5.2 5.8 5.8 5.8 5.8
3.2 Professional Development 1.3 1.5 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.7
3.3 Teacher Hiring 1.1 1.1 1.4 1.0 1.2 1.2
3.4 Surplus/Redundancy
Procedure 1.2 1.2 2.4 2.5 3.4 33
3.5 Teacher Personnel Files 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.3 1.3
Totals 1.9 2.2 2.7 2.6 2.8 2.8
A4, Job Security
4.1 Promotion 1.0 1.4 1.8 2.0 2.1 2.4
4.2 Transfer 1.0 1.2 1.8 1.8 2.2 2.7
4.3 Staff Utilization 1.3 1.8 2.4 3.0 2.7 32
4.4 Evaluation 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.8
Totals 1.1 1.4 1.6 2.0 2.1 2.6

2 Mean control level is the arithmetic average of six scale levels of control (below) aggregated from 3 sub-

categories of area 1, 5 sub-categories of area 2, § sub-categories of area 3 and 4 sub-categories of
area 4.
Y Control Levels as interval measures:
1 = No voice, no vote — no teacher involvement
= Voice, no vote — teachers take part in discussion
Voice, minority vote — teachers gain access to, but only weak control of, policy information
= Voice, parity vote — teachers are assured of equal control over policy formulation
= Voice, majority vote — teachers control the passage of policy resolutions
Voice, vote, veto — teachers can prohibit policies

[NV N
[
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These data illustrate an overall gain by teachers, of control over the
professional areas during the period examined, and particularly while nego-
tiating under Bill 100. But generally as Table 2 indicates there was no signif-
icant difference in the attained levels by type of board (col. 2) or by type of
board by area (T X A, col. 4). The significant contrast (p < .01, one tail
t-test) of control attained by type of board, between period three and all
other periods seemed to be a chance occurrence, possibly the result of an
outburst of teacher militancy, evident, particularly in secondary education,
at that time. Nevertheless, significant differences occurred in the levels by
area column 3, row 1, but the degree of control varied in a complex way.
Before/after 1975 transformations indicates the difference was significant
between the periods before and after 1975 (col. 3, row 8) but not among the
periods before 1975 and after 1975, although with simple contrast, signifi-
cant differences occurred in periods 1 and 4 (col. 3, row 3, and row 6), when
contrasted with other periods.

The significance of differences before 1975/after 1975 was not the
same in every board (area by board within type — A X B: T —col. 6, row 1
and row 8). The significant effect was due to attainment of greater control
by teachers earlier in some boards and later in others. In the pre-1975 phase,
significant differences were noted in periods 1, 2 and 3 (col. 6, row 7). Sig-
nificant before/after differences were noted for periods 2 and 4 as opposed
to the average difference for all other periods, by area for board within type
of board (col. 6, rows 10 and 12).

The analysis indicates (in general) that teachers have gained signifi-
cantly greater levels of control over decision-making in all study areas fol-
lowing Bill 100 than they did before its institution, but the amount of
change varied by area, board and type of board.

Table 4 shows control levels achieved by areas. The gains in control by
areas, before and after 1975 (Bill 100) has already been noted as significant
although gains by type of school board were not significant. Generally,
teachers began the period with their highest level of control (mean 3.0) in
the area of instructional program and achieved an increase over the period,
even attaining majority control (mean 5) in some school boards, although
generally they only attained or approached parity control (mean 4). Such
high levels of control in this area probably resulted, at least in part, from a
Ministry of Education post-1974 guideline guaranteeing teacher participa-
tion in developing curriculum. School boards were mandated to accord
teachers participation in program development based on the guidelines.

In other areas (working conditions, personnel policies/practices, job
security) teachers in some school boards achieved or approached parity con-
trol (mean 2-4) or joint decision-making but with slight differences in the
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speed with which parity control was achieved. By the end of the study
period, teachers had achieved substantial gains in control over working con-
ditions but had been less successful regarding either personnel policies/
practices or job security.

The study by Flango!® concluded that the major gains of teachers from
collective bargaining were centered in the area of working conditions. While
this may be the trend in other areas, the achievements in Ontario, in the area
of instructional programs and the slight differences in the levels of control
achieved in the areas of working conditions, personnel policies and job
security make it difficult to reach a similar conclusion. The findings show
that Ontario teachers’ organizations negotiate with greater success on pro-
gram issues and with less but still significant success in the other three im-
portant areas.

DISCUSSION

The anguished desire for professional status that in part is presently
manifested in the thrust to control workplace decision-making has troubled
teachers for several decades. Ontario’s Bill 100 presented teachers with an
opportunity to force the pace for attaining professional status that had
never existed before. It arose, in part, because teachers were prepared to
challenge conventional wisdom that rejected collective bargaining as unpro-
fessional, and because teacher militancy was sufficiently strong to turn
aside government policies that would have refused the right to strike to
teachers. The challenge paid off with a substantial gain in the role teachers
play in decision-making about the workplace.

The thrust toward greater control of decision-making is central to the
attaining of the self-directing characteristics of a true profession. At the
same time, teachers’ attainment of control over the workplace implies a loss
of control by trustees and their administrators. Wildman and Perry? pre-
dicted that the passing of power from administrators, one begun may be ex-
pected to continue until a major realignment has occurred in the organiza-
tion of schools. It is not surprising that the realignment taking place in
Ontario would occur most clearly in the area of instructional programs.
This is the area in which trustees require and respect teacher expertise. That
the realignment would extend to working conditions, personnel policies and
practices and to job security attests to the dynamism of the changes.

19 V.E. FLANGO, ‘“‘The Impact of Collective Bargaining on Educational Policies’’,
Journal of Collective Negotiations, vol. 5, 1976, pp. 153-154.

20 W.A. WILDMAN, and C.R. PERRY, “Group Conflict and School Organization”’,
Phi Delta Kappan, Bloomington, Indiana, vol. 47, January 1966, p. 244.
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The implications of such fundamental shifts are indeed profound, par-
ticularly if the shifts run rampant throughout education. However, such de-
stabilization is unlikely in a period when serious economic constraints are
impinging upon all public services, when the public has a reluctance to
wholeheartedly support its schools and when teachers themselves are reeling
from a series of set backs from declining enrollments to curtailed job oppor-
tunities and over-supply of teachers.

While one might expect that a balance between teacher and trustee
decision-making would result from the lessening of teacher militancy occa-
sioned by the conditions noted above, other factors also will affect the
balance of forces. The widespread demand for accountability that pervades
public service delivery has not avoided education. The demand arises with
the public in response to media coaching and deposits itself at the board-
room table, through popularly elected trustees, thereby creating a signifi-
cant problem for the administrator. Not only is it a problem in the human
relations sense but administrators lack the capability, in a technical sense, to
assess effectiveness and hence to answer accountability arguments convinc-
ingly.

Accountability also poses interesting questions for teachers as they
search for control over decisions that affect their role. The concept of ac-
countability implies the notion that an individual cannot be held liable un-
less he has the right to make a decision for which he is to be held liable. As
long as decisions were taken without teacher advice or acquiesence, teachers
could hardly be held accountable for the outcomes that the decisions
brought about. With control over decisions, even if only to a limited degree,
teachers can be and indeed should be expected to accept responsibility for
their outcomes, insofar as they have been instrumental in influencing those
decisions. But teachers have traditionally rejected any inclusions in con-
tracts that would lead to the measurement of performance, presumably
because accountability could connote negative reward (dismissal) according
to performance. But now boards are likely to demand written agreement
with clearly defined evaluative procedures regarding teacher performance.
Perry and Wildman?! advocated that a system mechanism for measuring in-
put and output in the individual classroom situation through differentiated
tasks, status, role and remuneration, may be used to measure accounta-
bility. This dilemma which by inference may be attributed to collective bar-
gaining may never be solved without substantial developments in measure-
ment and management practices. However, the expansion of teacher con-

21 C.R. PERRY, and W.A. WILDMAN, The Impact of Negotiations in Public Educa-
tion: The Evidence from the Schools, Worthington, Ohio, Charles A. Jones Publishing, 1970,
p. 244.
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trol that is emanating from the bargaining table presents a great opportu-
nity for productive changes in school management through joint dealings in
teacher-school board relationships aimed at enhancing the smooth func-
tioning of the educational system.

Perry and Wildman? viewed collective bargaining as an adversarial
process with conflict based on power as the focus of the interaction between
teachers and school management. While they would acknowledge that some
compromise and concession-making on policy issues is possible, they be-
lieve that reason will not prevail. Conversely, Williams? argued that
through collective bargaining a new form of co-existence could be achieved,
and Edelfelt?* described collective bargaining as a symbiotic relationship
which significantly alters the behaviour of the parties. Symbiosis would
stem from the compromise of interests resulting in the trade-offs which lead
to the final collective agreement.

Collective bargaining qualified the de facto role of school boards to
make unilateral policies. As Perry and Wildman? suggest it obligated
school boards to access the degree of consensus among groups such as
parents and taxpayers, and then to defend this consensus against teachers’
demands. Teachers, however, could also gain some measure of persuasive
power over the community and, consequently, over the school boards
because the community, recognizing teachers as most knowledgeable about
students’ needs, could put pressure on school boards to reach compromises
in collective bargaining. The short-term control over some of the resources
of the school system which teachers as a group exert invests them with some
degree of power over the community and over school system management
anxious to placate communities that require teachers’ classroom and custo-
dial services. School boards could therefore be forced to abandon their role
as intermediaries between the public and the teachers. During the post-Bill
100 phase there has been ample evidence of community pressure being used
in Ontario to settle negotiations impasses. However, long-term outcomes
are most difficult to predict.

The collective agreement is a joint decision. The parties jointly commit
themselves to execute decisions reached at the bargaining table. In effect the
agreement represents what Pisapia2 describes as ‘‘compromised profession-

22 Ibidem, p. 216.

23 W.A. WILLIAMS, ‘“‘An Academic Alternative to Collective Negotiations’’, Phi
Delta Kappan, Bloomington, Indiana, vol. 54, 1968, p. 424.

24 R. EDELFELT, Preservice and Professional Standards, U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, September 4,
1968, p. 2.

25 PERRY, and WILDMAN, 1970, op. cit.

26 PISAPIA, op. cit., p. 95.
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alism”’. Viewed this way, collective negotiations have gained, for Ontario
teachers, greater control over many aspects of their working lives. But they
have not yet achieved ultimate control; this they may never do, since man-
agement needs to control the resources of the publicly supported school
boards. One can expect a new balance to be struck which recognizes the
teacher as a joint decision-maker. If this trend towards teacher involvement
in decision-making continues, the professional status of the teaching profes-
sion should increase, as account is taken of the increase in teacher influence
in policy-making matters and procedures. In this fashion, the findings sup-
port Myers’?’ contention that professionalization will be advanced through
collective bargaining.
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Les enseignants et le contréle de leur profession
DUexpérience ontarienne

Les enseignants proclament depuis longtemps leur professionnalisme. Toutefois,
ils n’ont pas de signes distinctifs propres aux professions traditionnelles et c’est pour
cette raison qu’on ne leur a pas accordé un statut égal a leur professionnalisme. Les
€crits traitant du professionnalisme suggérent qu’obtenir le contrdle sur ’emploi ou
obtenir le droit de participer aux prises de décision avant ’application d’une politi-
que constituent des aspects majeurs si I’on souhaite atteindre le professionnalisme.
Cette étude examine jusqu’a quel point les enseignants se sont servis des négociations
collectives pour améliorer leur statut en participant aux prises de décision et, en par-
ticulier, en exercant une autorité en milieu de travail.

Les enseignants ont demandé longtemps une voix dans la politique scolaire, par
Pintermédiaire de leurs fédérations. Ces demandes ont été rejetées par un refus évi-
dent de reconnaitre les caractéristiques professionnelles des enseignants comme, par
exemple, leur compétence tant académique que pédagogique et leur désir de con-
troler les prises de décision en matiére d’éducation. Les enseignants ont donc été
amenés 3 considérer la prise en main de I’emploi comme étant la premicre étape re-
quise pour réconcilier leurs aspirations professionnelles avec 1a réalité de leur vie pro-
fessionnelle.

Cette étude considére le contrdle de ’emploi comme un aspect du professionna-
lisme. Les syndicats et autres organisations utilisent depuis longtemps les négocia-
tions collectives pour devenir maitres des secteurs ayant trait a leur vie profession-
nelle. Si les enseignants eux aussi sont décidés a devenir maitres de leur emploi et en
conséquence & devenir davantage professionnels, ils doivent aussi utiliser cette arme
puissante.

La Loi sur les négociations collectives entre Commissions scolaires et ensei-
gnants, adoptée en 1975, a donné aux enseignants ontariens la possibilité d’utiliser
les négociations collectives pour atteindre leurs objectifs. La loi (projet de loi 100) a
formalisé le processus de négociation collective et a donné aux enseignants un moyen
de participer aux prises de décision qui n’appartenaient auparavant qu’aux Commis-
sions scolaires. Cette loi a elle-m&me joué un rdle majeur dans ce changement puis-
gqu’elle a permis aux enseignants de négocier leurs termes et conditions d’emploi.
L’usage que les enseignants ontariens ont fait des négociations collectives pour at-
teindre leur premier objectif, & savoir contrdler leur emploi, et leur objectif final, le
professionnalisme, a servi de base pour I’analyse des résultats obtenus par eux dans les
efforts qu’ils ont menés pour devenir maitres de leurs activités d’enseignant, aprés
I’adoption de la loi 100.

Cette étude analyse les résultats obtenus en dix ans par les enseignants ayant
ravi, aux Commissions scolaires et & leurs administrateurs, le pouvoir décisionnel
relatif 4 leur milieu de travail. Elle évalue ’efficacité du processus formel de négocia-
tion, établi en 1975, par rapport a celui utilisé auparavant, qui était plus informel.

Les données ont été recueillies A partir d’un échantillon de Commissions scolai-
res ontariennes dont la population scolaire dépassait 2 000 étudiants, employant plus
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de 200 enseignants et ayant négocié des contrats entre 1970 et 1980. On a étudié le
contenu de chaque contrat établi suite & des négociations collectives durant cette
période afin de déterminer dans quelle mesure le contrdle de ’emploi était détenu par
les enseignants plutdt que par la commission ou ’administration.

Pour analyser la teneur du contrat, on a classifié le niveau de contrdle selon six
catégories et quatre secteurs professionnels. Une analyse multivariée a servi a déter-
miner la variabilité des niveaux de contrdle que les enseignants ont atteint, en fonc-
tion des divers secteurs professionnels et des diverses Commissions scolaires. Les
résultats montrent que les enseignant$ participent nettement plus aux prises de déci-
sion depuis I’adoption de la loi 100, le contrdle unilatéral que détenaient les Com-
missions scolaires ayant été remplacé par un contrdle paritaire ou un processus de
prise de décision mixte.
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